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Ⅰ. Introduction

Co-branding is defined as “a composite brand 

extension in which two brand names are com-

bined to create a composite brand name for a 

new product or service” (Park et al. 1996). There 

are essentially two types of co-brands: tangible 

co-branded products and intangible co-branded 

services.1) Tangible co-branded products include 

horizontal co-branding, a strategy in which the 

partnering brands are at the same step in the 

value chain (e.g., the Sony-Ericsson mobile 

phone), as well as ingredient co-branding, in 

which two integral parts comprise one product 

(e.g., the HP notebooks featuring “Intel Inside”; 

cf. Walchli 2015). Examples of co-branded 

services include Dual-Branding (Levin and 
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Levin 2000; e.g., Kentucky Fried Chicken 

(KFC) and A&W restaurants) and retail co- 

branding (e.g., Walmart and Starbucks). Table 

1 lists and summarizes some current prominent 

co-branding examples in different types of 

products and services.

It is evident that co-branded products are 

distributed over many different categories. However, 

not all co-branded products achieve success 

when forming a co-branding alliance (Cao and 

Sorescu 2013). Perhaps the most famous ex-

ample of a co-branding failure is the BenQ- 

Siemens mobile phone. In fact, (co-)brand 

strategies may not be successful throughout a 

particular product category. We believe that the 

success or failure of co-branding can be ex-

plained by such factors as the strategic intent 

of one brand partner to form a co-branding al-

liance (e.g., Rao and Ruekert 1994; Washburn 

et al. 2000) or consumer evaluations of the co- 

brand and the partnering brands (e.g., Park et 

al. 1996; Simonin and Ruth 1998).

We argue that the literature on co-branding 

success remains incomplete, since discussions 

on consumer involvement have largely been 

neglected. A more detailed discussion of con-

sumer evaluation as an indispensable factor in 

co-branding research is particularly needed 

Examples Product/Service

Gillette razor and Noxzema moisturizer Product

HP/Lenovo laptop with Intel-inside Product

Apple iPod/Nike Sport kit Product

Philips Sonicare Crest toothbrush Product

Ben & Jerry and Heath Bar Crunch ice cream Product

Puma-Ferrari shoes Product

Goretex-Timberland shoes Product

Teflon-WMF Cookware Product

Beechnut baby foods und Chiquita Bananas Product

Kellogg's Pop Tarts woth Smucker's fruit filling Product

Philadelphia Milka Chocolate Product

Tuna Helper Complete with Starkist Tuna Product

Duncan Hines Fun Frosters with Nestlé Crunch Candy Product

KFC & A&W restaurant Service

DB Bahn with SNCF train from Frankfurt to Paris Service

Starbucks with Barnes & Nobel Service

Tim Horton with Wendy restaurant Service

Crowne Plaza Paramus with Bonefish Grill Service

<Table 1> Co-branding Examples 
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with respect to the evaluation of co-branding. 

However, to our knowledge, only a few studies 

have examined the influence of consumer in-

volvement on consumer evaluation (e.g., Helmig 

et al. 2007; Samuelsen et al. 2014). Therefore, 

the objective of the present research is to bridge 

this gap.

Specifically, we focus on one type of involve-

ment: consumer product involvement. Consumer 

product involvement is a crucial factor in 

consumer evaluation (Aaker and Keller 1990). 

Throughout this research, consumer product 

involvement is defined as “consumers’ perceived 

relevance of the co-brand’s product category to 

their needs and values” (Nkwocha et al. 2005, 

p. 51). For example, beverages and batteries are 

often recognized as lower-involved products, 

while computers and smart-phones are often 

considered to be higher-involved products.

This study aims to answer an important ques-

tion: How does consumer product involvement 

moderate the strength of the reciprocal effect 

on each partnering brand? The term “reciprocal 

effect” is referred to as the influences that the 

attitudes toward the co-brand have on each of 

the allying brands. We explore whether the 

higher-involved and lower-involved categories 

affect the magnitude of negative (in the case 

of an unsuccessful co-brand) or positive (in the 

case of a successful co-brand) reciprocal effect. 

This study contributes to the co-branding 

literature by exploring the moderating influ-

ence of product involvement on the reciprocal 

effects in the scenario of a moderately-incon-

gruent brand pair (cf. Walchli et al. 2007). This 

study also assists brand managers of multi- 

category corporations (e.g., Sony) to choose the 

appropriate product category for developing a 

co-branding partnership. Furthermore, our work 

complements previous discussions over reciprocal 

effects in co-branding (e.g., Radighieri et al. 

2014; Cunha Jr. et al. 2015). For instance, we 

can add to Cunha Jr. et al.’s (2015, p. 1288) 

findings and conclude: For a stronger positive 

reciprocal effect on it, the less-known brand 

(Prime foods) should partner with a well-known 

brand (e.g., Kellogg’s) to release a low-involved 

product (e.g., corn flakes), and the name of 

less-known brand should appear only at the end 

of a co-brand advertisement. 

The remainder of this research is organized 

as follows. Section 2 reviews existing relevant 

literature on co-branding success and consumer 

involvement, and offers two research propositions. 

Section 3 provides the details of a proposed 

mathematical analytical model for proving the 

propositions, and we show the proof in section 

4. Finally, we present our conclusions, the con-

tributions of the study, and extensions to fu-

ture research in section 5.
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Ⅱ. Literature Review and 
      Propositions

2.1 Review of the Relevant Literature

To our knowledge, co-branding success may 

be analyzed from two major perspectives: the 

consumer behavior framework and the strate-

gic alliance framework. From a strategic alliance 

perspective, for example, Bucklin and Sengupta 

(1993) apply the theory of inter-organizational 

exchange (e.g., Cook 1977) in analyzing the 

co-branding alliance, and Mohr and Spekman 

(1994) address the importance of mutual trust. 

Additionally, signaling theory (Spence 1973) 

has been adopted by several scholars (e.g., Rao 

and Ruekert 1994; Washburn et al. 2000; 

Bengtsson and Servais 2005) to explain the 

function of the brand name in a co-branding 

alliance.

Compared with a small number of studies from 

the strategic alliance framework, a rich vein of 

literature has focused on the attitudinal favor-

ability of the co-brand and on the post-alliance 

attitudinal evaluation of each of the partnering 

brands. The most crucial factor in determining 

the attitudinal favorability of a co-brand may 

be the “fit.” This term was first defined by 

Aaker and Keller (1990) and, to our knowledge, 

Park et al. (1996) were the first to use apply 

term to the field of co-branding. Specifically, 

the authors defined the term “product fit” as 

the existence of attribute complementarity. Except 

the product fit, Simonin and Ruth (1998) de-

fined a good brand fit as a high level of con-

sistency in the brand images of the host and 

ingredient brands (e.g., Louis Vuitton and 

Montblanc). Aside from “product fit” and “brand 

fit,” there exist other types of “fit” (e.g., the fit 

of the country-of-origin image, Lee et al. 2013; 

the fit of brand personality, Van der Lans et 

al. 2014).

In addition to the attitudinal favorability of 

the co-brand, the other important factor de-

termining co-branding success is the post-alli-

ance evaluation of each of the partnering brands. 

It is commonly accepted that the post-alliance 

attitudes toward the partnering brands are di-

rectly influenced by “the strength of reciprocal 

effects” (Park et al. 1996; Baumgarth 2004; 

Rodrigue and Biswas 2004). To our knowledge, 

researchers often examine reciprocal effects at 

two levels: the attitude level (e.g., Simonin 

and Ruth 1998; Baumgarth 2004) and the be-

lief level (e.g., Hillyer and Tikoo 1995; Geylani 

et al. 2008).

Simonin and Ruth (1998) were the first to 

find that reciprocal effect may exist at the at-

titude level. Washburn et al. (2000) report that 

a weaker brand in terms of brand equity could 

gain a positive reciprocal effect if it allies with 

a stronger brand. Swaminathan et al. (2011) 

and Radighieri et al. (2013) also investigated the 

different reciprocal effects on partnering brands 

by using panel data and by performing experi-
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ments, respectively. The above-mentioned studies 

focused on reciprocal effects at the attitude 

level; to our knowledge, however, only two 

studies have investigated reciprocal effects at 

the belief level (belief revisions). Park et al. 

(1996) argue that a co-brand with a good product 

fit may cause a positive reciprocal effect on 

consumer evaluations of the important attrib-

utes of partnering brands. Geylani et al. (2008) 

utilize a theoretical mathematical modeling ap-

proach to show that consumers’ attribute be-

liefs may encounter positive or negative recip-

rocal effects (i.e., belief revision). We argue 

that belief revision is therefore related to recip-

rocal effects at the attitude level; thus, in our 

model, consumers’ reciprocal effects at the atti-

tude level are formulated by connecting to 

those effects at the belief level. Moreover, pre-

vious research suggests that a few factors could 

moderate the strength of reciprocal effects. For 

example, Hillyer and Tikoo (1995) and Park et 

al. (1996) report that the order of the brand 

names in co-branding may influence the mag-

nitude of reciprocal effects across the allying 

brands―the header (or primary) brand (Sony 

in Sony–Ericsson) may have a stronger recip-

rocal effect than the modifier (or secondary) 

brand (e.g., Ericsson in Sony–Ericsson). Brand 

familiarity (Simonin and Ruth 1998) is also a 

moderator of reciprocal effects: That is, a lower 

level of brand familiarity with one brand may 

generate a stronger reciprocal effect on that 

brand.

Finally, some decisive factors, such as the 

country-of-origin effect (Voss and Tansuhaj 

1999), association transfer (James 2005), sim-

ilarity-of-brand associations (Van der Lans et 

al. 2014), and consumer involvements (Helmig 

et al. 2007; Vijay et al. 2012; Samuelsen et al. 

2014), remain in terms of studies that have used 

the consumer evaluation framework. A more 

detailed summary regarding the most important 

factors for co-branding success is presented in 

Table 2. 

In summary, Table 2 demonstrates that the-

oretical and empirical validations regarding 

consumer involvement are relatively limited, al-

though there is a profusion of literature on 

co-branding success from the perspective of 

consumer evaluation (e.g., Helmig et al. 2008; 

Samuelsen et al. 2014). Since consumer in-

volvement is an interesting and important re-

search topic in the field of co-branding (Vaidyanathan 

and Aggarwal 2000), this crucial factor must 

be taken into account when evaluating co-branding 

success.

The concept of involvement, which has been 

connected to marketing by Krugman (1966), 

consists of product involvement (e.g., Michaelidou 

and Dibb 2006), purchasing involvement (e.g., 

Mittal 1989; Helmig et al. 2007), task involve-

ment (Tyebjee 1979), advertising involvement 

(Zaickhowsky 1985), and situational involvement 

(Samuelsen et al. 2014). In the field of brand 

extension, there has been a great deal of dis-

cussion about consumer involvement; most stud-
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ies have focused on how this type of involve-

ment affects consumer evaluations of the ex-

tended products if the existing and the ex-

tended ones are different (e.g., Nkwocha et al. 

2005).

In the field of co-branding research, Helmig 

et al. (2007) presented a seminal work that in-

vestigates the impact of consumer involvement 

in co-branding evaluation. Through the use of 

experiments, Helmig et al. (2007) posited that 

consumers with a high degree of purchase in-

volvement will have greater intentions to try 

the new co-branded products, given that those 

co-branded products are complementary and 

make more sense to consumers than do those 

with low involvement. Based on congruence 

theory (Meyers-Levy and Tybout 1989), Walchli 

(2007) and Sreejesh (2012) both report that 

under a high-involvement processing condition, 

a brand alliance that reveals a moderate differ-

Success factor Author(s); Year Framework

brand fit: brand awareness Simonin and Ruth; 1998

Voss and Tansuhaj; 1999

Cao and Sorescu; 2013

Consumer Behavior

product fit Park et al.; 1996  

Simonin and Ruth; 1998

Consumer Behavior

country of origin fit between brands Voss and Tansuhaj; 1999 

Lee, et al.; 2013

Consumer Behavior

Brand equity Washburn et al., 2004 Strategic Alliance

Company culture and management style are 

the same for the allying brand

Bucklin and Sengupta; 1993 Strategic Alliance

Mutual benefit: resource fit between brands Venkatesh et al.; 2000 Strategic Alliance

Incongruence of the two brands Walchli; 2007
Sreejesh; 2012

Consumer Behavior

Similarity of brand associations James; 2005
Van der Lans et al.; 2014

Consumer Behavior

Exclusiveness of the alliance: each brand is 
only associated with one alliance

Cao and Sorescu; 2013
Newmeyer et al.; 2014 

Strategic Alliance

Positive reciprocal Effect on brand partners Simonin and Ruth; 1998 Consumer Behavior

High brand familiarity of the allying brands 

(stronger positive reciprocal effect)

Simonin and Ruth; 1998 Consumer Behavior

purchase intention Swaminathan et al.; 2011 Consumer Behavior

new-product-brand-fit Bouten et al.; 2011 Consumer Behavior

Purchasing Involvement Helmig et al.; 2007 Consumer Behavior

High situational Involvement for the 

co-branded product

Samuelsen et al.; 2014 Consumer Behavior

<Table 2> Co-branding Success Factors 
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ence (e.g., Business Week–The Wall Street 

Journal) leads to a more favorable evaluation. 

From the perspective of ingredient co-branding, 

Vijay et al. (2012) argue that a highly involved 

host-brand category could have a positive effect 

on the product trial and on purchase intentions, 

but a highly involved ingredient- brand category 

does not. From the viewpoint of symbolic co- 

branding, Mazodier and Merunka (2012) used 

fictitious co-branded mobile phones to posit that 

there is a weak relation between self-congruity 

and the purchase intention of the co-branded 

product in the less-involved case, and vice versa. 

The authors concluded that a brand should se-

lect its partner from the consumers’ highly in-

volved product category. Samuelsen et al. (2014) 

argue that when the co-brand information is 

deemed to be relevant to consumers’ personal 

interests or needs (e.g., in the case of high- 

situational involvement, the co-brand is locally 

released without delay, while in the low- situa-

tional involvement scenario, the co-brand is 

released in two years and in other countries), 

the impacts of fit on consumers’ attitudes to-

ward the co-brand will be more significant. To 

summarize, the consumers with high situational 

involvement (e.g., active runners) would ex-

hibit a more positive attitude toward the co- 

brand (e.g., Nike/iPod) with a stronger argu-

ment as well as a better fit.

The above studies, however, have completely 

ignored an important question: Do different 

levels of product involvement affect co-branding 

success? That is, since consumer product in-

volvement is a crucial factor in brand evalua-

tion (Aaker and Keller 1990) and product in-

volvement has proved to be a crucial factor in 

moderating the affect transfer between exist-

ing and extended categories (cf. Nkwocha et 

al. 2005), how do consumers’ varying degrees 

of product involvement influence their attitudes 

toward the co-brand and toward the partner-

ing brands? In this research, we try to inves-

tigate whether product involvement moderates 

the strength of consumers’ reciprocal effect on 

the partnering brands.

2.2 Research Propositions

In this sub-section, we provide two proposi-

tions that, to our knowledge, have not yet been 

investigated. Note that this sub-section dis-

cusses the moderating impact of consumer in-

volvement on the magnitude of reciprocal effect 

at the belief level, and that, hereafter, we al-

ways assume that the co-brand’s product cat-

egory is the same as that of the partnering 

brands (i.e., horizontal brand alliances; e.g., the 

Sony–Ericsson mobile phone is in the same 

category as Sony and Ericsson).

The first proposition is relevant to the neg-

ative reciprocal effect. We argue that the neg-

ative reciprocal effect that is derived from an 

unfavorably evaluated co-brand on a partnering 

brand will be more significant in the scenario 

of a higher-involved category than in the case 
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of a lower-involved category for the following 

reason: According to Goldsmith and Flynn (1992), 

in the case of a higher-involved product category 

(e.g., computers), consumers may act aggressively 

in collecting relevant information because they 

consider the buying decision to be a serious 

one that is relevant to their needs and values. 

Moreover, those products are usually higher- 

priced and are considered to be durable goods 

(Laurent and Kapferer 1985); thus, the per-

ceived risk of a misguided purchase is high 

(Rothschild 1979). Therefore, when the co-branded 

product performs badly, consumers tend to ex-

perience a process of “cognitive dissonance” and 

react more negatively in this case than in the 

lower-involved case. Proposition 1 is stated as 

follows:

2.2.1 Proposition 1 

When there is a higher degree of product in-

volvement in co-branding, the magnitude of the 

negative reciprocal effect on each of the partner-

ing brands is much larger.

The managerial implication behind Proposition 

1 is that the co-branding failure may cause a 

stronger negative impact on the existing brand 

image among consumers if a brand (firm) 

chooses the more expensive product in devel-

oping a co-branding alliance. In contrast, our 

second proposition is relevant to the positive 

reciprocal effect. We posit that the positive re-

ciprocal effect that is derived from a favorably 

evaluated co-brand on a partnering brand will 

be more significant in the scenario of a lower- 

involved category than in the case of a higher- 

involved category. In the research field of brand 

extension, Nkwocha et al. (2005) report that when 

there is a good fit in terms of complementarity 

between existing and extended categories, con-

sumers will have a stronger positive effect of 

affect transfer between the two categories in a 

lower-involvement case than that which occurs 

in the higher-involvement case. Since we assume 

that a good fit (attribute complementarity) exists 

in our model (please see section 3) and that 

co-branding is one type of brand extension 

(Hadjicharalambous 2013), we argue that the 

findings in the field of brand extension can fully 

transfer to the field of co-branding. Proposition 

2 illustrates our argument:

2.2.2 Proposition 2 

When there is a lesser degree of product in-

volvement in co-branding, the magnitude of the 

positive reciprocal effect on each of the partner-

ing brands is much larger.

The managerial implication behind Proposition 

2 is that co-branding success in terms of a fa-

vorably evaluated co-brand may lead to a stronger 

positive impact on the existing brand image for 

one brand, if the brand (firm) selects the lower- 

involved product to develop a co-branding alliance. 
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Ⅲ. Model

In this section, we use a theoretical and 

mathematical modeling approach to prove the 

two propositions for offering managers strategic 

intent of employing a co-branding strategy (cf. 

Moorthy 1993). We use the expectancy-value 

model (cf. Bass and Talarzyk 1972) to for-

mulate consumers’ reciprocal effects. To begin, 

supposing that A and B are the prospective 

brand alliance partners and that there are several 

product categories in A (B)’s market offering. 

However A and B only choose one product 

category (e.g., smart-phone) to form a horizontal 

co-branding alliance. Assuming that there are 

two segments of sizes,  > 0 (F∈ {A, B}), 

and we use U (U∈ {a, b}) to indicate each 

brand’s existing market (i.e., segments). Supposing 

that at time point i = 1, a co-branding alliance 

is formed; at time i = 2, the first co-branded 

product is released and all the consumers have 

already experienced the co-branded product. 

That is, consumers’ reciprocal effects occur, for 

each brand, at i = 2. 

Consumer preference (i.e., attitudinal evalua-

tions) at time i is formulated as a relative val-

ue consisting of U’s relative weights of attrib-

ute importance  ∈(0, 1) and U’s belief 

of each attribute of each brand  
  > 0. 

Notice that H∈ {x, y} denotes the two attrib-

utes; x represents durability, and y represents 

style. By using the expectancy-value model, 

U’s preference value (i.e., consumer attitudinal 

evaluation),  
 , can be formulated as

   
 


  × 

  . (1)

In the following, we will formulate three types 

of consumer evaluations by utilizing Eq. (1): 

pre-alliance evaluation, co-branding evaluation, 

and post-alliance evaluation. Assuming that A 

(B) is known by all consumers at the two 

segments that it performs well on x (y) but 

not on y (x) at i = 1. That is,

   
  

 , (2)

  
   

 . (3)

We then use   to capture the between- 

segment heterogeneity. That implies

      , where 

    , (4)

      , where 

    . (5)

Eqs. (4) and (5) show that segment a con-

siders attribute x to be more important while 

segment b thinks of y as more important. 

Combining Eqs. (2) to (5) together, we can show

   
  

 , (6)

  

   

 . (7)
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Inequalities (6) and (7) show consumers’ pre- 

alliance evaluations. By using the theory of in-

formation integration (Anderson 1981), we for-

mulate consumers’ co-branding evaluations as 

a process that combines existing beliefs about 

the two brands. So, we use 
 ( ≥ 

 

≥ ) to denote the weight of existing beliefs 

about the two brands. That is, their perceived 

attribute beliefs of the co-branded products 

(i.e., co-branding beliefs) can be modeled as


  

  
   

  
 , (8)


  

  
   

  
 . (9)

Finally, consumers’ post-alliance evaluations 

of each brand at i = 2 modeled as a composi-

tion of consumers’ pre-alliance evaluations and 

co-branding evaluations. So, the post-alliance 

beliefs can be modeled as (cf. Geylani et al., 

2008).

   
   

  ×


            
  ×  . (10)

In Eq, (10), we use the updating weight, 


  , to measure the degree of consumers’ re-

ciprocal effects on the belief levels of the two 

partnering brands. Consumers’ preference value 

(i.e., consumer attitudinal evaluation) at i = 2 

are expressed as

  
 
 


  × 

  . (11)

Note that the example used in our model is a 

moderately-incongruent brand pair, and we do 

not further investigate whether our propositions 

are still valid in the extremely-incongruent and 

similar (congruent) cases. The underlying rea-

son is that, due to the lack of a positive belief 

revision, the alliance may encounter a failure in 

those two cases (Lee and Decker 2016). Thus, 

consumers’ post-alliance beliefs (Eq. (10)) will be 

the same as their pre-alliance beliefs, and re-

ciprocal effect may not occur in those two cases.

Ⅳ. Proof

In the following we will only discuss a’s re-

ciprocal effect to A. So, hereafter we drop the 

segment index, U. Besides, hereafter we will 

discuss two types of reciprocal effects: “reciprocal 

effects on the belief level,” and “reciprocal ef-

fects on the attitude level.” So, we let   and 

  be the magnitude of segment a’s reciprocal 

on the belief of attribute x and the respective 

changes on their attitude level, respectively. 

That is  

      
   

 , (12)

      
   

 . (13)

To prove Prop. 1, due to the need of parsi-

mony of this model, co-branding beliefs are as-
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sumed to be

  
      

  , (14)

  
      

  . (15)

The connectionist models of brand associa-

tions (e.g., Janiszewski and van Osselaer 2000) 

reported that the stronger the cue, the larger 

the accessibility of the beliefs derived from 

consumers’ memory. Thus, we argue that the 

updating weight in Eq. (10) is connected to 

consumer involvements. As mentioned in Section 

2, Goldsmith and Flynn (1992) posited that, 

in a higher-involved case, consumers may be 

much more aggressively in collecting attribute 

information. Thus, in the highly-involved case, 

consumers can consider negative co-branding 

information more important. Therefore, to prove 

Prop. 1, we designate T as the differential level 

of product involvement, and assume that 
  

in Eq. (10) is a monotone increasing function 

of T. That is,

  
     . (16)

The rationale behind Eq. (16) is that the 

consumers may update their pre-alliance beliefs 

about x of A more if there exists a higher- 

level of product involvement in the co-brand’s 

category. In this case, one can show that  

   . That is, an amplified reciprocal effect 

on the belief level occurs. Assuming other things 

being the same, because     , and 

thus     . That is, consumers will have 

an amplifying effect on the negative reciprocal 

effects on A on the attitude level in the high-

er-involved scenario. 

On the contrary, to prove Prop. 2, due to the 

need to be cautious in this model, co-branding 

beliefs are modeled as

  
      

  , (17)

  
      

  . (18)

As mentioned in Section 2, Nkwocha et al. (2005) 

have inferred that, when a lower-involvement 

case occurs, consumers can consider the pos-

itive co-branding attribute information more 

important. Hence, to prove Prop. 2, we denote 

T as the differential level of product involve-

ment, and assume that 
  in Eq. (10) is a 

monotone decreasing function of T. That is

  
     . (19)

The rationale behind Eq. (19) is that the 

consumers may update their pre-alliance beliefs 

about x of A more if there exists a lower-level 

of product involvement on the product cat-

egory of the co-brand. In this case, by using 

the same logic as proving Prop. 1, we can 

show     and     . That is, 

consumers will have an amplifying effect on 

the positive reciprocal effects on A on the atti-
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tude level in the lower-involved scenario. 

Ⅴ. Conclusions, Contributions, 
     and Limitations

This research enhances the importance of co- 

branding (cf. Lanseng and Olsen 2012), and 

answers an important question: How does con-

sumer product involvement moderate the strength 

of reciprocal effect on each partnering brand? 

Specifically, we explored whether the higher- 

involved and lower-involved categories affect 

the magnitude of reciprocal effects. Based on a 

review of relevant literature, we formulated two 

research propositions. Proposition 1 illustrates 

that the negative reciprocal effect on partnering 

brands is stronger in the scenario of higher- 

involved categories than in lower-involved 

categories. In contrast, Proposition 2 argues 

that the positive reciprocal effect on partnering 

brands is more significant in the case of lower- 

involved categories than in higher-involved 

categories. We built a mathematical model to 

prove these two theory-driven propositions.

This research makes two distinct contributions 

to the co-branding research field. First, we echo 

the importance of consumer product involvement 

(Helmig et al. 2007), and expand on Walchli’s 

(2007) study to investigate the influence of 

product involvement on reciprocal effects in the 

scenario of a moderately-incongruent brand pair 

(i.e., a good product fit). Second, we are the 

first to use a theoretical mathematical approach 

for investigating the influence of product in-

volvement on co-branding evaluation; by so doing, 

we can help managers to identify key decision 

variables in their decision-making processes. 

For branding managers, we offer a normative 

guideline of alliance formation. We argue that 

a lower-involved product (e.g., a recordable 

CD, which is often a cheap product) may gen-

erate benefits in terms of brand image; on the 

other hand, a higher-involved product (e.g., a 

smart-phone) may be harmful to a brand image. 

This study is not without limitations. First, a 

critical limitation is that the two theoretical- 

driven propositions have not yet been empirically 

validated. We will bridge this gap either by 

providing a meta-analytical literature study or 

by empirically testing corresponding propositions. 

Besides, due to the lack of supporting arguments 

and the need to be cautious in our modeling 

approach (cf. Moorthy 1993; Venkatesh et al. 

2000), we did not discuss whether the positive 

(negative) reciprocal effect is stronger in the 

higher(lower)-involved scenario than in the 

lower(higher)-involved case. However, based on 

Goldsmith and Flynn’s (1992) findings, we predict 

that a larger positive reciprocal effect also occurs 

in the higher-involved case. Future research may 

explore this interesting issue. 

Furthermore, we formulate consumer in-

volvements (T) in our model as an important 

parameter of the updating weight of attribute 
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beliefs (
 ). However, consumer involvements 

may affect other variables in our model, such 

as the weight of existing beliefs about the two 

brands (
 ) (cf. Simonin and Ruth 1998).2) 

Future studies could perform an experiment for 

bridging this gap. Finally, the magnitude of 

the reciprocal effect can be also affected by 

different levels of brand familiarity (Simonin 

and Ruth, 1998), and future studies could ad-

dress this issue as well. 
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