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Perceived brand innovativeness, the consumers' subjective assessment of a brand as innovative, often does not
correspond to the level of innovation or the investment in research and development. Therefore, it is important
for companies to knowhow objective product-level innovation and attributes can be transformed into perceived
brand innovativeness. One pilot study and three main studies show that the perceived flagship product innova-
tiveness is an important determinant of perceived brand innovativeness and that product-brand typicality mod-
erates the spillover of the perceived flagship product innovativeness to the brand. The reported studies
contribute to a better understanding of the role of flagship products for perceived brand innovativeness and in-
dicate that marketing managers can use the presentation of a flagship product as a key element for increasing
perceived brand innovativeness.

© 2016 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

For companies to maintain success in competitive markets, they
need to be innovative and develop new products and ideas (Banerjee
& Soberman, 2013; Carbonell & Rodriguez, 2006; Eisend, Evanschitzky,
& Gilliland, 2015; Pauwels, Silva-Risso, Srinivasan, & Hanssens, 2004;
Rubera & Kirca, 2012). Consumers value innovations highly, and inno-
vative products have the potential to prompt purchases (Bartels &
Reinders, 2011; Peres, Muller, & Mahajan, 2010; Steenkamp, Hofstede,
&Wedel, 1999). As a part of a brand image, innovativeness has a signif-
icant impact on consumer decisions and is a key driver of economic suc-
cess (Kaplan, 2009; Rubera & Kirca, 2012). Hence, it is not surprising
that brand innovativeness has become an essential characteristic of
brand image for many global companies (Dowling, 1988; Spector,
1961; Rust, Zeithaml, & Lemon, 2004).

A company's investment in research and development forms the
basis for perceptions of brand innovativeness (Evanschitzky, Eisend,
Calantone, & Jiang, 2012; Rubera & Kirca, 2012). However, perceived
brand innovativeness reflects more than investments in research
and development and the number of innovative patents (Danneels &
. Hubert),
ter-research.de (T. Eberhardt),
orf.de (P. Kenning).
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Kleinschmidt, 2001; Kaplan, 2009; Keller, 2013; Kunz, Schmitt, &
Meyer, 2011; Schreier, Fuchs, & Dahl, 2012). Perceived brand innova-
tiveness also encompasses consumers' perceptions and subjective
assessments of brands as being innovative (Beverland, Napoli, &
Farrelly, 2010; Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Kaplan, 2009; Kunz et al.,
2011; Ostlund, 1974; Rubera & Kirca, 2012; Schreier et al., 2012;
Vandecasteele & Geuens, 2010). Prior research indicates that perceived
brand innovativeness positively influences consumers' attitudes toward
a brand (Boisvert & Ashill, 2011; Gürhan-Canli & Batra, 2004), customer
loyalty (Kunz et al., 2011), brand commitment (Eisingerich & Rubera,
2010), and the stability of a buyer–seller relationship (Falkenreck &
Wagner, 2011). If the idea that objective measures of brand innovation
are not always congruent with perceived brand innovativeness is taken
into account, the question of how the company's efforts to create inno-
vative products can be transformed into perceived brand innovative-
ness then arises.

Considering the importance of perceived brand innovativeness, the
fact that only a little is known about the processes that determine the
perception of innovativeness is surprising. Therefore, this paper focuses
on the brand'sflagship product as a key signal for perceived brand inno-
vativeness. In particular, this paper studies a) the spillover of the
perceived flagship product innovativeness to perceived brand innova-
tiveness, and b) conditions that facilitate this spillover. Researchers
argue that flagship products are of key importance for companies be-
cause they often produce sales with relatively smallermarketing invest-
ments and provide a platform for the further development of the brand
portant drivers of perceived brand innovativeness, Journal of Business
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(John, Loken, & Joiner, 1998). Research on flagship products often focus-
es on the effects of extensions from the flagship product on facets of
the brand image (Grime, Diamantopoulos, & Smith, 2002; Heath,
DelVecchio, & McCarthy, 2011; Völckner & Sattler, 2006; Völckner,
Sattler, Hennig-Thurau, & Ringle, 2010), the spillover of advertising ef-
fects (Balachander & Ghose, 2003), and how brand extensions affect
the image of the flagship product in a positive (Supphelen, Eismann, &
Hem, 2004) or negative way (John et al., 1998). However, research
has not yet examined thedirect effects offlagship products onperceived
brand innovativeness. Furthermore, systematic research on how per-
ceived brand innovativeness evolves from product innovation and
product perceptions is rare (Kunz et al., 2011) or at least produces am-
biguous results (Calantone, Chan, & Cui, 2006; Evanschitzky et al., 2012;
McNally, Cavusgil, & Calantone, 2010). The current studies address this
research gap and study the effects of the perceived flagship product in-
novativeness on perceived brand innovativeness across different prod-
uct categories (e.g., bikes, cars, electronics, pharmaceuticals) and
different consumer samples while also studying the typicality of the
flagship product for the brand as a possible moderator of these effects.

2. Theoretical background

To understand how consumers form an impression of the perceived
brand innovativeness, researchers can apply theories on consumer in-
formation processing (Arts, Frambach, & Bijmolt, 2011; Bettman, Luce,
& Payne, 1998; Shavitt &Wänke, 2001). Consumer information process-
ing theories propose two models about how consumers integrate new
information into a brand schema (Gürhan-Canli & Maheswaran, 1998;
Loken & John, 1993). The bookkeeping model (e.g., Loken & John,
1993) suggests that each piece of new information leads to an incre-
mental modification of the brand schema that is stored in memory
(Balachander & Ghose, 2003). With regard to perceived brand innova-
tiveness, this model posits that consumers update their assessment of
brand innovativeness each time they perceive new information about
the brand's innovativeness. The exemplar model (e.g., Ahluwalia &
Gürhan-Canli, 2000; Chen & Chaiken, 1999; Hastie & Park, 1986) sug-
gests that consumers retrieve exemplars from memory when they as-
sess brands. With respect to perceived brand innovativeness, this
model posits that exemplars of the brand are more important drivers
of perceived brand innovativeness than single pieces of information.

Even if it is likely that single pieces of information as well as brand
exemplars have some impact on perceived brand innovativeness, it is
important to acknowledge that not all information stored in memory
is equally accessible and relevant for consumers (Higgins, King, &
Mavin, 1982; Thelen &Woodside, 1997). In particular, when consumers
think about a brand, they do not have all of the brand's products in
mind. Instead, they mostly remember the products that were recently
advertised (Wright & Lynch, 1995), the products that they recently
used (Hoch & Deighton, 1989), or the pioneering products from a prod-
uct category (Kardes, Kalyanaram, Chandrashekaran, & Dornoff, 1993).
Therefore, the present work proposes that a brand's flagship product –
the product that consumers associate the most with the brand or com-
pany name (John et al., 1998) – is particularly relevant for themodifica-
tion of perceived brand innovativeness. On the basis of the exemplar
model, the authors propose that the perceived flagship product innova-
tiveness has an important impact on perceived brand innovativeness.

However, not only does research on brand perception provide evi-
dence of spillover effects from products to the brand, but research in
this area also points out the boundaries of such effects (Gürhan-Canli
& Maheswaran, 1998). Indeed, researchers repeatedly argue that the
positive influence of exemplars on the perception of categories depends
on the typicality of the exemplars and is weakened when typicality is
decreased (Bless & Schwarz, 2010; Loken & John, 1993; Milberg,
Whan Park, & McCarthy, 1997). Extant research provides support for
the moderating role of the typicality on spillover effects (e.g., Aaker &
Keller, 1990; Arslan & Altuna, 2010; Bhat & Reddy, 2001; Boush &
Please cite this article as: Hubert,M., et al., Flag up! – Flagship products as im
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Loken, 1991; Gürhan-Canli & Maheswaran, 1998; Keller, 2002; Loken
& John, 1993; Mao & Krishnan, 2006; Martinez & Pina, 2003; Milberg
et al., 1997; Salinas & Pérez, 2009; Völckner & Sattler, 2006; Wänke,
Bless, & Igou, 2001). For example, effects of brand extensions on
brand evaluation are often more distinguished for typical brands
(Gürhan-Canli & Maheswaran, 1998; Keller & Aaker, 1992), especially
if consumer involvement is low (Gürhan-Canli & Maheswaran, 1998).
Therefore, the present study proposes that a) companies benefit from
presenting an innovative product as a flagship product rather than as
a standard product and b) this benefit for perceived brand innovative-
ness is more pronounced when the flagship product is perceived as a
typical product of the brand.
3. Current research and hypotheses

To illustrate and support the relevance of perceived brand innova-
tiveness for consumer behavior, the current research examines in a
pilot study whether perceived brand innovativeness is correlated with
buying intentions and willingness to pay across different industries
(H1a, b).

H1a,b. An increase in the perceived brand innovativeness is positively
related to (a) the intention to buy a product of the given brand and
(b) the willingness to pay for that product.

Themain part of the present paper consists of three studies that sys-
tematically test the impact of theperceivedflagship product innovative-
ness on perceived brand innovativeness (Fig. 1). Study 1 investigates
whether the presentation of an innovative product as a flagship product
has a causal effect on perceived brand innovativeness (H2a). To pursue
this objective, Study 1 varies whether or not an innovative product is
presented as a flagship product in a web store and whether the brand
represents an established or a start-up company.

H2a. The presentation of an innovative product as a flagship product
compared with presentation as a standard product leads to increased
perceived brand innovativeness, even if the product portfolio is the
same in both conditions.

While Study 1 uses a fictitious brand, Study 2 examines the rele-
vance of the perceived flagship product innovativeness for real brands.
The objective is to validate and extend the findings of Study 1 and to
provide a first test of the supposed spillover effect and the moderating
role of typicality of the flagship product with real brands (H2b/H3).

H2b. An increase in the perceived flagship product innovativeness is
positively related to perceived brand innovativeness.

H3. The positive effect of perceived flagship product innovativeness on
perceived brand innovativeness increases with an increase in the flag-
ship product's typicality for the brand.

The strength of Study 2 is the measurement of perceptions of real
brands, but Study 2 applies a correlational design. Study 3 attempts to
replicate the causal effect of the perceived flagship product innovative-
ness on perceived brand innovativeness observed in Study 1 in a differ-
ent product category (pharmaceuticals) and, in addition, tests the
moderating influence of the typicality of the flagship product on per-
ceived brand innovativeness (H3) in an experimental design. All three
main studies measure consumer innovativeness and perceived exper-
tise as control variables.
3.1. Pilot study

The pilot study examines the correlation between perceived brand
innovativeness and buying intentions (H1a) and willingness to pay for
products (H1b) in different industries.
portant drivers of perceived brand innovativeness, Journal of Business
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Fig. 1. Setup of Studies and hypotheses.
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3.1.1. Sample and design
To increase the external validity of the study (Jones, 2010) and to

allow for generalizations across different age and gender groups, the re-
search team invites participants of a survey panel in Germany to partic-
ipate in the study. Seven hundred forty six participants (379 female, 367
male; M = 43.38 years, SD= 14.21 years; range: 18 to 69 years) com-
plete the questionnaire and evaluate 14 companies (one company for
each participant, randomized) from different industries (i.e., cars, elec-
tronics, pharmaceuticals, telecommunication, and insurance). The re-
search team selects the industries that varied in their innovation
potential (Reuters, 2014). Participants receive the standard reward
points of the panel for their participation.
3.1.2. Procedure and measures
The questionnaire assesses (1) perceived brand innovativeness (7

items; “In my opinion the [brand]: (…) stands for first class research;
(…) is a technology leader; (…) launches many innovations; (…) em-
ploys smart people; (…) fulfills customer needs with their products;
(…) will register many patents; (…) is problem solver number one”),
(2) their general intention to buy a specific product from the given
brand compared with other brands (4 items; “It makes sense to buy
products from [company/brand] instead of any other brand, even if
they are the same”; “Even if another brand has same features as prod-
ucts from [company/brand], I would prefer to buy products from [com-
pany/brand]”; “If there is another brand as good as [company/brand], I
prefer to buy products from [company/brand]”; “If another brand is
not different from [company/brand] in any way, it seems smarter to
purchase products from [company/brand]”; adapted from Yoo,
Donthu, & Lee, 2000); and (3) theirwillingness to pay extra for products
from the given brand (3 items; “For a product from [company/brand], I
am willing to pay more compared with a similar product from other
brands”; “For a product from [company/brand], I would pay more”; “It
is worth paying more for a product from [company/brand]”) on a
7-point scale (1= strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree). Items are av-
eraged into single scales for perceived brand innovativeness (M = 3.8,
SD = 1.44, α = 0.95), intention to buy (M = 3.6, SD = 1.57, α =
0.92), and willingness to pay (M = 2.9, SD = 1.69, α = 0.98). High
values indicate high perceived brand innovativeness, high intention to
buy, and high willingness to pay.
Please cite this article as: Hubert,M., et al., Flag up! – Flagship products as im
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3.1.3. Results and discussion
As expected (H1a/H1b), perceived brand innovativeness is signifi-

cantly correlated with intention to buy, r(746) = 0.64, p b 0.01, and
willingness to pay, r(746) = 0.60, p b 0.01. These correlations match
existing research on perceived brand innovativeness (Boisvert &
Ashill, 2011; Eisingerich & Rubera, 2010; Falkenreck & Wagner, 2011;
Gürhan-Canli & Batra, 2004) and show the relevance of perceived
brand innovativeness for the selected industries.

3.2. Study 1

Companies can highlight an innovative product as a flagship product
in their brand presentation or present it as a regular product. In Study 1,
we investigate whether the presentation of an innovative product as a
flagship product influences the perceived innovativeness of a brand
(H2a). Besides presenting the flagship product as innovative or not,
we vary whether the company represented by the brand is an
established company or start-up to increase the generalizability of the
findings for different kinds of companies.

3.2.1. Sample and design
The research team recruits 152 male and 117 female participants

(M = 38.5 years, SD = 12.36 years; range: 15 to 80 years) in Austria
for an online field study. The study applies a 2 (product type: non-
flagship product vs. flagship product) × 2 (company type: start-up vs.
established company) between-subject design. Participants are ran-
domly assigned to one of the conditions (average number participants
per condition:M=67.3, SD=1.71; no age differences between condi-
tions, F(3, 265) = 1.35, p = 0.26).

3.2.2. Procedure and measures
Participants explore thewebsite of a fictional company named Axulo

Bikes, which produces and sells bicycles (Fig. 2). The study displays five
bicycles of the same design and size (non-flagship product condition) or
four bikes of the same design and size and the most innovative of five
bicycles (an e-bike) in a highlighted way (flagship product condition).
In the latter condition, the display of the flagship product is 70% larger
than the images of the other bikes, and the flagship product is displayed
first in a list of five bicycles. The study presents all other bikes in a
portant drivers of perceived brand innovativeness, Journal of Business
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Fig. 2. (a) Product description of the innovative product in all conditions, (b) product type condition with no flagship product presentation, and (c) product type condition with flagship
product presentation. Description did not vary between established company and start-up.
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random order. It is important to note that the study presents the same
products and information in all conditions.

In addition, the study provides participants with two different de-
scriptions of the company type (start-up vs. established company) at
the beginning of the experiment. In the startup condition, participants
read that the company is three years old, making a 200,000€ turnover
in the recent fiscal year and employing 20 people. In the established
company condition, participants read that the company is a well-
established company founded 83 years ago with a turnover of
120,000,000€ and having 320 employees. After 3 min exploring the
website, participants are given the option to proceed to the question-
naire or to continue for the maximum of 7 min.

The questionnaire starts on a separate page. Participants indicate
perceived brand innovativeness of Axulo on one item (“Please evaluate
how characteristically the term ‘innovative’ would fit to brand Axulo”),
using 1 (not characteristic at all) and 7 (very characteristic) as scale end-
points. Also, participants indicate how innovative they perceive each
bike to be (1= not innovative to 7= very innovative) and answer ques-
tions according to their perceived expertise (“I am an expert when it
comes to bicycles”) and perceived innovativeness (“I am an expert
when it comes to innovations”) with yes or no answers.

3.2.3. Results
Participants perceive the e-bike as being more innovative (M= 5.3,

SD = 1.55) compared with the averaged evaluations of the four other
bikes (M = 3.3, SD= 1.33), t(268) = 20.05, p b 0.01.

To test the hypothesis (H2a), an analysis of variance (ANOVA) is
computed with perceived brand innovativeness as the dependent vari-
able, product-type condition (non-flagship product vs. flagship prod-
uct) and company-type condition (start-up vs. established company)
as independent factors, and perceived expertise and perceived
Please cite this article as: Hubert,M., et al., Flag up! – Flagship products as im
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innovativeness as covariates. The analysis yields a significant main ef-
fect of the product-type condition, F(1, 263) = 19.85, p b 0.01, but no
main effect of the company-type condition, F(1, 263) = 1.14, p =
0.29, and no interaction between the product-type and company-type
conditions, F(1, 263)=0.51, p=0.48, as well as nomain effects of per-
ceived expertise, F(1, 263)= 0.74, p= 0.39, and perceived innovative-
ness, F(1, 263)= 0.43, p= 0.51. As hypothesized, when the innovative
product is presented as a flagship product, participants rate the brand as
more innovative (M=4.9, SD=1.49) than when the innovative prod-
uct is not presented as a flagship product (M = 4.1, SD= 1.48).

3.2.4. Discussion
The results of Study 1 show that the presentation of an innovative

product as a flagship product has a substantial impact on perceived
brand innovativeness measured after the presentation. Even if the par-
ticipants see the same products in each condition, they assess the
brand Axulo as more innovative when the innovative product—the e-
bike—is presented as a flagship product. This finding supports the pro-
posed assessment of perceived brand innovativeness that is based
on a retrieval of highly accessible exemplars from memory
(Gürhan-Canli, 2003; Hastie & Park, 1986; Park & Hastak, 1994). Be-
cause the information is the same in all conditions, a pure bookkeeping
model would have predicted no differences between the conditions.
The finding that the flagship product effect occurs independently of
whether the company is a start-upor is an established company stresses
the importance of flagship products for both types of companies.

3.3. Study 2

Study 2 examines whether the perceived flagship product innova-
tiveness is positively associated with perceived brand innovativeness
portant drivers of perceived brand innovativeness, Journal of Business
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics (Study 2).

Construct
No. of
items M SD

Cronbach's
alpha

Perceived brand innovativeness 7 5 1.27 0.95
Perceived innovativeness (flagship product) 1 5 1.45 /
Typicality 2 5.6 1.30 0.87
Expertise 3 4 1.49 0.92
Consumer innovativeness 4 4.1 1.07 0.62

Table 2
Multiple regression analysis predicting perceived brand innovativeness from perceived
flagship product innovativeness and typicality. Industry, consumer innovativeness, and
expertise are control variables.

Predictor β t p LLCI ULCI

Perceived innovativeness of the flagship
product (PI)

0.51 6.84 b0.01 0.36 0.65

Typicality (T) 0.15 2.07 0.04 0.01 0.29
PI × T −0.08 −1.45 0.15 −0.18 0.03
Industry −0.06 −0.91 0.37 −0.18 0.07
Consumer innovativeness −0.05 −0.77 0.44 −0.19 0.08
Expertise −0.03 −0.41 0.68 −0.18 0.12

Note. R2 = 0.33, F(6, 187) = 15.29, p b 0.001.
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for real brands (H2b) in the field andwhether this correlation increases
as the typicality of the flagship product increases (H3). The authors
argue that a flagship product is a highly accessible brand member in
consumermemory and should therefore influence the judgment of per-
ceived brand innovativeness when the flagship product is perceived as
typical of the brand.

3.3.1. Sample and design
The research team invites participants of a German online panel sim-

ilar to the panel used in the pilot study to answer a questionnaire. 234
male and 216 female participants (M = 40.3 years, SD = 12.81 years;
range: 16 to 65 years) complete the questionnaire. To increase the gen-
eralizability, the study investigates nine real brands from three different
industries (cars, electronics, and pharmaceuticals) and assigns partici-
pants randomly to one of the nine brands. The selection of the industries
is based on their innovation potential (Reuters, 2014). In addition, three
focus groups (N = 27, 13 male and 14 female participants; age: M =
36.4 years, SD = 13.4; range: 18 to 65) are organized to select the real
brands according to their perceived brand innovativeness and to give
participants the opportunity to name a specific flagship product. In
Study 2's main analyses, participants are included only if they can
name a flagship product. The sample for this analysis consists of 114
male and 80 female participants (age: M = 39.5 years, SD = 12.97;
range: 16 to 65). There are no differences between the sub-samples
from the selected industries (electronics, cars, and pharmaceuticals) in
gender, χ2(2, 194) = 0.39, p = 0.82, age, F(2, 191) = 1.74, p = 0.18,
and perceived consumer innovativeness, F(2, 191) = 0.38, p = 0.68.

3.3.2. Procedure and measures
First, participants report the perceived brand innovativeness (7 items;

“In my opinion the [brand]: (…) stands for first class research; (…) is a
technology leader; (…) launches many innovations; (…) employs
smart people; (…) fulfills customer needs with their products; (…)
will register many patents; (…) is problem solver number one”) on a
7-point scale with 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree) as end-
points. The items are averaged into a single scale for perceived brand in-
novativeness. In addition, participants indicate whether or not they
know and can name a specific flagship product from the given brand.

When participants can name a flagship product, they indicate
(1) the flagship product – brand association (1 item; “If I think about
[brand], the [product] immediately comes to my mind”), (2) the per-
ceived flagship product innovativeness (1 item: “The [product] itself
stands for innovativeness”), (3) the perceived typicality of the flagship
product (2 items: “The [product] is absolutely typical of [brand]” and
“If you ask other people they would say that [product] is characteristic
of [brand]”), perceived expertise for the given industry (3 items: “I
know pretty much about [product],” “I feel very knowledgeable about
[product],” and “Among my circle of friends, I'm one of the experts on
[product]”; adapted from Flynn & Goldsmith, 1999), and (4) perceived
consumer innovativeness (4 items: “Other people come to you for advice
on new technologies,” “It seems that your friends are learning more
than you are about the newest technologies,” “In general, you are
among the first in your circle of friends to acquire new technologies
when they appear,” and “You can usually figure out new high-tech
products and services without help from others”; adapted from
Parasuraman, 2000). These items are answered on a 7-point scale
(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). The items are averaged
into a single scale for each construct (see Table 1 for descriptive
statistics).

3.3.3. Results
Indicating that the flagship product is highly accessible in memory,

participants report that the flagship product comes to mind easily
(one sample t-test against four (neutral point) as a test value; M =
5.7, SD= 1.40, t(193) = 17.04, p b 0.01).
Please cite this article as: Hubert,M., et al., Flag up! – Flagship products as im
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To investigate effects of the perceived flagship product innovative-
ness and perceived typicality on perceived brand innovativeness
(H2b/H3), a moderated regression analysis (process toolbox, model 1;
Hayes, 2012, 2013) is computed with perceived brand innovativeness
as the dependent variable, perceived flagship product innovativeness
as the independent variable, perceived typicality of the flagship product
as a moderator, and the industry, perceived consumer innovativeness,
and perceived expertise as control variables (Table 2). All variables are
standardized, and the products are mean-centered.

The analysis yields a significant positive effect of perceived flagship
product innovativeness,β=0.51, t(192)=6.84, p b 0.01, andperceived
typicality, β=0.15, t(192)= 2.07, p=0.040, on perceived brand inno-
vativeness, but the interaction between perceived flagship product in-
novativeness and perceived typicality is not significant, β = −0.08,
t(191) = −1.45, p = 0.15.

3.3.4. Discussion
The results are congruent with the expectation that perceived flag-

ship product innovativeness positively affects perceived brand innova-
tiveness (H2b). In contrast to the third hypothesis (H3), the perceived
typicality of the flagship product does not moderate the correlation be-
tween the perceived flagship product innovativeness and perceived
brand innovativeness. This result suggests that typicality is less impor-
tant than implied by typicality-based models (e.g., Loken & John,
1993). However, the very high typicality assessments with only moder-
ate variance (M = 5.6, SD = 1.30) might have obscured a moderation
effect of typicality that might occur when typicality assessments are at
a lower level. Study 3 therefore examines the potential moderating ef-
fect of typicality with an experimental manipulation of typicality.

3.4. Study 3

To examine the potential moderating role of perceived typicality in
more detail (H3), Study 3 varies the price of the flagship product.
Since flagship products can be sold at an atypically high price level com-
pared with standard products, it is important to know whether the ab-
sence of price-based typicality can impede the spillover effect from the
flagship product to the brand.

3.4.1. Sample and design
The research team invites participants in Austria by e-mail or by

Facebook to answer an online questionnaire. 79 male and 124 female
portant drivers of perceived brand innovativeness, Journal of Business
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participants (M=30.9 years, SD=14.73; range: 17 to 79) complete the
questionnaire about a fictitious brand called Schleswig that provides
medical treatments against cancer. Participants are randomly assigned
to a 2 × 2 × 2 experimental design (Fig. 3) with an innovativeness condi-
tion (innovative vs. non-innovative flagship product), a price condition
for the flagship product (low vs. high price), and the brand portfolio
price condition (low vs. high price). Participants are randomly assigned
to one of the eight experimental groups (no age differences between
groups; F(7, 195) = 0.66, p = 0.71).

The study varies innovativeness by presenting a product as either in-
novative (“This product from the pharmacy brand Schleswig is part of a
broad assortment and was recently introduced to the market in a new
form after steady research showed new results. The effect of this com-
pound on the market is absolutely new”) or non-innovative (“This
product from the pharmacy brand Schleswig is part of a broad assort-
ment and has existed in the same form for many years. This product is
established on the market, and the effect of this compound is compara-
ble to the effects of other products”).

To keep the innovativeness of the presented brand portfolio similar
between the scenarios, the study varies the innovativeness of a standard
product (contrast product) in the opposite direction from the flagship
product. When the flagship product is presented as innovative, the con-
trast product is presented as non-innovative, and vice versa. For all
other standard products (3 products = brand portfolio), the description
is held constant across the conditions.

To generate high or low typicality of the flagship product, the study
varies the price of the flagship product and the other products of the
brand portfolio. Hence, the study allows for a test of typicality effects
at high and low price levels. In the condition of a high flagship product
price, the flagship product is priced at 815.05€. In the low flagship prod-
uct price condition, the flagship product is priced at 115.05€. In the high
brand portfolio price condition, the standard brand products are priced
between 802€ and 813.30€. In the low brand portfolio price condition,
the standard brand products are priced between 102€ and 118.30€.

3.4.2. Procedure and measures
After an introduction to the experiment, participants are given five

pageswith a product image and information about the product in a ran-
domized order. The first page always depicts the flagship product. The
flagship product is highlighted with a red frame and described as the
Fig. 3. Example of the brand portfolio

Please cite this article as: Hubert,M., et al., Flag up! – Flagship products as im
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brand's flagship product (“This product is the flagship product of the
brand Schleswig”). Participants are given the following four pages
about the other products in a randomized order. In all experimental
conditions, the same information pages are shown. Fig. 4 shows the
product images.

After participants view all product descriptions, they indicate (1) the
perceived (flagship) product innovativeness (1 item: “How do you evalu-
ate the innovativeness of the product?”with 1 = not innovative to 7 =
very innovative), (2) perceived brand innovativeness (1 item: “How do
you evaluate the innovativeness of the brand?”with 1= not innovative
to 7 = very innovative), (3) perceived expertise for the given industry (1
item: “How do you evaluate your expertise with regard to pharmaceu-
ticals?” with 1 = very low expertise to 7 = very high expertise), and
(4) perceived consumer innovativeness (4 items, “Other people come to
you for advice on new technologies,” “It seems that your friends are
learningmore than you are about the newest technologies,” “In general,
you are among the first in your circle of friends to acquire new technol-
ogieswhen they appear,” and “You can usually figure out newhigh-tech
products and services without help from others”; adopted from
Parasuraman (2000), with 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree;
α = 0.76). Finally, participants answer questions about product usage
and demographic information.

3.4.3. Results
Preliminary analyses are computed to check the intended effect of

the innovativeness manipulation for the flagship and contrast products.
As expected, participants perceive the flagship product asmore innova-
tive (M=5.1, SD=1.56) when it is presented as innovative thanwhen
it is presented as non-innovative (M = 3; SD = 1.48), t(201) = 9.78,
p b 0.01. Similarly, participants evaluate the contrast product as more
innovative (M = 4.9, SD = 1.65) when it is presented as innovative
than when it is presented as non-innovative (M = 3.2, SD = 1.46),
t(201) = 7.92, p b 0.01. The price of the flagship product has no effect
on the perceived flagship product innovativeness, t(201) = 0.65, p =
0.52.

To test whether low comparedwith high typicality of the price level
impedes the spillover from the innovative flagship product to the brand,
a contrast on perceived brand innovativeness is computed for the inno-
vative flagship product condition between the low typicality conditions
(price level of theflagship product and the brand portfolio on a different
price condition with low prices.

portant drivers of perceived brand innovativeness, Journal of Business
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Fig. 4. Product image for the fictitious pharmaceutical brand “Schleswig”.
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level) and the high typicality conditions (price level of the flagship
product and the brand portfolio on the same level). In the innovative
flagship product condition, participants perceive the brand as less inno-
vative under low typicality conditions (M=3.4, SD=1.41) than under
high typicality conditions (M=4.1, SD=1.43), t(93)= 2.34, p=0.02.
In the non-innovative flagship product condition, the same contrast is
not significant, t(106) = 0.04, p = 0.97. The results of an ANOVA with
perceived brand innovativeness as the dependent measure yield corre-
sponding results. The interaction between the price level of the flagship
product (low vs. high price level) and the price level of the brand port-
folio (low vs. high price level) is significant for the innovative flagship
product, F(1, 89) = 5.47, p= 0.02, but not for the non-innovative flag-
ship product, F(1, 102) b 1, ns. The three-way interaction between all
experimental factors is marginally significant, F(1, 193) = 2.72, p =
0.10.

To further test the specific hypotheses about the correlation be-
tween the perceived flagship product innovativeness and perceived
brand innovativeness inmore detail (H2b, H3), the study applies amod-
erated regression analysis (process toolbox; model 3; Hayes, 2012,
2013) with the perceived flagship product innovativeness as the inde-
pendent variable, the price of the flagship product and the price of the
brand portfolio as moderators, and perceived brand innovativeness as
the dependent variable. Perceived consumer innovativeness and per-
ceived expertise are added as control variables. All variables are stan-
dardized, and the products are mean-centered. The regression analysis
yields a significantmain effect of perceived flagship product innovative-
ness on perceived brand innovativeness, β = 0.42, t(201) = 6.71,
p b 0.01. Participants rate the brand as more innovative when the flag-
ship product is perceived as innovative. In addition, the regression anal-
ysis yields a significant three-way interaction between perceived
flagship product innovativeness, price condition of the flagship product,
and the price condition of the brand portfolio, β = 0.17, t(199) = 2.6,
p = 0.01 (see Table 3).

The predicted typicality effect—a fit between flagship product price
and brand portfolio price—is observed only for the high price brand
portfolio, β= 0.25, t(199) = 3.04, p b 0.01. When the price of the flag-
ship product and the brand portfolio is set at a high price level, the per-
ceived flagship product innovativeness leads to an increase in perceived
brand innovativeness, β=0.72, t(199)=6.18, p b 0.01.When the price
of the flagship product is set at an atypically low level compared with
Table 3
Multiple regression analysis predicting perceived brand innovativeness from the per-
ceived flagship product innovativeness, price of the flagship product, and price level of
the brand portfolio.

Predictor β t p LLCI ULCI

Perceived innovativeness of the flagship
product (PI)

0.42 6.71 b0.01 0.30 0.55

Price condition flagship product (PCFSP) −0.04 −0.67 0.50 −0.17 0.08
Price condition brand Portfolio (PCBP) −0.06 −0.94 0.34 −0.18 0.06
PI × PCFSP 0.10 1.52 0.13 −0.03 0.22
PI* PCBP 0.04 0.60 0.55 −0.09 0.17
PCFSP * PCBP 0.10 1.55 0.12 −0.03 0.22
PI* PCFSP * PCBP 0.17 2.60 0.01 0.04 0.29
Consumer Innovativeness −0.04 −0.61 0.55 −0.17 0.17
Expertise 0.05 0.71 0.48 −0.08 0.17

Note. R2 = 0.25, F(9, 193) = 7.1015, p b 0.001.
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the brand portfolio, the perceived flagship product innovativeness is
not significantly transferred to the brand, β = 0.21 t(199) = 1.74,
p = 0.08.

By contrast, when the brand portfolio prices are at a low level, the ef-
fect of the perceived flagship product innovativeness is not affected by
whether the price of the flagship product is low (and typical), β =
0.46, t(199) = 3.49, p b 0.01, or high (and atypical), β = 0.30,
t(199) = 2.12, p = 0.03 (see Fig. 5). Unexpectedly, the spillover from
the flagship product occurs in both of the mentioned conditions, and
the moderating effect of typicality is not significant, β = −0.08,
t(199) = −0.81, p = 0.42 (see Fig. 5).

3.4.4. Discussion
Study 3 successfully replicates Study 1's finding that the presenta-

tion of an innovative product as a flagship product causally contributes
to perceived brand innovativeness. Even if the information that partici-
pants receive about the innovativeness of the brand products is the
same in all conditions, participants perceive the brand as more innova-
tive when the flagship product is innovative than they do when one of
the standard products is innovative (H2a). Because a flagship product
is included in all conditions, the present study can rule out the possibil-
ity that themere presence of a flagship product – independent of the in-
novativeness of the flagship product – is responsible for the effect.

As expected, the innovativeness of the standard product does not af-
fect perceived brand innovativeness as much as it does the perceived
flagship product innovativeness. Thus, the findings of Study 3 provide
further support for the prediction that judgments of perceived brand in-
novativeness are not based on all of the information that is received as a
bookkeeping model would suggest but are based on information about
the flagship product. Because participants see the information for each
product on a separate page, we can rule out the possibility that partici-
pants do not note that one of the standard products is innovative in one
condition. Indeed, the standard product is rated as being more innova-
tive when it is presented as being innovative than when it is not pre-
sented as innovative.

In an extension of Study 2, Study 3 shows that typicality of the flag-
ship product moderates the effect of the flagship product under certain
conditions. When the price level of the brand portfolio is high, the spill-
over effect of perceived flagship product innovativeness to the brand is
particularly strong when the price of the flagship product is high and
typical of the brand portfolio, but the spillover effect is reduced when
the price of the flagship product is atypically low. Thus, a downward de-
viation in the price of the flagship product from the typical prices of the
brand portfolio impedes the spillover effect. However, when the price
level of the brand portfolio is low, an atypically high price for the flag-
ship product does not reduce the spillover effect.

4. General discussion

Previous research has established that innovativeness is important
for the success of companies (Rubera & Kirca, 2012). However, results
of previous studies vary significantly on the issue of whether or not
such investments lead to economic success (Evanschitzky et al., 2012).
Reasons for the discrepancy between the perception of a brand as inno-
vative and the development of innovations is that consumers are not
aware of all of a brand's innovations, and they do not keep track of all
of a brand's innovations. The present work contrasts a bookkeeping
portant drivers of perceived brand innovativeness, Journal of Business
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Fig. 5. Perceived brand innovativeness as a function of perceived flagship product (FSP) innovativeness, the FSP price condition (low vs. high prices), and brand portfolio price condition
(low vs. high prices).
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approach with an approach that proposes that innovativeness judg-
ments are constructed on the basis of flagship products as representa-
tive exemplars of brands (Ahluwalia & Gürhan-Canli, 2000) and
shows in three studies that the perceived flagship products innovative-
ness is a key driver of perceived brand innovativeness. Study 2finds that
the perceived flagship products innovativeness of real brands in differ-
ent industries is correlated with perceived brand innovativeness
(H2b). Studies 1 and 3 reveal that the presentation of an innovative flag-
ship product has a causal effect on perceived brand innovativeness.

The present work suggests that a bookkeepingmodel of the integra-
tion of information into the brand schema is not sufficient to explain
how consumers judge a brand's innovativeness. A bookkeeping model
of consumer information processing would suggest that consumers
continually update perceived brand innovativeness when they perceive
new information that is relevant for this assessment (Balachander &
Ghose, 2003; Loken & John, 1993). However, in Studies 1 and 3, all par-
ticipants receive the same information about the brand but differ in per-
ceived brand innovativeness when the presentation of the flagship
product differs. Participants indicate a higher perceived brand innova-
tiveness when an innovative product included in the brand portfolio is
presented as a flagship product than when it is not presented as a flag-
ship product. A bookkeeping model would have predicted that partici-
pants would base their judgment of perceived brand innovativeness
on the information they received that is relevant for this judgment irre-
spective of whether this information is associated with a flagship or
standard product. However, the perceived innovativeness of a standard
product obviously does not affect perceived brand innovativeness as
much as the perceived flagship product innovativeness does. While
the results of the present studies are not congruent with a bookkeeping
model, they are in line with the assumption that consumers rely on
flagship products as prominent exemplars of the brand when they
form a judgment of perceived brand innovativeness (Ahluwalia &
Gürhan-Canli, 2000; Chen & Chaiken, 1999; Hastie & Park, 1986).

The present research furthermore studies typicality as a potential
moderator of the effects of flagship products on perceived brand
Please cite this article as: Hubert,M., et al., Flag up! – Flagship products as im
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innovativeness. Indeed, information processing theories consider typi-
cality to be an important variable that facilitates assimilation in judg-
ments (e.g., Bless & Schwarz, 2010). However, the present research
finds only partial support for the hypothesis that typicality moderates
the effect of the perceived flagship product innovativeness on perceived
brand innovativeness. In Study 3, the spillover effect from the flagship
product to the brand is high when the price level of the brand portfolio
is high and the flagship product is offered for a typically high price. But
the spillover effect is reduced when the flagship product is sold at an
atypically low price. This moderating effect of typicality of the flagship
product price is in line with the predictions. However, the fact that the
impeding effect of low typicality does not occur when the study pre-
sents the flagship product with an atypically high price should be
taken into account. A possible explanation for this finding is that con-
sumers are used to seeing high prices for flagship products and that
only atypically low prices for flagship products grab attention and lead
to an exclusion of information about the flagship product from the rep-
resentation of the brand. Indeed, participants might be skeptical if a
flagship productwith an atypically low price is presented as being inno-
vative. If the fact that Study 2 finds nomoderating effect of typicality for
the correlation between the perceived innovativeness of the flagship
product and perceived brand innovativeness for the real brands is
taken into account, the present work does not imply that typicality is
a strong moderator of the spillover from flagship products to the
brandbut that an atypically lowprice of aflagship productmight indeed
impede the spillover from the flagship product to the brand.

Companies can benefit from the results of the present studies by rec-
ognizing the added value of perceived brand innovativeness for market
success and the importance of integrating flagship product(s) into their
product and portfolio management. Brand managers should articulate
how and with what intensity a company should communicate its
existing flagship products and how the observed spillover effects on
brand perceptions could be profitably integrated. They might consider
asymmetric advertising budgets and a stronger concentration on flag-
ship products and their innovativeness (Balachander & Ghose, 2003).
portant drivers of perceived brand innovativeness, Journal of Business
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A limitation of the present research is that, for economic reasons, the
studies do not vary typicality on several different attributes. Study 3
varies typicality on the price level, which is a very specific attribute,
and Study 2 measures general typicality. However, typicality can be
established on many different attributes and levels (Mao & Krishnan,
2006). Other attributes that are more directly related to consumer ex-
pectations toward the brand or that are related to the design or the
name of products might have different effects than that of price. Future
studiesmight focus on different aspects of typicality as a potential mod-
erator of the impact of the perceived flagship product innovativeness on
perceived brand innovativeness.
Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank Leonie Welp for the data collection
and her contribution to study 3 and Jane Zagorski for proof reading. The
first two authors contributed equally to the paper.
References

Aaker, D. A., & Keller, K. L. (1990). Consumer evaluations of brand extensions. Journal of
Marketing, 27–41.

Ahluwalia, R., & Gürhan-Canli, Z. (2000). The effects of extensions on the family brand
name: An accessibility-diagnosticity perspective. Journal of Consumer Research,
27(3), 371–381.

Arslan, F. M., & Altuna, O. K. (2010). The effect of brand extensions on product brand
image. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 19(3), 170–180.

Arts, J. W., Frambach, R. T., & Bijmolt, T. H. (2011). Generalizations on consumer innova-
tion adoption: A meta-analysis on drivers of intention and behavior. International
Journal of Research in Marketing, 28(2), 134–144.

Balachander, S., & Ghose, S. (2003). Reciprocal spillover effects: A strategic benefit of
brand extensions. Journal of Marketing, 67(1), 4–13.

Banerjee, S., & Soberman, D. A. (2013). Product development capability and marketing
strategy for new durable products. International Journal of Research in Marketing,
30(3), 276–291.

Bartels, J., & Reinders, M. J. (2011). Consumer innovativeness and its correlates: A propo-
sitional inventory for future research. Journal of Business Research, 64(6), 601–609.

Bettman, J. R., Luce, M. F., & Payne, J. W. (1998). Constructive consumer choice processes.
Journal of Consumer Research, 25(3), 187–217.

Beverland, M. B., Napoli, J., & Farrelly, F. (2010). Can all brands innovate in the same way?
A typology of brand position and innovation effort. Journal of Product Innovation
Management, 27, 33–48.

Bhat, S., & Reddy, S. K. (2001). The impact of parent brand attribute associations and affect
on brand extension evaluation. Journal of Business Research, 53(3), 111–122.

Bless, H., & Schwarz, N. (2010). In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Chapter 6 —Mental construal and the
emergence of assimilation and contrast effects: The inclusion/exclusion model. Advances
in Experimental Social Psychology, 42. (pp. 319–373).

Boisvert, J., & Ashill, N. J. (2011). How brand innovativeness and quality impact attitude
toward new service line extensions: The moderating role of consumer involvement.
Journal of Services Marketing, 25(7), 517–527.

Boush, D. M., & Loken, B. (1991). A process tracing study of brand extension evaluation.
Journal of Marketing Research, 28, 16–28.

Calantone, R. J., Chan, K., & Cui, A. S. (2006). Decomposing product innovativeness and its
effects on new product success. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 23(5),
408–421.

Carbonell, P., & Rodriguez, A. I. (2006). The impact of market characteristics and innova-
tion speed on perceptions of positional advantage and new product performance.
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 23(1), 1–12.

Chen, S., & Chaiken, S. (1999). The heuristic-systematic model in its broader context.
Dual-Process Theories in Social Psychology, 73–96.

Danneels, E., & Kleinschmidt, E. J. (2001). Product innovativeness from the firm's perspec-
tive: Its dimensions and their relationwith project selection and performance. Journal
of Product Innovation Management, 18(6), 357–373.

Dowling, G. R. (1988). Measuring corporate images: A review of alternative approaches.
Journal of Business Research, 17(1), 27–34.

Eisend, M., Evanschitzky, H., & Gilliland, D. I. (2015). The influence of organizational and
National Culture on new product performance. Journal of Product Innovation
Management.

Eisingerich, A. B., & Rubera, G. (2010). Drivers of brand commitment: A cross-national in-
vestigation. Journal of International Marketing, 18(2), 64–79.

Evanschitzky, H., Eisend, M., Calantone, R. J., & Jiang, Y. (2012). Success factors of product
innovation: An updated meta-analysis. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 9,
21–37.

Falkenreck, C., &Wagner, R. (2011). The impact of perceived innovativeness onmaintain-
ing a buyer–seller relationship in health care markets: A cross-cultural study. Journal
of Marketing Management, 27, 225–242.

Flynn, L. R., & Goldsmith, R. E. (1999). A short, reliable measure of subjective knowledge.
Journal of Business Research, 46(1), 57–66.
Please cite this article as: Hubert,M., et al., Flag up! – Flagship products as im
Research (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.09.001
Grime, I., Diamantopoulos, A., & Smith, G. (2002). Consumer evaluations of extensions
and their effects on the core brand: Key issues and research propositions. European
Journal of Social Sciences, 36(11), 1415–1438.

Gürhan-Canli, Z. (2003). The effect of expected variability of product quality and attribute
uniqueness on family brand evaluations. Journal of Consumer Research, 30(1),
105–114.

Gürhan-Canli, Z., & Batra, R. (2004). When corporate image affects product evaluations:
The moderating role of perceived risk. Journal of Marketing Research, 41(2), 197–205.

Gürhan-Canli, Z., & Maheswaran, D. (1998). The effects of extensions on brand name di-
lution and enhancement. Journal of Marketing Research, 35, 464–473.

Hastie, R., & Park, B. (1986). The relationship betweenmemory and judgment depends on
whether the judgment task is memory-based or on-line. Psychological Review, 93(3),
258–268.

Hayes, A. F. (2012). PROCESS: A versatile computational tool for observed variable mediation,
moderation, and conditional process modeling.

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis:
A regression-based approach. Guilford Press.

Heath, T. B., DelVecchio, D., &McCarthy,M. S. (2011). The asymmetric effects of extending
brands to lower and higher quality. Journal of Marketing, 75(4), 3–20.

Higgins, E. T., King, G. A., & Mavin, G. H. (1982). Individual construct accessibility and sub-
jective impressions and recall. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43(1), 35.

Hoch, S. J., & Deighton, J. (1989). Managing what consumers learn from experience.
Journal of Marketing, 1–20.

John, D. R., Loken, B., & Joiner, C. (1998). The negative impact of extensions: Can flagship
products be diluted? Journal of Marketing, 19–32.

Jones, D. (2010). A weird view of human nature skews psychologists' studies. Science,
328(5986), 1672.

Kaplan, M. D. (2009). The relationship between perceived innovativeness and emotional
product responses: A brand oriented approach. Innovative Marketing, 5(1), 39–47.

Kardes, F. R., Kalyanaram, G., Chandrashekaran, M., & Dornoff, R. J. (1993). Brand retrieval,
consideration set composition, consumer choice, and the pioneering advantage.
Journal of Consumer Research, 62–75.

Keller, K. L. (2013). Strategic BrandManagement - Building, Measuring, andManaging Brand
Equity (4th ed.). Pearson.

Keller, K. L., & Aaker, D. A. (1992). The effects of sequential introduction of brand exten-
sions. Journal of Marketing Research, 29(1), 35–50.

Keller, K. L. (2002). Branding and brand equity. Handbook of marketing (pp. 151–178).
Kunz, W., Schmitt, B., & Meyer, A. (2011). How does perceived firm innovativeness affect

the consumer? Journal of Business Research, 64(8), 816–822.
Loken, B., & John, D. R. (1993). Diluting brand beliefs: When do brand extensions have a

negative impact? Journal of Marketing, 71–84.
Mao, H., & Krishnan, H. S. (2006). Effects of prototype and exemplar fit on brand exten-

sion evaluations: A two-process contingency model. Journal of Consumer Research,
33, 41–49.

Martinez, E., & Pina, J. M. (2003). The negative impact of brand extensions on parent
brand image. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 12(7), 432–448.

McNally, R. C., Cavusgil, E., & Calantone, R. J. (2010). Product innovativeness dimensions
and their relationships with product advantage, product financial performance, and
project protocol. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 27(7), 991–1006.

Milberg, S. J., Whan Park, C., &McCarthy, M. S. (1997). Managing negative feedback effects
associated with brand extensions: The impact of alternative branding strategies.
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 6(2), 119–140.

Ostlund, L. E. (1974). Perceived innovation attributes as predictors of innovativeness.
Journal of Consumer Research, 23–29.

Parasuraman, A. (2000). Technology readiness index (TRI): A multiple-item scale to mea-
sure readiness to embrace new technologies. Journal of Service Research, 2(4),
307–320.

Park, J. W., & Hastak, M. (1994). Memory-based product judgments: Effects of involve-
ment at encoding and retrieval. Journal of Consumer Research, 534–547.

Pauwels, K., Silva-Risso, J., Srinivasan, S., & Hanssens, D. M. (2004). New products, sales
promotions, and firm value: The case of the automobile industry. Journal of
Marketing, 68(4), 142–156.

Peres, R., Muller, E., & Mahajan, V. (2010). Innovation diffusion and new product growth
models: A critical review and research directions. International Journal of Research in
Marketing, 27(2), 91–106.

Reuters, T. (2014). Derwentworld patents index. URL: http://www.thomsonreuters.com/
products_services/legal/legal_products/intellectual_property/DWPI (04.07. 2009)

Rubera, G., & Kirca, A. H. (2012). Firm innovativeness and its performance outcomes: A
meta-analytic review and theoretical integration. Journal of Marketing, 76, 130–147.

Rust, R. T., Zeithaml, V. A., & Lemon, K. N. (2004). Customer-centered brandmanagement.
Harvard Business Review, 82(9), 110–120.

Salinas, E. M., & Pérez, J. M. P. (2009). Modeling the brand extensions' influence on brand
image. Journal of Business Research, 62(1), 50–60.

Schreier, M., Fuchs, C., & Dahl, D. W. (2012). The innovation effect of user design: Explor-
ing consumers' innovation perceptions of firms selling products designed by users.
Journal of Marketing, 76(5), 18–32.

Shavitt, S., & Wänke, M. (2001). Consumer behavior. In A. Tesser, & N. Schwarz (Eds.),
Blackwell handbook of social psychology (pp. 569–590). Oxford, UK: Blackwell
Publishers.

Spector, A. J. (1961). Basic dimensions of the corporate image. Journal of Marketing, 47–51.
Steenkamp, J. B. E., Hofstede, F. T., & Wedel, M. (1999). A cross-national investigation into

the individual and national cultural antecedents of consumer innovativeness. Journal
of Marketing, 55–69.

Supphelen, M., Eismann, O., & Hem, L. E. (2004). Can advertisements for brand extensions
revitalise flagship products? An experiment. International Journal of Advertising,
23(2), 173–196.
portant drivers of perceived brand innovativeness, Journal of Business

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0255
http://www.thomsonreuters.com/products_services/legal/legal_products/intellectual_property/DWPI
http://www.thomsonreuters.com/products_services/legal/legal_products/intellectual_property/DWPI
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf9000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0300
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.09.001


10 M. Hubert et al. / Journal of Business Research xxx (2016) xxx–xxx
Thelen, E. M., & Woodside, A. G. (1997). What evokes the brand or store? Consumer re-
search on accessibility theory applied to modeling primary choice. International
Journal of Research in Marketing, 14(2), 125–145.

Vandecasteele, B., & Geuens, M. (2010). Motivated consumer innovativeness: Concept,
measurement, and validation. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 27(4),
308–318.

Völckner, F., & Sattler, H. (2006). Drivers of brand extension success. Journal of Marketing,
70(2), 18–34.

Völckner, F., Sattler, H., Hennig-Thurau, T., & Ringle, C. M. (2010). The role of parent brand
quality for service brand extension success. Journal of Service Research, 13(4),
379–396.
Please cite this article as: Hubert,M., et al., Flag up! – Flagship products as im
Research (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.09.001
Wänke, M., Bless, H., & Igou, E. R. (2001). Next to a star: Paling, shining, or both? Turning
interexemplar contrast into interexemplar assimilation. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 27(1), 14–29.

Wright, A. A., & Lynch, J. G., Jr. (1995). Communication effects of advertising versus direct
experience when both search and experience attributes are present. Journal of
Consumer Research, 708–718.

Yoo, B., Donthu, N., & Lee, S. (2000). An examination of selected marketing mix elements
and brand equity. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28(2), 195–211.
portant drivers of perceived brand innovativeness, Journal of Business

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(16)30542-2/rf0340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.09.001

	Flag up! – Flagship products as important drivers of perceived brand innovativeness
	1. Introduction
	2. Theoretical background
	3. Current research and hypotheses
	3.1. Pilot study
	3.1.1. Sample and design
	3.1.2. Procedure and measures
	3.1.3. Results and discussion

	3.2. Study 1
	3.2.1. Sample and design
	3.2.2. Procedure and measures
	3.2.3. Results
	3.2.4. Discussion

	3.3. Study 2
	3.3.1. Sample and design
	3.3.2. Procedure and measures
	3.3.3. Results
	3.3.4. Discussion

	3.4. Study 3
	3.4.1. Sample and design
	3.4.2. Procedure and measures
	3.4.3. Results
	3.4.4. Discussion


	4. General discussion
	Acknowledgements
	References


