Study 1
The objective of Study 1 is to examine situations where the attributes of the secondary brand are highly complementary to the primary brand while the image is conflicting to the primary brand. We are curious to see if this results in higher consumer evaluations toward the co-brand under good fit conditions, and lower consumer evaluations toward the co-brand under non-fit conditions. By examining these evaluations, we can find out whether the regulatory fit is the consequential factor for co-branding or not.
Prior literature has shown that the basic term of co-brand success is the presence of original favorable primary on the parts of consumers (Grossman, 1997). And Lin and Liu (2006) had found that promotion customers tend to prefer hedonic features and prevention customers utilitarian attributes. We have sought to extend their findings and designed the manipulation of our study so that, for promotion customers, the primary brand image focus is hedonic, and for prevention customers the primary brand image focus is utilitarian (see Appendix). To avoid confounding established quality perceptions or other possible associations, we created two fictitious brands of cell phones, SIGMA and MYPHONE, to represent strong hedonic image claims and strong utilitarian image claims, respectively. Both brands have highly complementary attributes, but conflicting images. For participants primed for a promotional focus, their primary brand is SIGMA and the secondary brand is MYPHONE; for participants primed for a prevention focus, their primary brand is MYPHONE and the secondary brand is SIMGA.
We also manipulated the attributes of the secondary brand in gain/non-gain and loss/non-loss frames under the highly complementary-yet-image conflicted conditions.  Accordingly, we used a 2 (regulatory focus: promotion versus prevention) X 2 (attribute of secondary brand: fit (gain/nonloss) versus nonfit (nongain/loss)) mixed design.
3.1 Stimuli development
Pretest1: The purpose of pretest 1 is to make sure participants perceive complementarity between sets of attributes belonging to the primary and secondary brands. Sixty-four (64) undergraduate students participated in pretest 1. The design of Pretest 1 is from Aaker and Keller (1990). We used four sets of attributes. Each participant read two sets of attributes. The ordering of the sets is varied to avoid any order effect of the framings. Two measures were used, each using the 7-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Subjects assessed the attributes between the framings “Substitute” and “Complement.” The results showed participants’ perceptions of each set of attributes to be well-correlated (statistically significant being > 4). In contrast, the score of the perceived substitute was statistically significant lower than 4 (see Table 1).
Table 1Perceived complement and substitute
	Mean score
Set
	Perceived complement
	Perceived substitute

	Gain
	5.781(*)
	2.093(*)

	Non-gain
	5.562(*)
	2.281(*)

	Loss
	5.656(*)
	2.343(*)

	Non-loss
	5.812(*)
	2.656(*)


* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. Testing greater than 4 indicated complementarity; lower than 4, substitution. The difference of perceived complement between gain and non-gain is not statistically significant below 0.05. So the difference in perceived complement between loss and non-loss, shown here, is.

Pretest 2:  The purpose of pretest 2 is to test whether participants primed for the promotion and prevention conditions have the expected preferences for the primary brand SIGMA or MYPHONE, respectively. This would follow the research design of Higgins and colleagues (1994). Forty (40) undergraduate students from different pools of pretest 1 participated in pretest 2. We use the product attributes obtained from pretest 1 to design our brand advertising claims. We asked participants in the promotion-focus condition to write about their hopes and aspirations first. Correspondingly, we asked participants in the prevention-focus condition to write about their duties and responsibilities first (Higgins and colleagues; 1994). We then asked those from the promotion-focus group to evaluate the SIGMA brand with the hedonic image (i.e., implying high entertainment value) and those in the prevention-focus group to evaluate the MYPHONE brand with utilitarian image (i.e., dependable, with good signal performance, and excellent functionality). A seven-point scale (1 = “very unfavorable,” 7 = “Very favorable”) is employed for evaluation. The results showed that participants from the promotion group rated the SIGMA brand favorably (M = 4.3 versus 4; T (19) =2.373, p < .05). Participants from prevention group rated the MYPHONE brand favorably (M = 4.425 versus 4; T (19) = 1.959, p < .05).

3.2 Procedure

A total of 126 undergraduate students (82 females and 44 males) participated in study1. The study was carried out by giving each subject a booklet containing one of two questionnaires, randomly assigned. The difference between the two questionnaires was that half assigned the secondary product a gain (or nonloss) “fit,” and the other half, a nongain (or loss) “non-fit.” We requested of all the participants that they pay very careful attention to the questions, answer all questions, step-by-step, and not to turn to the next page without finishing the current page. In the first part of the questionnaire, we asked participants in the promotion-focus group to write about their hopes and aspirations and those in the prevention-focus group to write about their duties and responsibilities (Higgins and colleagues; 1994).
After they finished the first part of the questionnaire, participants proceeded to the second part. They saw the advertisement for the primary brand and were asked to evaluate the brand. Then they were presented with the secondary brand advertisement. A one-sentence description of the co-brand relationship between the two brands followed. After evaluating the co-brand, they answered the manipulation check questions, so we could make sure the manipulations of the gain/nongain or loss/nonloss condition were meaningful and successful. Demographic and background data were also collected. At the end of the experiment, the participants were debriefed with a gift.
Measures: This study mainly focuses on understanding the differences between brand evaluations of a primary brand and its co-brand. Brand evaluation using four items rated on seven-point scales (1= “dislike very much/very unfavorable/very unattractive/very bad,” and 7= “like very much/very favorable/very attractive/very good”) from Wang and Lee (2006) were employed. Further, a one-item seven-point scale of willingness to buy from Dodds et al. (1991) is used.
To check the participants’ feel of gain vs. non-gain and loss vs. non-loss, we followed Higgins’ (2001) research. Responses were taken on 9-point Likert scale ranging from ‘0’ (almost never) to ‘9’ (almost always). Promotion-focus individuals rated the four eagerness/apathy-related items and prevention-focus individuals rated the four vigilance/carelessness-related items.
The brand evaluation Cronbach’s alpha reliability value is 0.8026. The emotion response Cronbach’s alpha reliability values are 0.66 and 0.79, respectively, which are almost consistent with Higgins’ research’s (2001) Cronbach’s alpha= 0.77 and 0.68, respectively.

3.3 Results
Manipulation check. Our manipulation check followed Higgins’ research (2001).We calculate the four emotion items to form an emotion index, respectively, in the promotion and prevention focus conditions. The results showed that participants in the promotion-gain/nongain condition experience the cheerfulness/dejection emotion when reading the secondary brand’s advertisement (M = 3.666 versus 0; T (29) =4.902, p < 0.000) and (M = -3.75 versus 0; T (31) =-4.324, p < 0.000). In contrast, participants in the prevention-nonloss/loss condition experience the agitation/quiescence emotion when reading the secondary brand’s advertisement (M = 2.125 versus 0; T (31) =4.1, p < 0.000) and (M = -2.161 versus 0; T (31) =-2.161 , p < 0.05). These results provided the evidence that our manipulation was successful.
Attitude. We predicted that under the fit (nonfit) condition, the brand after co-branding with high complement but image conflict would get higher (lower) consumers’ evaluation than original evaluation toward the primary brand. We analyzed participants’ attitudes toward the primary brand and the co-brand by T-test. 

The results showed that in Promotion–gain and Prevention-nonloss cells, participants evaluated the co-brand more favorably than original evaluation of the primary brand (M = 4.958 versus 4.191; T (29) =4.935, p < .001) and (M = 4.781 versus 4.265; T (31) =3.939, p < .001). Moreover, in Promotion-nongain and Prevention-loss cell participants evaluated the co-brand less favorably than original evaluation of the primary brand (M = 4.273 versus 3.179; T (31) =5.867, p < .001) and (M = 4.304 versus 3.46; T (31) =4.737, p < .001) (See Table2). 
Table 2Mean Brand Attitude between Original Primary Brand and Brand After Co-brand
	Mean Evaluation
Group
	Primary brand
	After co-brand
	T-value
	Sig.

	Promotion -gain
	4.191
	4.958
	4.935(*)
	.000

	Promotion- nongain
	4.273
	3.179
	5.867(*)
	.000

	Prevention- loss
	4.304
	3.46
	4.737(*)
	.000

	Prevention- nonloss
	4.265
	4.781
	3.939(*)
	.000


* The mean difference is significant at the.05 level.
Willingness to buy. We use the T-test to test their willingness to buy within subjects. The results showed that promotion-focused participants have a higher/lower willingness to buy the co-branded where the secondary brand was viewed as a gain/nongain (M = 4.23 versus 5.0; T (29) = 5.13, p < .001) and (M = 4.28 versus 2.81; T (31) = 5.23, p < .001). In contrast, prevention-focused participants also show higher/lower willingness to buy the co-brand where the secondary brand image was viewed as a nonloss/loss (M = 4.12 versus 4.71; T (31) =2.6, p < .001) and (M = 4.65 versus 3.5; T (31) = 5.35, p < .001). The results of willingness to buy were just providing the accessory result for the hypothesis.
3.4Discussion
The results of Study 1 suggest that in two brands are in complement condition, people’s evaluation of co-brand is deeply influenced by whether the attributes of the secondary brand fit the regulatory goals or not. Participants in both promotion and prevention focus conditions evaluated the co-brand more favorably than the primary brand when the secondary brand made them feel right (gain and nonloss). They were also more likely to buy the cell phone when those claims fit their regulatory goals.
Our results demonstrate that when people have the feeling of “fit” (gain and nonloss) to the secondary brand, the positive effect of complement would be enhanced and the negative effect of brand image conflict would be discounted. In turns, they would have higher evaluation to the co-brand than original evaluation to the primary brand. Conversely for people who have the feeling of “nonfit” to the secondary brand, they would have lower evaluation toward the brand after co-branding.

Although the results showed that under the secondary brand make participants feel fit condition they would have a higher evaluation to the brand after co-branding, we can’t sure that the complement effect was indeed greater than brand image conflict effect. Do consumers indeed only care about the positive effect of complement and ignore the negative effect under the “fit” condition? In Study 2, we would like to see whether they would have higher evaluation to the brand after co-branding in image match but attribute complement condition or image conflict but attribute highly complement condition under the term of “fit”. By demonstrating the co-brand would get higher evaluation in image conflict but attribute highly complement than in image match but attribute complement condition, we can approach our purpose.

Study2

The objective of study 2 is to investigate under the regulatory fit condition whether the image conflict effect is indeed discounted and the complement effect does enhance. If the image conflict effect is indeed dilute, we should observe the subjects would have higher evaluation toward the co-branding in higher complement but image-conflict condition. For this purpose, in this experiment, we would like to examine the higher complement but image-conflict co-brand is more preferred by consumers than the lower complement and image-matched co-brand. Thus, we used a 2 (regulatory focus: promotion versus prevention) X 2 (secondary brand: high complement/image conflict versus complement/image match) mixed design.
  In this study, the main procedure and measure are identical to study 1.We also used fictitious brands that combined unfamiliar brand names with information about product attribute to develop two advertisements for primary brands and secondary brands (to see appendix). And the primary brands are co-branded with different secondary brand which product attributes and brand image was either complement but image match or highly complement but image conflict to primary brand.

4.1Stimuli development
Pretest 1: The purpose of pretest 1 is to examine whether participants perceive complement for each set of attributes or not. And the procedure and measures were identical to study1.Total of 52 undergraduate students participated in a pretest 1. Table 3 shows the results that the complement score of each set is significantly higher than 4. It means that in each set their complement is significant. Moreover, the results also show that the significantly difference between “image conflict-gain” and “image match-gain ” set (M = 6 versus 4.968, T (62) = 2.257, p = 0.013). And significantly difference between “image match -nonloss” and “image conflict -nonloss” (M = 4.896 versus 5.758, T (56) = 1.942, p = 0.02). It means the set of attributes with image conflict all exist higher complement that the sets of attributes with image matched, respectively.

Table 3Perceived complement and substitute
	Mean score
Set
	Perceived complement
	Perceived substitute

	image match-gain
	4.968 (*)
	4.031

	image conflict-gain
	6 (*)
	2.531 (*)

	image match -nonloss
	4.937 (*)
	3.281 (*)

	image conflict -nonloss
	5.625 (*) 
	2.031 (*) 


*The mean difference is significant at the.05 level higher or lower than 4
Pretest 2: The purpose of pretest 2 is to test whether the participants in promotion/prevention condition have the preference to the brand SIGMA/MYPHONE. 40 undergraduate students different with Pretest 1 participated in the pretest. The procedure and measure in pretest 2 are identical to the pretest 2 in study 1. We ask those who in promotion-focus condition to evaluate the cell phone brand SIGMA with hedonic brand image and those in the prevention-focus condition to evaluate the cell phone MYPHONE with utilitarian brand image. The results show that participants in promotion condition rated the brand SIGMA favorable (M =4.3875 versus 4; T (19) = 2.895, p < .01) and participants in prevention condition are favorable to MYPHONE (M =4.5 versus 4; T (19) = 2.61, p < .05).

4.2Procedure

 169 undergraduate students (67 males and 102 females) participated in this experiment. The respondents were randomly assigned into each cell. The sample size in each is range from 40 to 46. The procedure in study 2 was identical to study 1. Participants received a booklet with cover story that a questionnaire with two parts of task and they are all mentioned to pay as much attention to answer the question as possible and to answer the questionnaire step by step.
Measures: The measures in study 2 were also identical to study 1.Combining four-item scales of the brand evaluation from Wang and Lee’s (2006) research on the seven-point scale, a one-item seven-point scale of willingness to buy (Dodds et al., 1991) , and questions of Higgins’ (2001) research to check the participants’ feeling of gain and nonloss. 

The brand evaluation cronbach’s Alpha of the reliability value is 0.8088. And the emotion responses cronbach’s Alpha of the reliability value are 0.67 and 0.68 respectively. 
4.3 Results
Manipulation check. Identical to study 1, we calculate the four emotion items to form an emotion index, respectively, in the promotion and prevention focus conditions. The results showed that promotion-focus participants experienced the cheerfulness emotion when reading the second advertisement in both “image match-gain” and “image conflict-gain” conditions (M = 6.48 versus 0; T (40) = 5.875, p < 0.000) and (M = 5.13 versus 0; T (45) = 6.821, p < 0.000). And prevention-focus participants experienced the quiescence emotion in both “image match-nonloss” and “image conflict-nonloss” conditions (M = 3.64 versus 0, T (41) = 4.815, p < 0.000; M = 1.82 versus 0, T (39) = 2.416, p < 0.05), which approved that our manipulation was successful.
Attitude. We examine the hypothesis that under the condition of regulatory fit, even existing image conflict the higher complement co-brand is still more preferred by the consumers than the image matched and lower complement co-brand. We analyzed participants’ improvement of attitudes comparing with both co-brands by T-test. The results were consistent with our prediction. We observed that under the term of “fit”, both higher complement co-brands even existing image conflict do perform better improvement of brand evaluations (M = 1.021 versus 0.652; T (85) =1.832, p < 0.05) and (M = 0.931 versus 0.488; T (80) =1.669, p < 0.05) (See table 4).

Table 4 Improvement of Brand Attitude
	Mean Evaluation
Group
	Primary brand
	After co-brand
	Improvement of attitude
	T-value
	Sig.

	image match-gain
	4.506
	5.158
	0.652
	1.832(*)
	0.035

	image conflict-gain
	4.706
	5.728
	1.021
	
	

	image match-nonloss
	4.404
	4.857
	0.488
	1.669(*)
	0.049

	image conflict-nonloss
	4.225
	5.075
	0.931
	
	


*The mean difference is significant at the.05 level
Willingness to buy. We also use the T-test to test their willingness to buy between subjects under the regulatory focus. The results showed that better improvement of the willingness to buy toward the co-brand under secondary brand who attributes are highly complement but image is conflicted to the primary brand (M = 1.347 versus 0.536; T (85) =2.875, p = 0.005) and (M = 1.025 versus 0.452; T (80) = 1.693, p = 0.047). Note the willingness to buy is only the accessory of the support of our hypothesis.
4.4Discussion

To summarize the results of the improvement of evaluation and willingness to buy in Study 2, the results showed that under the condition of “fit” (gain and nonloss), it would result in greater improvement when the secondary brand’s attributes are highly complement but image is conflicted to the primary brand than the secondary brand’s attribute is lower complement but the image is matched to the primary brand. The results consist with our hypothesis H2.

Taking together, consistent with the past researches, these results provide clear evidence that complement effect is an important factor of success in co-branding. Under the “fit” condition if only the attributes of secondary brand is complement to the primary brand, it would result in success of co-brand no matter whether there are image conflict and match conditions. Accordingly, under the fit condition, complement effect was greater than image conflict or match effect. In addition, we replicated that the evidence of under “fit” condition consumers would concern the positive effect more and discount the importance of negative effect.

