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THE ANTECEDENTS OF CONSUMER DISHONEST BEHAVIOR AND ITS
IMPACT ON CONSUMER -BRAND RELATIONSHIP

SUMMARY

Thisthesisai ms t o i nvestigate the relationshior
fooledand their tendency to get even by cheating the brand (disthiogleavior) via a
mechanism of selfompensation, and its ultimate effect on consubmand
relationshipn terms of attachment, commitment and trust. It also tests the moderating

effect of situational ambiguitiyn order to assess how consumers regulae tmoral

standards in consumption contexts especially when theybéfebledby the brand

and thereby behave dishonestlly also examines thenoderatingrole of exposure
frequencyto the guilt stimulus on the link between guilt andnsumeibrand
relationshipstrength.

In Studiesl and 2the researcher findbat regardless deeling of being fooled by

the brandconsumers tend to engage in a dishonest behavior when it is easy to justify
their acts (i.e. being in an ambiguousuation). Even though consumers under
ambiguous situations do not need to feel cheated to misbehave, feeling of being

cheated still shapes the role of feeling:s
the brandMore precisely, Study 1 artudy2 demonstrate thah the emotion of guilt
makes people feel responsi ble when they

donot want t o be theinigia wrengdoefbrand)aed thatgnaturm s t
produces approach responses to the brandh®nother hand, in Studi&and4, in

which there was nadhe initial wrongdoerfeelings ofqguilt producea reaction of
avoidanceWhile the literature generally focuses on the restaragffect on feelings

of guilt, relying on the two major inferencedove,this thesisreveals that the
constructive or destructive role of feeling$ guilt varies according to how they
initially arose. Furtheiif implies that there might be a guilt threshold for consumers.
Furthermorewhen the consumer crosses the guilt threshold and it begins to damage
to consumebrand relationshipseeing the guilt stimulus repeatedly keeps the guilt
alive in the memory and so that it damag
that the interactin between exposure frequency and feelings of guilt becomes more
destructive for consumdarand relationshigStudy 4)
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ETKK DIkl T!KETKCK DAVRANIKLARI NI N ¥NC!L
MARKA KLKKKKSK ! ZERKNDEKK ETKKSK

¥ZET

Her ne kadar markal arén ger-eklextirdif§i

mar kanén hedef kitlesinde daha -o0ok yankeé
zamanz aman d¢r ¢stl ¢k déekeé davranéxkl! ar serg
temeldet ¢ ket i ci | er i d¢regstl ¢k déke davranécxl
davranéké ger-eklektirdi kten sorrskestu-cliul
il i kKkisinin naseél etkilendiJini i ncel eme
Teketiciler keernadfidredami k amad &raé I[tmék hi sse
zedelenebilir ve bu da karar verme s¢re- |
Kendil erini mar k a taraféndan kandeéer &l mé
bul dukl ar é takdirdet mat mayan kdax e a méck S
gesterebilirler. Dol ayéseéyl a marklar, t ar af
mar kayl a kendil erini ekitlemek ve bu kar
karkél aréna -éeékan €&ré.r s%4 ak@nuwusey eréresat r
belirsizlik olarak ele aleénméxkteér. Daha
verilecek tepkinin kesin olarak bellli o |
-ékarl aréna kull anmakrt avebilhratstagk éknerad igl®erm
ol arak nitelendirmeye devam edebilirler.
kandéerél mék ol ma duygusu, teketicileri l
onl ara karke d¢r ¢abki la d § g abod daeyt éashenydl yaé . bdl
biri i i kki sel (marka taraféendan kandeéer é
belirsizlik/ mujlakl ék) ol mak ¢zere ki -
davranékéné tetikleyecejini ©°ng°rmektedi
¥t e yandan dugums act belirsizIlijin ol duj u
Afkendine davranél maséné i1istemedijin kKeki
ettijinin farkeéena vardé]énda olukabil ece!
daha far kIl & bnier nteuwteunmao | gaibrinhe sri. Kander él
t ¢ ketii-ciime ngirdi]ioly@rmlsuﬂ-ulytgluudlurdmygusu,
l'iterate¢reéenegn de séekléekla dile getirdiJi
ej il i mine nedeniohmaknadle damf¢bhatctia kendi
hi sseden taraf olsa da °dexkme duygusu il
bu defa majduriyet yaratan taraf ol makt ac
kandéreéel méekli ek mias&iani hi kkkeat czerindeki
su-luluk duygusunu tel afi etme g¢deseyl e
S°z konusu ol as e I Iikkilerin varl é] éné
ger-eklexktiril(niakltéikrma KlU)k i-lael ékanmadéer él mé
belirsizIlijin te¢gketici d¢erestl ¢k deke da
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yani de¢re¢gstl ¢k dékeée davranékta artéka birlik
ayr e ayr e idoijkrkuisal | ebit ¢ketici derestl ¢k de
gor ¢l megkt gr . Teketicining, deéer ¢gstl ¢k deke d
su-luluk duymasé durumunda ise t¢gketicinin

y°nde arttejeée g°ral mpwk at Kk adaeméeyl agfedkd ek  hi s s
zedel enen mar k awsundékanegatd etlky devam retmektedmagi

géeven duygusu teéem s¢ere-teki déegzenleyici et ki
Téem bu i kkiler aj éntag kek i ol lagmaikn ¢tmé & &unta

duygul arémamnka ¢ckeéi K&i si czerinde yaratteje
duygusuna neden ol an ¢r¢é¢ne maruz kal ma sékl é
Ayréca ¢tal éxkma 1 ve ¢al ékma t2¢:0kneitni cpialrearl enha rskoz
taraféndan kendil erini kandéer &l mék hissetsi.|
-ékarlaré i-in férsata -evirebilecekl eri b i
davranék g°stermeye meyilli koldmalkawadae&rl ave I
¢al ékma 2, al datéel mékl ék hissinin °ncy¢gl ol ar
de¢r¢gstl ¢k déeké davraneéexk, su-luluk hissi, d¢t
t ¢ kenairkia 11 i kkisinin g¢ce¢ de(jtiaklkeeknmaerd nve i -
¢al ékma 4) daha tasarl anméexteér

¢al ékma 3 ve ¢alékma 4 sonu-|larée da ¢al eékma
déke davranéekénén t¢keticide su-1luluk duygt
ortamda daha ©°ncedeméunabkema bhatraf e&@hdaneéyapeéa
dejikle t¢gketici kendi ni kandér él mék hissetm
yojun bir su-luluk duygusu hissetmekte ve bu
bajl el é&jé& azaltmakt adléeukamBumnlunmssuwezb edbu y g uskaelt i
b axd e me me s i yézeéenden ormarrkakd aan ék4d aakodaadbd maneeé&k t e d
en bakta marka taraféendan yapeélan bir hata
igili bir dejikim ortaya -ékmaméexter .

¢al ékma 4 gsPoneu-dam&anta ol mayan Kekil de temir
duygusuna sebebiyet veren Lréne mar uz kal m
duygusunun etkisini artteéerarak markadan ka-
konusu ilikkinin erde§ezIg@k ¢dera&degsi ni artt

D°rt deneysel - al & Kk mandaarnk ao | yuakzaénn €bnué nt e-zeikni ttl ¢ |
katkeéelaré bulunmaktadér. ¥ncelikle ve bel ki

mar ka ilikkisinde oynadej arr alugg gw® ddaltiek as @, muy
su-luluk duygusunun il i kKki czerindeki yapeéc
su-1lul uk duygusunun yapeéceéeé ya da yekece S C
kaynakl andeéej éna bajl e ol ar ak deji ktijJini g
-al ékmanén somaunklhai éj kKkikéetnidei bir su-1ul uk ¢
sinyalini ver mekte ve belli bir noktaya kad
duygusunun Ki ddet.i bel Ii bir noktaya var de
zedeleybi | ecejinin uyareéeséené yapmaktadeéer.

Bir dijermarkaketi xiki sine y°nelik bulgu da Ku
i kki et keni ol an g¢venin k¢g-¢k hatalarl a z
sarséldejénda su-lulak duygdsyggnbn yamanba-
sahip bir dejikkenin etkisiyle telafi edi | en
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sarsél masé durumunda markanén daha y¢kse
bul masé gerektijini i karet etmektedir.

Sonolarak,Br ne kadar salt maruz kal ma et ki si
bir uyareceya sékl ekl a mar uz kal manén (
cejini savunsa da, bu tez bu kur
edirir Diafhadeay-léek, b¢al ékma 2 gg°st

| mék hisseden t¢gketicilerin ar
yarattejée su-luluk duygusu, t

i trcigie Waks gkekazanél an ¢ré¢gne mar uz
amaktader. ¥te yandan (°ncesinde t
k duygusunun yojunlujunun artmaseé@
| duju dur kmdana srEkheéjmarem, t ket
tetikleyen bir unsu ol duj u -nvaer ktag & e tiikekier i ndeki ol u
artterdejé g°r¢l mektedir (¢al ékma 4). Bu
olan su-luluk duyogobusumruki panat d@&k&s&ad uns
s°®z konusu de]ilken, Ssu-luluk duygusunun
deéek
a

SCOO T oo
Occgow ™3O

s°z konusu s al fakt°rlerin de ilixkkid
derecesini rttérabilece]ini g°stermekt e

Bu tekxdbeousuz i |l i kkilerin testi esnasénda |
hal.i hazérda i1l i kKki i -inde ol duklorar é h a
mar kal ar czefr kKhden Buertleezn ve %Smoanmudd ar é
bulundur ul arak dejerlendiril mel. ve gel ecek
model test edildijinde sonu-Ilarén ne y®°ni
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1. INTRODUCTION

In 1971, Stanford Professor Philip Zimbardo and his team conducted thkenaeih
Stanford Prison Experiment (SPH).the beginning offte study participants who are
middle-class college studentshared personal informatioabout their family
background, physical and mentahealth hisbries, and social behavior. On the basis
of their answers to the personal questionnaire they were desonecl Then they
flipped a cointo beprisoners and guarde the experimentin the first twentyfour
hours of thestudy,the guards, with little to no instruction, begenhumiliate and
psychologically abuse the prisongds the other side, the prisonbecame submissive
and depersonalized, taking the abuse and saying little in prafest.six days, he
extremec hanges i n participantsd behatheor s
experiment which was planned to last two weekifie beginning

After many years, in 2007, Zimbardo published a book nafiibéeé Lucifer Effect:
Understanding How Good People TuEwnilo. The book courageously describes the
every specific details of the experiment ahgbthe personal experiensef Zimbardo,

who became a prison superintendent rather than a psychological scientist during the
experiment.He also adresses more intéi@g point of the experienmenin which
ordinary participantsétudents witbut any prediagnosed pathological condition
engaged irextremeactions that their personality traits would not have predicted while

they were acting out prisoners or guards ingkgeriment.

The dispositional modelhé predominant paradigm for explaining human behavior,
focuses on inner individual personality traits and deviakeen thoughZimbardo
(2007)admitsthat such factorBave power omuman behavior, hearries on wit an
alternate situationist perspective: external factorBuence and contribute to

i ndi v ibehavais.sA@cording to himeven thesituationism is tended to be
underestimated and overlooked, it is equally important with the dispositonal model.

ed



Besiks Zi mbardods extreme experi ment eXpose:
daily situational factors may also have tendency to release the darker side of
individuals, labeled as unethical behavior, even if they are not as harsh situational

factors as Zimbad o0 6 s .

Cheating, fraud, deception, lying, and numerous other forms of unethical behavior can
be seen as some of the major personal and societal challersgesipothe modern
world (Shalviet al.,2015). Although for many of us sensational brand trassgres

tend to stand out mofe.g.Starbucks accused of racism after staff call police to arrest
two black men 'who didn't ordanything' (The Guardiari,6 April 2018)], consumer
transgressions are more common in daily life (Shalvi et al., 2015). dodigi have a
tendency to cheat or lie (Ariely and Jones, 2012) especially when given the opportunity
to profit from dishonest behavior (Shalvi et al., 2015) or protect theHirgelests or
seltconcepts (Ariely and Jones, 2012). Even though individoght be innately
honest and dislike lying or cheating as a reflection of their personal values or beliefs,
in the line with the situationist perspective, circumstances and situational factors may

tempt and hence lead them to cheat or lie (Matat.,2008).

During the lifetime, individuals may become a cheater in different social roles such a

spouse, child, employee, consumer etc. Tesissf ocuses on t he consume
behavior. Hence it asks that why consumers cheat; under which circumstasces

tend to show more dishonest behavior; which situational factors trigger their dark side,

how they deal with post effect of their dishonest act; and what are the reflections of the
dishonest behavior and its post effects on constoreerd relationshipStarting from

these research questions, tihissismainly takes feelingf beng fooledand ambiguity

into account as situational factors while investigating antecedents and consequences of
dishonest behavior in a consumption context. While feafrigeingfooledis selected

as interrelationship based factor, ambiguity is taken into account as relationship

independent factor.

At the same time, this study addresses the relationship between guilt as an emotional
outcome of dishonest consumer behaviod ats impact on consumdarand

relationships. Finally, it tests the moderating effect of repeated exposure to the guilt



stimulus between consumer feelings of guilt and consinmaard relationship strength.

In short, this paper makes the claim that whilgaging in dishonest acts, individuals

may not feel a sense of guilt in ambiguous situations (Pittarello et al. 2015) but when
that ambiguity disappears, the consumer may feel guilty about what s/he has done. Such
an emotional state may induce a psycholalgimbalance and hence activate a general
desire to improve the self (Allard and White, 2015), which in turn can lead consumers
to develop a stronger relationship with the brand, and that relationship may be enhanced
by increasing exposure frequency to godt stimulus as a result of the exposure effect.






2. THEORETICAL UNDERPININGS

2.1 Ethical Decision Making

There are two major ethical theories in moral philosophy, which are deontological

theories and teleological theories (Beauchamp and Bowie, 1979; Murphy and Laczniak,

1981). The deontological dimensiemphasizethe specific actions or behaviors that

are giided by norms and/or rules, and adoptsstheerr ul e of fAdoing wunto
you would have them dpointofrdeoatologicaltiieoriesh i | e t h
the rightness of a behavior, teleological theoc@mscentrat®n theoutcomeof actions

or behaviors for oneself and other stakeholders (Frankena 1963). Teleologists defend

that if a behaviordevelopsa greater balance of good over evil than any available
alternatives then it can be accepted as ethical. On the other hand, teleological theories
have divergences in itself about the answe
Hobbes and Nietzsche, defenders of ethical egoism, answer this question by claiming

that if theresultsof an act for an individual is more favorable thanrgsiltsof anotter

act, then it can be accepted as a right act for an individual; on the other hand, according

to G. E. Moore and John Stuart Mill, defenders of utilitarianism (ethical universalists),

an act can be accepted as a right act, only when it brings out a dpedatece of good

consequences for all people over loagsthan other available alternatives (Hunt and

Vitell, 1986).

On the basis of deontological and/or teleological ethical perspective, an individual
interprets different alternatives and makes a dmtisn which are ethical and which

are not. Her/his ethical judgment brings behavioral intentions and ultimately behaviors

in its wake. However, sometimes the judgments, intentions and behaviors may be
inconsistent with each other (Vitell and Hunt, 200Mhen this happens, Hunt and

Vitell (2006) piopose that the behavior will come along wittelings of guilt.

Accordingly, two peoplemay actin the samemanney yet only one may feel guilty,
because the otherds behavilelefsi s consi stent



Therefore both deontological and teleologi@asessmenshapeheethical judgments

of decision makerThe deontological norms in relationship to a host of relevant
environmental concerns influee the deontological evaluatiomhereas the
desrability, the probability and the importance of stakeholder groups infludree
teleological evaluation (Hunt and Vitell, 2006). The ovevattomeof this teleological
assessmentvould be the consumer's beliefs about the relative good versus bad
produ@d by each possible alterneti(Vitell et al.,2001).

The Hunt and Vitell model (1986, 1993) furtlseiggestshat inmany situationgthical
judgmentsof a decision makeare a function of botldeontological and teleological
evaluationsSeveralesearclt{e.g.Hunt and VasqueParraga, 1993vlayo and Maks,
1990; Vitell and Hunt, 199Gsupport the concept that an individual generally uses both
evaluation types. But none of these previous empirical research use consuntiegsamp
until the study oVitell et al.,(2001). The empirical study of Vitedt al.,(2001) reveals
that regardless of various personal characteristics, consumers tetepdndon
deontological normsatherthan on teleological evaluatiomsiring decisionsmaking
processThat B, consumer behavior gthicalsituations seems to lwentrolledby the

Cc 0 n s u pnircipléssatherthanthe possible outcomes

2.2 Ethics in Consumer Behavior

Dodgeet al.,(1996 p. 823 define consumer ethics as the "rightness as opposed to the
wrongnesof certain actions on the part of the buyer or potential binyeonsumer

situations; whi |l e Muncy and Vitel!l (1992) defi ne
standards that guide behavior of individuals or groups as they obtain, use and dispose
ofgopodsad serviceso (p. 298). Mu n thgoreacald Vi t el
framework containing three major factors, which have the potential to affect the
unethical behavior of UK consumers. The first factor, the role played by consumers,
concerns whéter or not the consumer is active or passive in their actions. Being active

infers that the consumer benefits from his/her intentional behavior (e.g. giving
misleading price information to a cashier for a4poiced item). However being passive

means thathe consumetake advantage @& form of behavior, which occurs as the

result of a mistake made by the business (e.g. the cashier gives them too much change

and they keep quite). The second factor, perceived illegality of the behavior, concerns



whether or not deceitful or fraudulent behavior was involved (e.g. the consumer in some
way deceives thealespersohy takingproductto a store and claiming that it was a gift
when it was not). The final factor, the perceived severity of the conseqieabeut

the degree to which direct harm is caused by the behaxigr §pending time in a
bookstoreaeading a book but not buying it). This study also explores whether emotional
responses like guilt are different with regard to actively and passivehormst

consumer forms of behaviors.

Mitchell and Chan (2002) build upon the work of Muncy and Vitell (1992), noting that
they found four main factors that have
decision making in their exploratory researclowbthe extent of aberrant behavior
among UK consumer s. These factors incl

Aperceived illegality, o0 Athe perceived

of the behavioro. Mi t c hestkd anddookdd aCHowa aften( 2 0 0 2 )

people engage in unethical actions by using qualitative and quantitative tathl to
comprehensive index difty unethical forms otonsumebehavior. The main aim of
their quantitative study, which is based on theastlsicale developed by Muncy and
Vitell (1992), is to specify the identifiable forms of dishonest behavior displayed by

consumers including price tag switching, queue jumping, and the use of expired

N

coupons. This study ado pofconsineridishoreeshyg n pr i ce

the reason afanipulationsimplicity feature of iin daily consumption setting

2.3 Rationalization of Dishonest Behavior

Dishonest behavior denotes actions carried out within an exchangeotisaiously
violatecommonly heldmord norms of conduct (Relds and Harris, 2009). Akers et

al. (1979) claim that for every norm in society there is always a norm of evasion that
can be used to eliminate normative constraints and@mequentialepulsesin other
words, norms of evasiomake it possible for consumers to rationalize their dishonest

behavior by various techniques of neutralization. These techniques are:

1 Denial of responsibility which involves consumers arguing they are not
accountable for their actions because they are beyond their control (e.g. they did

not have any choice in the matter);



91 Denial of injury, in which the misconduct is seen as not being very grave and
results inlittle perceived direct harm (e.g. the store still makes a profit if the
customer takes a chocolate bar);

1 Denial of victim in which consumer actions are motivated by a mistake made
by the business (e.g. a certain product or service is not seen asvbgimghe
money);

1 Condemning the condemngtsy means of which consumers condemn those
who are condemning them while they behave similarly (e.g. they think that they
are being overcharged so they feel free to do as they please);

1 Appeal to higher loyalt® which involve misconduct justified by an attempt to

appeal to a higher ideal or value (e.qg. for the sake of family).

Neutralization techniques suggest that consumers resort to one or more of those
mechanisms to come up with excuses to justify thelraifisst behavior. By using one

or more of such neutralization techniques, they feel better and exonerate themselves
from the social and setfegradation that results from violating norms. If an individual
feels that by utilizing one or more of those techies| s/he can get away with
wrongdoing, s/he is likely to act dishonestly (Strutt®elton and Ferrell1997).
Techniques of neutralization are essentially a learned vocabulary of motives for
misconduct that people usedieservehemselves from selilame (Groveet al.,1989).

While they do not represent a full rejectiontadditionalnorms, such techniques are
merely a means of reducing their impact in circumstances that are not seen as being

socially acceptable.

This study focuses on the techniquedehial of victimby drawing on the argument
developed by Grove et al. (1989), which says that denial of victimhood involves a
situation where the consumer feels that the wronged party, regardless of whether it is a
person, a group or an organization, desgrthe consequences of the misconduct. In
this way, the consumer mooresees the victim as a victim at all but rather a target that

deserves to be wronged (Grove et al., 1989).



2.4 Moral Emotions

The moral emotions are the respontemoral violations, othe motivatiomal source

of amoral behavior (Haidt, 2003T.hey canbe critical in understanding ndi vi dual 6 s
behavioral conformance or lack of conformance to their moral standards (Tatgney

al., 2011). They are nl i nk eofkocietpastwheledratt er est
|l east of persons other than the judge or a
are seen as the motivational forces to do good aalddiain frondoing bad (Krolland

Egan 2004).

Moral emotions are divideinto two major families that areflothercondemning
family, in which the threesistersare contempt, anger, and disgust, and fibelf-

conscious family that consists of shame, embarrassment, and guilt (Rbaln1999).

Just like many social species, humans, especially with their language and highly
developed sociatognitive abilities (Dunbar, 1996), have figured auben they
cooperate each other rather than being on its thvay,get more benefits Axelrod,

1984 Wilkinson, 1984 As gossip theory supports that human beings talk each other
about others ancboperatéo catchhypocritesjiars,cheatersand others who are trying

to fake the appearance of betngstworthy(Harari, 2014). Human beingsay attention
whatpeople do to each other, aedsilygenerateegative feelings, such as contempt,
anger, and disgust, towards individuals with whom we have never interacted. The moral

emotion | iterature name dconddmmisgeemotierg.at i ve f e

Othercondemning emotionsften experienced when people witness third parties
engaging in behaviors that are in violation of the moral orddrimihe culture (Rozin

et al.,1999). Once human beings begaspondingwvith anger,contemptand disgust

to social volations, it becomapplicablefor individuals towatch and rstrain their own
behavior.Since individuals have a powerful need or desire to be a part of a group
(BaumeistelandLeary, 1995), the selfonscious emotions are desigreiahelpng
mechanisnto peopleby navigatingthe complexities of fitting in to groups without

activatingothercondemning emotions (Haidt, 2003).

Selfconscious emotionsiotivate individuals to stick tsocial norms and personal

standardsherebyenablesocial interactions and relationships (Goffman, 196i)ce



self-conscious emotionsequire seHawareness anselfrepresentations, thesan be
seperated from basiemotions insofafLewis, 2008; Tangneyand Dearing, 2002).
They arecognitively more corplex (lzardet al., 1999), and als@ncouragethe
comprehension of multifaceted social goals (KelaraBuswell, 1997).

Self-conscious emotions, guikhameand embarrassment, may be experienced when

a person behaves in ways that fail to meet somalatdnrule, or goal (Tracy and
Robins, 2007). In the case of shame, the failure is treated like a dispositional flaw in
character spanning across contexts. On the other hand, the failure is attributed to the
self inthe case of guiltGuilt is a situatiorspecific condition and not generalized to
other contexts. In the case of guilt, the failure is not assumed to be indicative of a
problem with the #Aglobal o self. On t he
emotion than guilt or shame, and it is expeded when a person fails to meet some
social convention. Thereby, it has only a minor role in moral behavior rather than guilt

and shame (Eisenberg, 2000).

In spite of the fact thaguilt and shame are often seen as having the same meaning,
emotion resea@hers agree on several distincidretween these two emotiorise(vis,
2008; TangnewndDearing, 2002) (Table 2.1 general while shame isconsidered

as an expression of a negative evaluation of the self, gsilaccepted as the

ot

represerdtionofaregat i ve evaluation of oneds specif
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Table 2.1 :Differences between guilt and shame in marketing literaadagpted
from Antonetti and Baines (2014).

Conceptualizatior Definition Difference References
Cohen (2010);
Determined by the appraisal of Chun et al. (2007);
Guilt  negative outcomes caused by Dahl et al.
unstablepersonal behavior (2003); Duhachek
Self/Behaviour et al. (2012);
Determined by the appraisal of Soscia(2007);
Shame negative outcomes caused by Yiand

stablepersonal traits Baumgartner
(2011)
appraisalof negatie outcomes Agrawal and
Guilt bp 9 . Duhachek(2010);
caused by personal behavior
Brennan and
Private/Public Determined by theublic Binney (2010);
appraisalof negative outcomes Huhmann and
Shame cgﬁsed b ergonal behavior Brotherton (1997);
yp Lascu (1991)
Guilt focuses on fAsome past behavior that

standardso (Tangney, 1990, p . 103). The <co
giving harm to others, not helping othemgglecting personal dutiesheating,lying,

stealing, failing to reciprocate, overt hostility, and infidelity (Ausubel, 1955; Keltner
andBuswell, 1996; LindsayHartz, 1984; Tangney, 1992; Tangney et al., 1996

While those actions causevarenesthata persorhas violated social nornoduces
guilt; experiencing feelings of guithay causemotivationfor selfimprovementand
reparativebehavior(e.g.apologizing changing actionsBierbrauer, 1992; Morriand
Keltner, 2000; Savaret al.,2012 Tangney et al., 2007and enhances the likelihood
of cooperative bonds with cooperation in iterative interactions (e.g. Ketald#u,
2003), altruistic action (Regan et d972), and even forgiveness (McCullougtal.,
1997; 1998). Compared shame and embarrassmeasthea selfconscious emotions
guilt is more likely to beelatedto recoveringactions such aacceptinghis/herfault
andseekingo make amendens (Miller et al.,1996).

As Lazarus and Folkm@ng1984) stress theoryndicates thatdeal withthere are
potential outcomes of negative emotional experience: emfdmrsed coping and

problemfocused coping. Whereas emotifmtused coping stratedgys emphasisn

11



regulating the negative emotion tine expectation that reestablish the inbatance
(Gross 1998) problerfocused coping strategyntainsall the actions thagimto cope

with the source of the negative emotional experig@cgonetti and Baines, 2014).
There are several examples for both type of coping stratégye discussing oithe
content of a messagg.g.Coulter and Pinto 1995; Hass and Linder 1972; Hovland et
al. 1953 and/or rationalization of the behavior, démis or thoughto justify the self
(e.g.Bray et al.2011; Chatzidakis et al. 2006) can be shown as examp&saiforn
focused coping strategiesproblemfocused coping strategiesre engagingin a
compesaory behavior byhangingattitude toward the vian and/oramendingormer
injustice Tangney and Dearing 2002; Tangney et al. 200hereby,feeling guilty
activates a general motivation to improve the self (Allard and White, 206y5)
activating either probleApcused or emoticffiocused coping stragges. Accordingly,

a consumer who has brought harm to his/her relationship with a brand by acting out of
line may seek out an opportunity to repair that relationship to reestablish an inner
balance Argo and Shiv, 2012). Accordingly, there are severalistuth consumer
behavior literature, with the claim of positive power of guilt emotioneigutating
individual behavior (8e Table2.2).

As a consequence, guilt 1 s mostly seen
social sciences. This aspect ofilgéeelings is studied in different contexts such as
political science (e.g. Browat al., 2008; Imhoffet al., 2012), education (e.g. Bell,

2007 Flores and Day, 2006criminology (e.g. Faet al.,2002; Hosseet al.,2008),
gender studies (e.g. Ferigpn and Eyre, 2000; Fischer and Manstead, 2000 (&lsst

et al.,2012),management (e.g. Flynn and Schaumberg, 2012; Schaumberg and Flynn,
2017; Cohen et al., 2013), and marketing (e.g. Steenhaut and Van Kenhove, 2006;
Agrawal and Duhachek, 2010).

12



Table 2.2 :Behavioralc onsequences of

consumersod feelings

Focus of Guilt Behavioral Regulation Example

References

Reduces consumption of unhealthy foods
Guilt related to the

Durkin et al. (2012); Mishra and Mishra
(2011); Mohr et al. (2012); Rozin et al.
(1999)

selt Favors consumption of healthier alternatives Cornish (2012)
Financial prudence and increasing saving Soman and Cheema (2011)
Braunsberger and Buckler (2011); Klein et
Boycotting decisions al. (2004)
Guilt related to Carrus et al. (2008); Gregory-Smith et al.,

social standards ~ Environmentally responsible consumption choices

Decreases the likelihood that consumers will unfairly take advantage of firms
and behave in morally questionable ways

(2013); Grob (1995); Kaiser (2006); Peloza
et al. (2013)

Steenhaut and Van Kenhove (2005, 2006)

Guilt related to Guilt towards a salesperson -> desire to engage in positive reparatory action
relationship with
others Guilt towards one’s own children -> desire to save financial resources to
spend on their well-being

Dabhl et al. (2005, 2001)

Soman and Cheema (2011)
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Il n marketing I|iterature, the consumer gui l
results from a consumer derci sooms d h@Bu rvn et
Lunsford, 1994, p. 33). Since emotions affect consumer degisaking, and the

positive or negativeeonsequencesf a decision carhighly affect feelings of the

decision maker(Schwarz 2000), understanding this endless loop on comsume

emotions is important for marketing researchers and practitioners. With this aim,

feelings of guilt as a considerable emotion have been studied in marketing over years

with its various aspects such as guilt in consumptarext(Table 2.3.

Table 2.3: Major guilt studies adaptedrom Antonetti and Baines (2014)

SubTopic References
Orth et al. (2010); Baumeister et al. (1994); Exeest
Demographic variables et al. (2012)

Goetz and Keltner (2007); Kitayama et al. (2006);
Culture Markus andKitayama (1991); Tsai et al. (2006

Doosje et al. (1998); Roseman et al. (1996); Tiedens
Linton (2001); Tracy and Robins (2007); Zeelenberg

Appraisal processes and Breugelmans (2008)

Cohen et al. (2013); Cohenet al. (2011); Steenhhaad
Guilt disposition Van Kenhove (2006); Tangney and Dearing(2002)

Amodio et al. (2007); Baumeister et al. (2007); Philip
Memory and feedback et al. (2011); Philippe et al. (2013)

Social categorization: i1 o o1 and Duhachek (201ailbert (2003, 2007)
group vs. ougroup guilt

2.5 Customer-Brand Engagement (Consumer Engagement) and Consumer

Brand Relationship Strength

Consumersassociated with brands in sevesalys, andacademiaisevariousterms for
these relationshipspme of them arerand loveprand attachmenibrand commitment,
brand loyalty,brand resonanceand brand involvemeniGoldsmith andGoldsmith,
2012) Another termprand engagemend a key component of custombesed brand
equity model ofKeller (2001) As a relatively new constrtic consumetrand
engagement (CBE) have several definitions in the literatwteul@ (2007) defines

14



CBE as building a powerful and permanentassociationsbetween brand and
consumerghrough anongoing effort of the brandy activatinginteraction, shared
values, experientiatontents and rewardsthe eye otonsumersHollebeek (2011)
conceptualizethe construct as a process of forming an emotional or rational attachment

between consumer and brand.

Engagement is also a muttimentional contruct that includes emotignabgnitive,

and behavioral dimensions (Hollebe2®&l1 2012 during specific brand interactions

(Hollebeck et al. 2014)The cognitive processing is the mostly focused dimension of

CBE. |t retensumer 6fsa |raateé thoughtf prodessiagh ahd

elaboration in a particular consurder a nd i n(Holebexlet al.,2004.10.

As an emotional dimension, affectiorsmerasaic onsumer 6 s degr-ee of poc
related affect in a pacular consumebrand interaction (Hollebecket al.,2014 p.10

and it is controled by the feelings activated in an individual (Heath, 2009). Lastly,

as a behavioral dimension, activation or conative component is conceptualized as
behavioal expresionstowards a branthat is more thathe mere purchase (Van Doorn

et al. 2010; Verhoef et al. 201@ehavioral dimension alsincludes aic on s umer 6 s

level of energy, effort and time spent on a brand in a particular consumer/brand
interactior (Hollebed et al.,2014 p.10. Accordingly, Hollebecket al. (2014, p.10)

haverewritten the definitionof consumetbrand engagementy extending itasii A
consumer 6s positively valenced brand rel af

activity duringorrelated o f ocal consumer/ brand interact
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Table 2.4 :Customerengagement defindns in the literatureadapted fronVivek et al.(2014).

Term Definition References
Strength of A state of being involved, occupied, fully absorbed, or engrossed in something (i.e., sustained Higgins and
engagement attention), generating the consequences of a particular attraction or repulsion force. Scholer (2009)

Consumer Customer engagement behaviors go beyond transactions and are defined as a customer’s
engagement behavioral manifestations that have a brand or firm focus, beyond purchase, resulting from Van Doorn et al.
behaviors motivation drivers (2010)
Customer The customer’s cognitive and affective commitment to an active relationship with the brand as
engagement personified by the Web site or other computer-mediated entities designed to communicate brand .
. i . . : ) ... ! Mollen and Wilson
value. It is characterized by the dimensions of dynamic and sustained cognitive processing and (2010)
the satisfying of mstrument value and experiential value.
Customer A psychological state that occurs by virtue of interactive, co-creative customer experiences with .
i : i ) ) Brodie et al.
engagement a focal agent/object (e.g., a brand) in focal service relationships Q011
Customer—brand  The level of a customer’s motivational, brand-related and context-dependent state of mind
engagement characterized by specific levels of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral activity in brand Hollebeek
interactions. It includes the themes of immersion, passion, and activation. (2011)
Consumer The intensity of an individual’s participation in and connection with an organization’s offerings  Vivek et al.
engagement and/or organizational activities, which either the customer or the organization initiate. (2012)
Customer-brand  Customer-brand engagement appears as a multi-dimensional concept combining such elements
Engagement as attention, dialogue, interaction, emotions, sensorial pleasure, and immediate activation aimed  Gambetti et al.
(Advertising/media  at creating a total brand experience with consumers. (2012)
engagement)

16



Table 2.4(continued) : Customer engagement definits in the literatureadapted fronVivek etal. (2014)

Consumer It embodies interactive consumer experiences where information and communications
engagement technologies such as social media act as tools that can enable and facilitate these experiences. Sashi (2012)
process The level of consumer engagement 1s calculative and affective commitment to an active

relationship with a firm or the firm’s online community
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Beyond emotionalcognitive, and behavioral dimensions of CBE, Bowden (2009)
proposs a dynamic and more comprehensive perspective for CBE. According to
Bowden (2009), consumer brand engagementgsyahological procesand day by
dayconsumers becommoreloyal to a brandluringthe processrThis processwvolves
differentlevelsof the consuméibrand relationship tharecharacterized by a growing
level of calculative commitment, affective commitment, trasid involvement,
resulting in repeated purchasing behavior lmgdrstandingloyalty. The relationship

mar keting |iterature also supports Bowdenod:

Both of the marketing concepindthe market orientation concemaveimplicit desire

for relationships wh customers. Whereas the marketing concept highlights the
importance ofmeeting customer needbe market orientation concephderlines the
place and importance ehsuringsuperior value relative to competitorhile meeting

the customer need$ashi,2014). Relationship marketing extendée domain to
concentrat®n the exchange relationskipy addition tamprovingour understanding

of relationships between brands and consumers (e.g. Gronroos, Fa@dsing more

on underwhat conditionsrelatiorship marketingvill be successful, thewell-known
commitmenttrust theory (Morgan and Hunt, 1994) of relationship marketing lays
emphasis on trusind commitment as the key factors developingand sustaining
successful relationship that deéermine wheter exchange between brands and
consumers is transactional or relationidiereby,building and maintainingrust and
commitment in consuméarand relationshipare necessary for CBEashi, 2012).
fiWhen one party has conf irdlabiity and intagritp n e x c h a
(Morgan and Hunt, 1994, p.23), therdrisst In absence dirust, it is hard to establish

an enduring or intimate relationshi@nly if consumers trust brandthey can be
expected to become advocates for the hr@mthe othehand,as Sashi (201) states
thattrust alone may ndte enougho turn the exchange into a lotgym relationship

it would be better to havea@ammitmentvhichleads to longerm relationshipsoo but

not necessarily intimacyWorgan and Hun{1994,p.22) define commitmenti a s a n
exchange partner believing that an ongoing relationship with another is so important as
to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it; that is, the committed party believes the

relationship is worth working on to ensiuhatite ndur es i ndefinitelyo.
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Researcherge.g. Gustafsson et al., 2005; Bowd&09) draw alistinction between
two different types of commitmeénwvhich arelabeled ascalculative and affective
Whereas alculative commitmentefers to sticking with a particular seller because of
switching costs or lack of other supplieaffective commitmens an emotional bond
between brand and consumer thasedon atrust aml reciprocity in a relationship
(Gustafsson et al., 2005)s the organizational behavioesearchers AlleandMeyer
(1990) state that affective commitmengfers to emotional attachment tdhe
organizatioranda | s o i n idvolvemehtaadlidendification with the organization.
Since establishing powerfulandinvulnerablebond betweemonsumersandbrandis

one of the key points of CBE (Bowden, 2009), strong attitudinal attachment or sense of
community are alsessentiafor active engagement with the brand to occur (Keller,
2001). For instance, customers maya$®toregisterbrandrelatedblogs, webpages,
or forums centered on a bramdth the aim of receiving updates and/or exchanging
information or just for getting toucith other brand users eoepresentatives of the
brand itself. By doing this, customers themselves become brargdresentatives,
ambassadorsr advocatesf the brandand henceommunicate about the brand, and

intensifythe brand ties of others.

Consumer branghvolvementanother component of affective commitment (Alsed

Meyer, 1990), is found significantly associated with CBE ie #mpirical study of

Hollebeck et al(2014).In her prior studyHollebeek(2011)found thatinvolvement

and interactivity ar@lsoantecedentef CBE and they areeededrior to theforming

of CBE levels Engagement and involvement @imilarlyb as ed on el sumer s ¢
and values. Moreover both of them motivéte individual toward a specific object

such as a brand (8pt et al., 2009) and enhanitee consumebrand relationship.
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3. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

3.1 Dishonest Consumer Behavior

Dishonest behavior denotes actions carried out within an exchange that deliberately
violate generally accepted moral norms of conduct (Reynolds and Harris, 2009). When
dishonest behaviois investigated in consumption setting, dishonest or unethical
behavor concept is divided into two majarategories, which are actualhighly
different fromeach othefMoschis and C0%989).

One side of this division, there is an extreme unethicahver, which is generally
labeled as consumer misbehavior (Fullerton and,A@98), dysfunctional consumer
behavior (Reynolds and Harr009)or consumer deviance (Harris and Da@til11)
Insurance fraud (Lesch and BrinkmaBA11) digital piracy (Feestone and Mitchell

2004), andshoplifting (Babakus et gl.2004) are the investigated examples of this
extreme side of dishonest or unethical behavior. The main emphasis of such fraudulent
behavior is on breaking the rules, and heiné@ngestheimplicit social contracthat
underlies mo$ exchange relationships (Cova et 2018)(Table 3.1)

The other side of the division, there is a mooenmonform of unethical behavior. It
involves being unfair with certain subtle forms of misbehavidsBerry and Seiders
(2008 states thathis form of dishonest behavior arises from harmful actions of a
consumer toward a company, employees, even other custoEaggeratedor
incorrectinsurance claims, tax fraud, purchasing, using and then returnthiqngl@i.e,
wardrobing), cheating on service guarantelediberatelytaking advantage cfervice
recovey policies to get compensati@iirtz and McColtKennedy 2010) orsaying
nothing aboutgiven too much small chandsy mistake(Mitchell et al. 2009).The
major of theseopportunisticandbr negligentconsumer behavior examples is the
consequences of the misconduct. These type of consumers do not hesiqii®ito
any and all possibilities that arise with@onsideringconsequences (Coeaal.,2018)
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Table 3.1 :Main unethical consumer behavior studies and the definitions of dishonest behavior

Term Definition References

Mills and Bonomg1979);Fullerton and
Aberrant consume Customer misbehavior when exclusively exploring deviant custc Punj(1997,2004);Albers Miller (1999);
behavior behaviors that areoth externallydirected and visible Freestone and Mitchell (2004); McGoldricl
and Andreg(1997); Tonglet, (2001)

Behavior in the exchange settimpich violates the generally
accepted norms of conduct in such situations and which is there
held in disrepute by marketers and most customers

Deutsch and Kraus (1963toschis and
Cox (1989);Fullerton and Punj (1993

Deviant consumer
behavior

Actions by customers who intentionally or unintentionally, overtl
or covertly, act in a manner that, in some way, disrupts otherwis Harris and Reynolds (20D3
functional service encounters

Dysfunctional
consumer behavio

Ones who act in a thoughtless or abusive waysingyroblems for

the firm, its employees and other customers Lovelock (2001)

Jaycustomers

Problem Ones who are unwilling to cooperate with the service provider, ¢

consumers  customers, industry regulations, and/ or laws Bitner et al. (1994
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Although various popular or less common terms have been used to describe and define
unethical and dishonest consumer behaviors, such as deviant consumer behavior
(Moschis and Cox, 1989), aberrant consumer behavior (Mills and Bon@w8; 1
Fullerton and Punj, 1993), consumer misbehavior (Fullerton and Punj, 1997; Tonglet,
2001) , dysfunctional consumer behavior
(Lovelock, 2001), problem consumers (Bitner et al.,, 1994). In addition to the
definitional studies there are several studies thmntion disnonest/unethical
behaviors in different contexts ande various labels fahemsuch asion-normative
behavior (Al-Khatib et al.,1987Grove et al.1989) abnormal behavigiAtkinson et

al., 1996) inappropriate customer behavi@artin, 1996; Strutton et al. 1994)
badness behavig¥i and Gong2006) unfair customers (Berry and Seiders, 2008).

Inthisthesisn di shonest consumer behavioro | abel

!

thatisdé i ned as fAconsumer direct or i ndirec

other consumerstolooseoom ey or reput at20@npdB). ( Mit chel |

Dishonest behavior can drive from external or internal incentives, and can be
charactetbased or situsgon-basedSee Table 3.2)Rational actor paradigm suggests

that individuals are interested in personal benefit maximization and their decisions are
based on codtenefit calculations. When they assess higher probability of getting
caught and higher sevrof the consequences if busted (external incentives) (Becker,
1968), they refrain from doing wrong. In the absence of external incentives, they
regul ate their behaviors on the basis
character traits (internal ¢entives) (Mazar et al., 2008) and hence behave honestly.
Although moral character traits are considered stable and robust across situations,
several studies show that situational factors influence unethical behavior such as the
lighting of the room (Zhonget al.,2010), categorization malleability of the action
(Mazar et al., 2008), presenmiean obvious cheater (Gimt al.,2009), and roleplaying
(Zimbardo, 2007).
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Table 3.2 :Charactetbased and situatidbased determinants of dishongstgpted
from Wirtz and Kum (2004)

Conceptualization Situationbased Charactetbased
Potential material gain, rewards,
Motivational and benefits Machiavellianism
variables Opportunity to cheat Introversion and
(Increase cheatin¢ Perceived injustice extroversion
behavior) External pressure Testing the system

Dissatisfaction

Moral inhibitions
Honesty

Shame (or self
imposed punishment)
Selfmonitoring

Sanctions (formal and informal)
Codes of conduct
Commitment and loyalty

Inhibitory Trust in a relationship
) ) . Interpersonal trust
variables Time horizon Religion
(Reduce cheating Risk of being detected 9
: e | Intelligence
behavior) Visibility of victim
Gender
Personal contact Age
Attitudes and norms g .
) . , Risk aversio
High satisfaction
. ) . Locus of control
Perceived seriousness of cheating
Selfesteem
Social bond

In addition to these situational factors, this study aims to investigate another potential

dishonesty increasing environmental factor: presence of a situational ambiguity. Since

the ultimate outcomes of the research are consbraed relationship strength

dimensions, the second situational factor is selected as feélbeng fooled which

has a direct i mpact on the consumer 6s perce
brand. Thereby his study works on two situational motives that are feeadingeing

fooled (interrelationship based motive) and ambiguity (relationship independent

motive) that may help to explain consumersb®o
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Situational
Consumer-Brand

Ambiguity . -
Relationship Strenght
s B
Attachment
Consumer > :
Feeling Cheated Dishonest Guilt Commitment
Behaviour > 4
Trust

Exposure Frequency
to the Guilt Stimulus

Figure 3.1: Conceptual model of thibesis

3.2 Feelingof Being Fooled

Since ndividuals care aboudairness and reciprocity (e.g., Camerer, 2003; Fehr and
Schmidt, 1999any betrayhbecomesa key motivational force that leads consumers

to try to restordairness by all means possibl6{ ® g o i r e , 2808)incléding h e r
retaliation, whichmay be exprsed asconsumer actions aimed at punishing and
causing inconvenience for a brand (Bechw
2006). When considered from this point of view, it can be seen that a violation of
fairness leads to an increased sense tfaye (Elangovan and Shapiro, 1998;

Gr ®goire and Fisher, 2008; Koehler and G
on customers to reestablish fairness by resorting via two basic mechanisms:

demanding reparations and/or engagmegadts of retaliatin (Walster et al1,973).

In a service setting, reparation is a positwvel constructivenechanism for restoring
fairness and itincludes any effort in whicka firm provides to its customers
compensation of anatone for the failurécf. Walster et a.1973).There are several

way of repairation such as exchanging or repairing a faulty product, offering a discount
or repayment, apologizing, or responsing to complainings in a timely faghnoith

et al.1999). In contrast, customer retaliation inva@waistomer efforts to punignd
inconvenience a firm for the damages they feel they suffered. Unlike in the case of
reparation, which involves customers seeking to improve their situation by getting

something, retaliation is motivated by a desire to bhagn to a firm in some way
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(Walster et al., 1973). While reparatiomiginly corrective, retaliation is punitivier
the most part

Thisthesisargues that a third mechanism, ssiimpensatory behavior, exists between
these two concepts and has characteristics common to both of them. Even theugh self
compensation concept rarely used in social sciences, research from different domains
build consersus on the meaningf éhe concept. The study of Goet al., (2008)
exemplify selfcompensation by stating that one could compensate for poorer memory
by building more careful habits ofememberone 6 s ac twayoohself as a
compensation. A research (Chit97) from management literature shows that since
employers pay less per month for domestic servants, then domestic employment
agencies are compelled to charge higher fesglasompensatioffor the difference.
Similarly Gal (2002, a political sciencegesearcherhighlight the concept of self
compensatiorwhile explainingmisbehaviors otitizensin the socialist Eastern and
Central Europe Since the state constantly intervemeshe meaning opublic and

private, with the public sometimes becomingvate; eoplesee the powerful state as

a discursive oppositiomwho is victimized them. Therefore for selfcompensation,
people thought that since it is communalf must be theirs, as well, for their

own private useame as government did them in the reverse manner.

In the line with common meaning of selbmpensation from various literature, this
thesisaims to show that there may be a third mechanism in reestablishing fairness
other than retaliation and reparatidhclaims that when consumers engage in-self
compensatory behavior, they may seek to both restore fairness and improve their
situation by mdifying their inputs and outcomes. By doing so, consumers not only

secure justice but they also do it their own way.

The motives underlying a desire for setfmpensation may lead consumers to engage

in dishonest behavior with the aim of administeringipgsby themselves. Consumérs
deliberate dishonest acts are major challenges for firms across a wide range of sectors
and industries (Fis&t al.,2010; Fullerton and Punj 2004). The dysfunctional activities

of angry customers incur quite psychological,physical andfinancial cost for
organizations, personnel, and bosses (Harris and Reynolds, 2003). Psychological

reactionsoccur in twoforms one way is rude, threatening, obstructive, aggressive, or
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disruptive behaviorof consumersthat affect thepsyclological state of service
employeenegatively the others showing feigned emotions and hence ifadtbehavior

to pacify disruptive, aggressive, or intoxicated customers. For examepkayse of the

customer is always rigtgrinciple, even an employeg not wrong in regls/he may

apologiz or actin a way that s/he does not féelreal Consumers may attacks firms

or its employees by invariably informing law enforcement agencies and often
subsequently suing for financial compensation. More interestingly, according to
qualitative study of Harris and Reynold (2003), 78%pafticipantsstatesthat they

had witnessed @xperiencednore restrained forms of physical violence by customers

(i .e. throwing the sandwi ch t dionwdeectt r es s,
effect of consumersé dysf unc diedeffactonact i v
other employees. For instancgh e n  a c dysfusatianabeh@vioraffect an

employee the employeenay become aggressive and this emotional stétieis/her
mightreflect other employees in many ways such as shouting them.

In the light of the previous research and real life experiences, consumers can move
from the position of being a victim tov&ctimizer. A number of studies about dishonest
consumer behavior have demonstrated that idea (e-ghatib et al., 1997; Grove et

al., 1989; HarrisandReynolds, 2003) by showing that consumers are not only always
victimized but can also be the victimizer, causing financial, psychological, and
physical losses for organizations, personnel, and bosses (Strutton et alin19@7)

lead of heir negative emotions and hence behaviors

Emotions are mental states of readiness ¢latve out ofevaluationsof events or

oneds own t heat al.d99).Ddy Byadayle role of emotion ipaying
greaterattention from both academiaand pactitionerswith the aimof a better
understanding of consumers anditiecensumption experience (MattéadEnz, 2002;
Oliver, 1997) and there is several credi |
(Bagozziet al.,1999;Erevelles, 1998.iljander and Strandvik, 1997).

Emotion studies in marketing show tikahsumersvho have positive emotions toward
the brandassesproducts more positively thamonsumersvho have neutral or negative
emotions (Isen et al. 1982hereby their attitudetowards the brand would also be

positive (Pansari and Kumar, 2017). On the perspective on conbuamer
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engagement or customer engagement, emotionally attacimstimerso the brand
will seethe brand as their own ardkfendthe brand inboth online andoffline
conversations (Fedorikhin et al. 2008) addition toproviding feedback about the
brand (Nyer 1997theymayalsomentionthe brand to thesocial circle(lBaumeister
et al. 2007).

Several studiefAndriof et al., 2002Kumar et al. 2010Robeats andAlbert 2010)lay
emphasis othe positive side of engaged customeh® are willing tointeract witha

brand and have constructive role on organizations by means of gramisig
recommendationgoyalty and cecreation On the other handhere & a negative side

of customer engagement. Negative engagement is different from disengagement
(BowdenEversonand Neumann, 2013). Even though there are several studies that
focus on negative engagement in the context of crises (Coancbdsolladay, 2007

Jin et al.2010), even simple negative experiences and unresponsiveness from the
organizational side or/and both inside and outside the organization may also cause

negative engagement (Luoraho, 2015).

Consumer sO0 e Xx p e cevaluationsandsperaeptibne about thehbeand

(CreyerandR o s s, 1997), and failure to meet cons.
(Zeelenberg@ndPeeters, 2004) may cause negative emotions incladiggr regret,
sadnessanddissatisfactiorfLuomaaho, 2015). Especially ger is seen as one of the

most common emotion that leads custom&rsnegative engagement behasio
(S&8§n-Gheamdl@ur-P®s ez, 2011) . I n service setting
the feelings associated with disappointment and dissatisfaction in sepvaeded,

and reactions tended towards an emotion of feeling cheated and betrayed by their

service providers (McCoeKennedy and Smith, 2006)Vhen a consumer blames

organization or individudior anevent or failureemergingnegative emotions leadt

negative consumetbrand engagement and hence cause emergenceegdtively

engaged complaine(&uomaaho, 2015).

With the aim of better understanding of negatively engaged complainers and so
customer complaint behavior, Kasnakoglual., (2016) contehanalyze complaint
texts posted on a well known websienw.sikayetvar.com Theyhaveidentified six

types of emotions: hopeful, puzzled, recessive, befooled, offended, and hypersensitive
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from unsatisfied consuenr s 6 ¢t @Gopduraer complaining behavior literature
(Liljander and Strandvik, 1997ignals that negative emotiomse powerfulthan

positive emotions on customer satisfaction

Thisis why thisthesismainly focuses on consumérad negative emotis towards a

brand and more specifically takes into accdefboledfeelingand aimgo emphasize

the importance of on befooled emotion on consumer dishon&3tythe basis of
justification mechanismwhen it is more easy to rationalize the reason of a
misbehavior, consumers are more likely to behave dishonesty. In the samberein,
rationalizationtechnique ofdenial of victim which says that denial of victimhood
involves a situation where the consemieels that the wronged part§@rove et al.,

1989) makes it possible for them to justify theélishonestyTherefore among other
emotional reactions of consumers, befooled consumers are selected as the target
consumers whaonay easilyno longer sees théctim as a victim at all but rather a

target that deserves to be wrongedideserves the consequences of the misconduct

According to Kasnakoglet al., (2016), befooled customers think that they were
cheated or deliberately ignored by the firm. Morediiey are not confused about their
feelings and clearly feel negative about the experience. Their reasons include
fimissing/misleading information, blaming the customer for the problem, reoccurrence
of the same problem, extended delays of repair, and Jilegethe customer
(Kasnakoglet al., 2016, p3661). In their descriptive studgasnakoglwet al.,(2016)

show that a lot of complaints in befooled group, in other words customers who felt
cheated havefinancial concers. Particularly,they think that they would not have
overpaid if the company were doing its gnuinely The study reveals that customers
feel cheatedbr befooledwhen the issue is financial, and thaegually write their
complaint texts in a threatening tone.

As a comsequence, injustice perception of befooled consumers, who think that they are
cheated or deliberately ignored (Kasnakogfial.,2016), may distort their judgment
and decisiormaking process, and this feeling of being fooled may lead them to behave

dishoresty as a part of setiompensation mechanism.
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H1: Befooled consumer, who feels cheated, will be more likely to behave dishonestly
than a consumer who does not feel cheated.

3.3 Ambiguity

As stated earlier, befooled consumer may teneintgage in dishonest behavior with

the aim of getting even with a brand. In addition to feeligheing fooled, an
interrelationship based motiw# dishonest behaviosjtuationalambiguitymay pave

the way for dishonesty by providing a suitable environment to get even for the befooled

consumers.

Ambiguity (@ambiguitateth me ans i d @unddtieandhasawoimeagings

itself: First, ambiguity can exist when it is possible to interpoahething (information,
behavior or a situation) in two or more ways, and matters become more complex when
a wide range of interpretations is possible. A phrase, for example, can be ambiguous
if there are two specific yet distinct meanings, which makeeserthe same context.
Second, ambiguity can exist when there is uncertainty or doubt (for reasons aside from
the existence of multiple meanings). In other words, the meaning of something cannot
be determined from its context. Such situations lead to tamesr as regards making
sense of a given event, situation, circ

umstance or range of possible outcomes. For example, loopholes in laws serve as
ambiguous means by which people can bypass the justice syStamational
ambiguity provides conditions for mang interpretations of the same act or
information (Onifer and Swinney, 1981), hence may prepare an environment that

works as gustification mechanism for consumer dishonesty.

A plethora of research (e.g., Matra and Miller, 1998; Vitell et al1,998; Wines and

Napier, 1992) offer various models for understanding practices of ethical decision

making, but they tend t@nalyzet he i nfl uence of manager so
professional environments, and industrial and organizational environments @ ethic
decisioamaking and consequent behavior. Only few of them specifically address the
consumer side of the buyseller dyad (e.gAl-Khatib et al., 1997; Mitchell and Ka

Lun Chan, 2002; Muncy and Vitell, 1992). By focusing on consumers and their

potentid dishonest behaviors under situational ambiguity, this study attempts to

30

1t



contribute to an undeesearched area in ethical decismaking literature.

According to Pittarello et al. (2015), in ambiguous situations individuals may engage

in unethical behaor or cheat others but still feel that they are morally in the right by
employing seHserving justifications that shape their ethical failures. Shalvi et al.
(2015) define such justifications as 0t he
behavio s and making them appear |l ess wuneth
threats to an individual éds moral self whi
magnitude of the wrong committed, especially in ambiguous situations (Pittarello et

al., 2015;Shalvi et al., 2015).

Pittarello et al. (2015) define ambiguou
attention shifts toward tempting infor ma
people find themselves in ambiguous situations, they are hkely to makemistakes

that serve their selhterest. That ambiguity makes it possible for them to justify their
behavior and bend the rules to the extent that they can still see themselves as being
honest. Pittarello et al. (2015) have also demotestrthat people are more likely to

cheat when they can justify their behavior by arguing thaeductivesituations in

which selfinterest is pitted against being honest, ambiguity serves as-sepatig
justification for committing wrongs while stilfeeling morally right. Seductive
information can determine the magnitude of the lies that people tell, even when other

lies would be more profitablét some point people like to justify their perceptions

of reality (Kunda, 1990; Shafir et aL993) sohat when they are lying, they can avoid
negative feehgs such as guilt (von Hippel et,&005) and maintain the salbncept

of being honest (Mazar et al., 2008).

Alicke (2000) has pointed out that when the primary responsibility in a given situation

is unclear, people will tend to process information in a biased way. In this manner,
ambiguous situations may have a direct impact on information processing and
decisionmaking. While companies tend to blame consumers, consumers often think
that companieare responsible for crises that emerge. Ambiguous situations make this
contradiction more apparent by bringing about a situation, which is open to various
interpretations or doubt. The more ambiguous the situation, the more likely people are

to view factsn a way that serves their séfiterests and maintain a s@kérception of
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being honest (Pittarello et al., 2015).

H>: A consumer in an ambiguous situation will be more likely to behave dishonestly

than a consumer who is in a nambiguous situation.

3.4 Feelings of Guilt: As a Consequence of Consumer Dishonesty

Guilt is one of theraditionally central moral emotierand it stems fronhe violation

of moral rukes and obligations (Frewd al, 1961; Lazarus, 1991Especially if those
violations cause$arm or suffering to otherdeelings of guilt prominantly come
forward (Hoffman, 1982. On the basis of the guilt literature review of Baumeister et
al. (1994) feelingsof guilt take place predominantip the context of communal
relationships (Clark anllills, 1979; Fiske, 1991), in which persorbelievess/hehas
caused harm, loss, or distress to a relationship pa&specially whennidividuals
have close relationship with the other party, they terféddbmore guiltin case such

violations(Baumeiser et al.,1994).

In addition tointemelation basedeelings of guiltindividuals report guilfeeling for
severalother reasongn consumption settings well There are some examples in
literature such afailing to stick to a diet se@Baumeister etlg 1995 Keltnerand
Buswell,1996)andbuying products that are not environmentally frien@\arrus et
al. 2008; Gregornsmith et al. 2013).

Guilt is not justactivatedby the assessmertf the harm caused by @erson it is
activated mostly ifdetrimentalaction of a person also creates a threat to pé&sson
communion with or relatedness to the victim. Thereby as the functiopatstective
on emotims suggests that guiltecreases negative behaviard increasepositive
behaviors (as anothgype of compensationas well(Ausubel, 1955)Tangney (1995
2000) shows that guitprone individuals are more likely to express their anger in
healthy ways and hence more easily control and regulate their emotionabstege.
the feelings ofuilt modly focuses orsituation specific and more controllalalepects
of an individual, it can be said that it potentially adaptiveand hencemotivate
behavior change (Tangnegnd Dearing, 2002);especially guilt appears to be
constructive in the interpersahndomain, in which it is linked to empathy (Tangney,
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1991) . sktady (oO@iydizates that gudprone people are empathic with the
victim of ther transgressions (Tangney, 2000

Since social connection seen as a dimension of customer engagechdescribed as
Afenhancement of the interaction based on
engagement , i ndicating mutual or recipro
et. al, 2014, p:407), the positive effect of guilt feeling on sociaheotions (Ausubel,

1955) and empathic nature of gipitone individuals may cause improvement in
custometbrand engagement and hence constionand relationship. Moreoever, in

service settings, among five sensgaality dimensions (Parasuraman et 4638),
responsiveness and empatbgme forthas themost closely relatedonceptsto

customer brand engagement (Hollebeek, 2011).

In the light of the literature, consumers who feel guilty to his/her engaged brand, may
feel higher empathy due to the sociahrection between them. Thereby they may
engage in higher effort to reconstruction of tumsumeibrand relationship and so

may show mor@ositiveattitude ttan before.

3.5 Feelings of Guilt: As an Antecedent of Consumer Brand Relationship
Strength

Guilt usudly seen as beneficialmoral emotionthat motivatespeopleto helptheir
victim, orrecovertheir transgressiofHoffman, 1982; Lewis, 197Lewis, 1993). In
other respects, as Fre(tb61) claimsthat guilt also creates a desire for punishment
or suffering,even ifthere is a little empirical suppdudr his argumen{Baumeister et
al., 1994). Rather, guilihotivatesthe victimizerto confess andpologizefrom the
victim as a way to restore or prove their relationships (Haidt, 2003). Thereby, rather
than other negative emotions, guilt has tme of a kindmotivational outcomeof

triggeringa general desire to improve the self.

Individualsmake comparisons between what they receive as opposdtt they pay
out, and that determines their perceptions of the fairness of a decision or a situation.
In the context of consumption, when consumers believe that a purchase does not fulfill
their expectations, they may feel disappointed or angry. InGasds, consumers will

try to compensate for those negative feelings (i.e. by engaging in dishonest behavior),
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which can cause problems for the braBding oneof the primary negative feelings

associated with brandamaging actions, guilt refers to thosegative emotions

associated with the belief that one has done something Widmen a person realizes

that s/he has violated raoral standard that he/she normally holds to (being a good

consumer) (Freedman et al., 1967; Tangetegl.,1996),s/he can see herself/himself

as fila good person who has done Smcebuehd t hi ngo
acts may lead to an imbalance in the relationship between the brand and the consumer,

the consumer may feel guilty or regretful for what they did. As a way to compensate

for the negativity in the consumbrand relationship and conceal what happened, the

consumer may develop increased attachment, commitment, and trust.

Cognitivedissonance theory-€stinger, 275)argues thatvhen people are confronted

with a situation in which theactions and goals do not align, and hence theiardly-

held beliefs are in opposition to their behaytbey may feel distress (i.e., feel guilty)

about their actions and try to find some way to alleviate this psychological discomfort
(Argo and Shiv, 2012 hereby the feelings of guilt trigger a general desire to improve

the self (Allard and White, 2015). Even though both sides of the consararer
relationship have damaged the bond, the recent harm belongs to the consumer and that
causes distress for that consumer. As cognitive dissonance theory states that this
negative emotional state damages his/her inner harmony, since the consumer feels that
s/he did what s/he should not do so. Thereby a consumer who acts out of line will seek
out an opportunity to repair that relationship with the aimebtlancing his/her inner
harmony (Argo and Shiv, 2012). Accordingly, feelings of guilt, an outcome of
dishonest consumer behavior, serve as a mediator between consumer dishonesty and

selfimprovement in the relationship between the consumer and the brand.

Hsa: When consumers act dishonestly against a brand, they feel guilt and hence engage
in an effort to epair the consumebrand relationshipin terms of brand

attachment
Hab: When consumers act dishonestly against a brand, they feel guilt and hence engage

in an effort to repair the consumbérand relationshipin terms of brand

commitment
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Hsc: When consmners act dishonestly against a brand, they feel guilt and hence engage
in an effort to repair the consumérand relationshign terms of brand trust

3.6 Exposure Frequency to Guilt Stimulus (Mere Exposure Effect)

Marketing literature identified several moderators that have impact on the guilt
experience and the effectiveness of consequences of guilt at different levels such as
individual, contextual, and appeal (Antonetti and Baines, 2014). But few these studies
examine the contextual variables that moderate the effectiveness of outcomes of guilt.
According to Agrawal and Duhachek (201@yhen consumers are exposeml
discourse or stimulugliciting the unrelated feelings of guilthey have already
experiencedtheyare more likely to react negatively, rationalizing integral feelings of
guilt and engaging in emotieiocused copingPrevious associations with other
individuals or perceived personal relationships can also strengthen guilt, either by
emphasizing on theelational dynamics (Dahl et al. 2005) or by reminding personal
liabilities (Basil et al. 06). Peloza et al. (2013)soindicatethat priming of sel
accountabilityhave influence othe precognition of guilt and leads to sedfjulation

in consumer bedvior by activating probleAiocused coping strategy. Furthermore,
guilt relevant labels or information (e.g. lefat labels and nutritional information, see
Mishra and Mishra 2011) tend to reduce anticipated guilt feelings and enhance
problemfocused copig. Another aim of thighesisis contributing another contextual
moderator examination that would be helpful to brands: exposure frequency to the

guilt stimulus.

Sincenegative experiences are more strongly rememb®&=adngeister et al., 2001

the memoryof guilt appealcome into prominanceith its potentiainfluenceon the
emotional appraisals during consumption (Antonetti and Baines, 2Ab48.clearly,

when a produét that is to say, a stimulésbecomes an element of something deemed
criminal, it may keep the sense of guilarf outcome of negative experiehedive in

the memory, and hence that may lead consumer to continue to strengthen the
consumetbrand relationship. Moreover, the experience of repetiisra refreshing

mechanism, can in and a$elf enhance the positive affect.

The mere exposure effevealswhen repeated or single subliminal or supraliminal

exposure to a stimulusndsin the generatiorof a positiveemotioral reaction to the
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stimulus (Zajonc, 1968). Bargh (1992) demonstrates that consumer information
processing and decisianaking processare influencedby motivations that can be
activated by nottonscious primes delivered subliminallyithout the recipierss
awarenessor sipraliminally fiwith the recipiens awareness of the prime but not its
intent to influencé  ( EtalnR007 p.117) Bothtype of mere exposure effetave
beenfound successful in influencing judgment, motivatiand behavior in social
cognitionstudiegBargh 1992; 2002; Tom et al2007).

Mere exposure to a brartdelf, itsname oeven itoroduct package canhancenore
favorable attitudeof consumerstoward the brand (Janiszewski, 199&eneric
strategies forencouragingaffective responses torands and products increase the
opportunity for intentional processing of the stimulus by repetition (Obermiller, 1985;
Sawyer, 1981) and the duration of initial stimulus expesHamid, 1973; Seamon

et al.,1984). Repeated exposure and exposure dar&ti@a stimulus also establish a

memory trace (Janiszewski, 1993).

As a consequengceonsumers may maintain a fresh feeling of guittr@sult of merely
being exposed to a stimuluhereby the reparative effect of the guilt feelingtioa
consumetbrand relationship would continue to be strengthened through exposure

frequency viaguilt stimulus product.

Haa: The higher exposure to a dishonestly owned product increases the feelings of guilt
so that consumer s 6 tteenddmaged comsonmrbtandn ue t o

relatioshipin terms of brand attachment

Hao: The higher exposure to a dishonestly owned product increases the feelings of guilt
so that consumers6 tend to cofstandnue t o

relatioshipin termsof brandcommitment

Hac: The higher exposure to a dishonestly owned product increases the feelings of guilt
so that consumers6 tend to costandnue t o

relatioshipin terms oftrust.
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3.7 Consumer-Brand Relationship Strength

In 1998, Fournier suggests an idea of constonand relationshipShe claims that
brands may serve as partners which can be applicable in a wide range of different
relationships.Si nc e t he fton@ept gpertainsnts Mmumarieing, brand
relationship cacept has the features of human relationship. For exaple, the
relationship with a close friendyenuine brand relationships hurt more later on a
transgression becaals relationships with genuine brands exhibits similar
characteristicso friendship émplategAaker et al., 2004)Starting from this point of

view, Fournier (1998) identifies six features of consubrand that are relationship
quality behavioral interdependence, personal coment, love/passion, attachment,

intimacy, and partner quayit

Since the attachment theory is an important theoretical perspective from interpersonal
relationship, it has been applied to the context of consbnaed relationship.
Fournier (1998) characterigbrand attachment with love, passion and connections to
the brand in terms of brand relationship quality, it seen as a strong emotional bond,
linking the consumer with the brand (Aaker, 1997; Thomsebal.,2005). Moreover,
several research indicate thatand attachment antecedes brand commitment
(Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; Louis and Lombart, 200tomson et al., 2005

while contributing to the quality and strength of the brand relationship in the long term.
Trust is another construct regarded irstbiudy as a motivation for the consumer to
continuetheir relationshipwith the brand (Park, Maclnnis and Priester, 2008)st
evolves over time and also it @ affiliation goal for the consumer who wants to

develop aelationshipsecurelyMikulincer, 1998; Park et al., 2006).

Since strongly attachedand also committeddonsumers argrone to invest their
relationship with the brandhey are ready tpay premium prices in order ttainit
(Thomson et al., 2005), this study focusesattachment, ammitment and trust to

assess consumbrand relationship as a sathprovement tool.
Feeling guilty is an outcome of dishonest consumer behavior and serves as a mediator

between consumer dishonesty and-saffrovement in the relationship between the

consumer and the brankh other words, the feelings of guilt as a negative outcome of

37



dishonesty may lead consumers to strengthen their relationship with the brand as a way

to decrease feelings of unease and to increageneralized desire for self

improvanent For example, when a consumer realizes a fault on a product after a while

later s/he has bought it; s/he returns the faulty product to the store unused. After an

inspection process, the firm unjustly decides that the fault has originated from a

consuner misuse and refuses to compensate. Consumer may feel befooled by the

brand thafeeling may triggethe consumer to cheat back the initial wrongdoer when

given the opportunity to profit from cheating (i.e. switching price tag to get the

expensive produatn the cheap). After s/he realizes thathes/behavior has been a
violation of social norm of fido not treat ot
the cheating action,e. dishonest behavior, may damage his/her inner balance that

ends with guil feeling. In order to recover from that unpleasant emotional state, s/he

may want to do something positive to restbeg/hisinner balanceln short, feelings

of guilt or pangs of conscience brought about by acts of deception may have a positive

resultin the sense that they can lead consumers to improve their relationship with the

brand.In other wordsthis researchnvestigates whether consumers repair the broken
personalimbalance by improving consumbrand relationship (in terms of brand

attachment commi t ment , and trust), which 1is seen
future revenues and RpstandZeithan®00b.y br ands (Lemo

Since the aim of thehesisi s t o wunderstand the i mpact of
anteceedents on consunrteand relationship and the effect of situatioaadbiguity

and exposure frequency on this relationship, four experiments were condunisé.

studies are aiming to answer theegtions how feeling of beindpoled affect

consumetbrand relationship strenght, and how sitational ambiguity and exposure

frequency interact with the independent variableseling of fooled, situational

ambiguity, consumer dishonest behavior, gudkpasure frequengyand dependent
variables(attachment, commitment, trjistf the model (Figure 3.1)Next chapter

outlines theprocedureand explains the research design and the methods of data

collection.
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4. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

4.1 Methodological Approach

Thisthesisi s mai nly quantitative, which is de-
and manipulation of observations for the purpose of describing and explaining the
phenomena that those @pgatin s r ef | ect op.40B.abbi e, 2007

In this thesisfour experiments that quantitatively assess the phenonema at hand are
designed with the aim of answering previously explained research questionsthe
following research questions:
1 Why do consumers show liimest behavior against brands that they have
relationships with?
1 In what conditions do consumers show more dishonest behavior against

those brands?

1 What is the consequence of consumer dishonest behavior for consumer

brand relationships?

Accordingly, eactexperiment has the following objectives:
1 Study 1:Consumer dishonesty under situational ambiguity in case of feeling
of being fooled

o0 to observe whether being fooled by the brand with whom the consumer
had a prior relationship with leads him/her to chssatk the brand

0 to observe whether the likelihood of consumer dishonest behavior is
higher under situational ambiguity

0 to observe whether there are negative emotional outcpradselings
of guilt) of consumer dishonest behavior

0 to observe whether consemdishonest behavior damages consamer

brand relationship
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1 Study 2:The moderating role of exposure frequency in case of feeling of being

fooled

o

to observe whether being fooled by the brand with whom the consumer
had a prior relationship with leads him/he cheat back the brand

to observe whether the likelihood of consumer dishonest behavior is
higher under situational ambiguity

to observe whether there are negaéiwetional outcomes (i.e feelings

of guilt) of consumer dishonest behavior

to observewhether consumer dishonest behavior damages consumer
brand relationship

to observe whether the exposure frequency to the guilt stimulus
enhances theffect ofguilt feelingon consumetbrand relatioship

1 Study 3:Consumer dishonesty in the absense fgadinfbeng fooled

o

o

o

to observe whether there are negative emotional outcomes of consumer
dishonest behavioin the absense of a former negative feeling (i.e.
being fooled) about a brand

to observe whether there are negative emotional outcomes (i.e feelings
of guilt) of consumer dishonest behavior

to observe whether consumer dishonest behavior damages consumer

brand relationship

1 Study 4:The moderating role of exposure frequency in the absense of feeling

of bang fooled

o

o

o

o

to observe whether there are negativetonal outcomes of consumer
dishonest behavior in the absense of a former negative feeling (i.e.
being fooled) about a brand

to observe whether there are negative emotional outcomes (i.e feelings
of guilt) of consumer dishonest behavior

to observewhether consumer dishonest behavior damages consumer
brand relationship

to observe whether the exposure frequency to the guilt stimulus

enhances the effect of guilt feeling consumetbrand relatioship
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In an experiment, one or more process variableschangedvith the purpose or
intentionto observe whether the changes on independent variable(s) have affect on
one or more@utcome variable@ependent variablgsExperimentatesearchiesign is

an effective procedure foplanningexperimentghat enale to analyze the collected
datato producevalid and objective conclusions. Experimental design begins with
determining the objectives tfe reseachnd selecting themost propeprocess for the
experiment Havingdetailed experimental plans in advanceriscial for conducting
well-design experiments. Weltlesigned experiments maximize the amount of
informationobtainedin a given amount dime andeffort. Thereby it is important to
select the most appropriate research method to get the valid anderegshlts
(D6 A mattalg 2014

Thisthesisis composed of four studies, which are conducted by using survey method,
defined as fAdquestioning the individuals
responseso (Jackson, 2008, p: 17) . Sur v
business and managemeesearch, is selected as an appropriate technique because it
enablesgatheringa large amount of data from a sizeable population quite

economic way (Saunders, 2009).

On the basis of the research questions and the related objectives under each study
illustrated above have made the researcher combine these two approaches.
Accordingly, each study has focused on the changes in each independent variables
(being fooled, situational ambiguity, consumer dishonest behaviour, exposure
frequency to the guiltlject) which were manipulated by the scenarios which appeared
before the survey that assessed their manipulation checks and their resultant response

variables (guilt and consumbrand relationship measures).

The following four main steps were followeaif the design of the models for each
study, the scenarios and the scales used: literature review for theoretical justifications
of the model and thre related relationshipterature search for scale adoption,
guestionnaire design and conducting a survédys study draws on the literature
mainly in areas of dishonest consumer behavior, feelings of guilt and corAstandr
relationship strenght in order to specify the domain of the research and also to build

the conceptual framework and hypotheses tosiede The items of measurement were
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derived from the literature reviet@o, which are discussed further in the following
section.

Prior to measurement scales, the researcher designed scendhesiamipulation of
four independent variables that aeeling of being fooled, situational ambiguity,
consuimer dishonest behavior, and exposure frequency to guilt stinfeduseach

variable there are designed both manipulation and control condition scenarios.

1 Feelingof being fooled scenarios

o0 Manipulationgroup scenario;
You met a friend of yours couple of days ago. While having coffee
together your friend noticed the coat you were wearing. You told your
friend you bought that coat the day be
store. Your friend admireditsounc h s o you shared the br:
The next time you met your friend, you learned that your friend bought
the same branded coat from the Dbrando
cheaper price thayou did. You were disappointed.
You went to the store, explainélae situation, and asked for phgck
for the price differenceBut they said that it was not possible due to the
company policy. You felt ripped off.

o Controlgroup scenario;
You met a friend of yours couple of days ago. While having coffee
together youfriend noticed the coat you were wearing. You told your
friend you bought that <coat the day be
store. Your friend admired it so much
The next time you met your friend, you learned that yoenttibought
the same Dbranded <coat from the Dbrand?®d
cheaper price than you did. You were disappointed.
You went to the store, explained the situation, and asked felogozky

for the price differencelhey accepted your request anfureded it.

1 Situational ambiguity mnipulation

0 Manipulation group scenario;
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Sometimelater, you revisited the store for shopping. When you went
to the till you realized that the trousers you bought were charged lower
than its price tagBut the cashier disot notice it.

Control group scenario;

Sometimelater, you revisited the store for shopping. When you went
to the till you realized that the trousers you bought were charged lower
than its price tag.

Even though the cashier did not notice it, you waesare of the fact

that you should pay the real price that appeared on the price tag.

1 Dishonest Behavior Manipulation

0 Actively benefitting conditiorscenari¢

You went your favorite brand's store for shopping. When you were at
the till, you realized that the scarf you bought was charged lower than
its price tag. But the cashier did not noticeYitu decided to keep it
low, and then you went and grabbed anothiee and left the store by
paying the lower price for both of them.

Passively benefitting conditicgstenario

You went your favorite brand's store for shopping. When you were at
the till, you realized that the scarf you bought was charged lower than
its price tag. But the cashier did not noticeYibu decided to keep it
low, and then yopaidthe lower price left the store.

Control group scenario;

You went your favorite brand's store for shopping. When you were at
the till, you realized that the scarf you bought was charged lower than
its price tag. But the cashier did not notic& lien you decided to warn

the cashier about the real price tag atadke the risk of paying more.

1 Exposure Frequency Manipulation

o

Frequentlyexposed condition scenayio
Shortly afteryour experience stated in the previous scenatitter has
come and yolave startedo use your new scarf almost every day.

Rardy exposedcondition scenario
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Shortly afteryour experience stated in the previous scenatioumn
has come and yooave startedo use your new scarf once or twice a
month.

o Controlgroup scenario
Shortly afteryour experience stated in the previous scenatiomer

has come anglou have never used your new scarf.

4.2 Questionnaires Design andMeasurement Scales

All studies in thisthesisbegin with &king participants to write down thdmvorite

brandand continue with afyosrtfevdrite brend you liapel eas e t hi
just stated, and evaluate flolowings ent ences wi th regasrds to thi
note participants evaluate their current relationship with their favorite brand as a

consumer. Participants answer the samnaad relatioshipquestions at the end of the

survey with the aim of analyzing the effect of manipulations on their further

relationship with their favorite brand.

Once they completed the consurbeand relationship strength prest, the

manipulation scenarios, which varsesrossstudes are shown on the screén.Study

1, participants are manipulated with feeliof beingfooled (vs. notfooled) under

ambiguous(vs. norambiguous) situation. Then they answer dishonest behavior
guestiongseeTable 4.1) whi ch are aiming to see partici
reactions over the situation they have faced. Right #itbr dishonestehvaviour

level assessmergmo t i onal st ate scale measures partici
relief about the chosen behavior. Then the survey continues with the coxsamer

relationship strength poestvaluation Following thatthe participants answer feeling

being fooledand situational ambiguity manipulation check questions, and favorite

brand control questionscenariobelievability and demah effect questions, and

classification questiorsuccessivelyStudy2 has same design with Study 1 except an
additionalmanipuldion, exposure frequency (nomarefrequently) to guilt stimuls,

following the emotional state questio&tudy 2aims to measune@hether the exposure

frequency to thestimulus, as a reminder of the emotional state stems fham

misbehavior impactspar ti ci pantso final attitude towal

consumeibrand relationshigtrength
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Table 4.1 :ltemsfor dishonest bhavia.

In the case stated in the scenarieP@int scale fronBtrongly Disagred¢o

Strongly Agreg

| decided to keep ibw, pay the lower price and leave the store.

| keep it low, go and grabbed another one and left the store by paying the

price for both of them.

| warn the cashier about the real price tag and take the risk of paying mort
Note: Designed by theesearcher

Manipulation scenario is modified in Stu@yand 4by excluding feelingof bang
fooled (vs. notfooled) condition and including &ctively, passively, nodishonest
behavior manipulationAccordingly, participants come across with emotional state
questions right after the scenario, which manipulates situational ambiguity and
dishonesty. Study differs from Study3 with an additional statement, which
manipulates exposure frequency (noae-frequently) to guilt stimuls, following the

emotional state questioas in common with Study. 2

While measuring feelings gfuilt (SeeTable 4.2, joy and relieftems(SeeTable 4.3
arealsoaddedto the questionnairié order to prevent demaradfect which is a bias
stemming from participantsd i nftees @erce
derived fromPositive and Negative Affect Scheditgpanded Form(PANAS-X)
(Watson and Clark, 1999F0onsumption Emotion Descriptio(GES (Richins, B97)
andDifferencial Emotional Scalg®ES) (Izard, 1977) scak.

Tabel 4.2 :ltems forfeelings of guilt

The extent to which the following words describe your feelings about the resj
you just gave(7-Point scale fronNot at allto Extremely)

Repentant Disgusted with self
Innocent Ashamed

Angry at self Guilty

Dissatisfied with self Blameworthy
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Tabel 4.3 :Items forfeelings of joy anddlief.

The extent to which the following words describe your feelings about the resj
you just gave(7-Point scale fronNot at allto Extremely)

Good Happy

Calm Delighted at self
Joyful Contented
Relieved Fulfilled

Glad Relaxed
Pleased Cheerful

At ease Happy

Peaceful

Why do people and brands want to maintain a relationship with each other? What are
the advantages of maintaining a relationship for both parfibe3e important and
tempting questionbecome a starting poif the study ofAshworth, et al., (2009)
thataims tounderstandhe functionsof brand relationship andevelopa consumer

brand relationship strength scalbich is adaptethto thisthesis (See Table 4.4)
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Tabel 4.4 :Itemsfor consumedtbrand relationship strength

Please think your favorite clothing brand you have just stated, and evaluai
sentences with regards to this brandP@int scale fronstrongly Disagre¢o
Strongly Agreg

Commitment

| am dedicated to this brand.

| am committed to this brand.

| amdevoted to this brand.

| consider myself to be highly loyal to this brand.

| am very loyal to this brand.

I am willing to make small sacrifices in order to keep using this brand.

I would be willing to postpone my purchase of this brand if it tgagporarily
unavailable.

I would stick with this brand if it let me down once or twice.

| am so happy with this brand that | no longer feel the need to watch out tf
competitorso alternatives.

| am likely to be using this brand one year from now.

Trust

Please think your favorite clothing brand you have just stated, and evaluat
sentences with regards to this brandP@int scale fronstrongly Disagredo
Strongly Agreg

This brand is trustworthy.

| can count on this brand.

This brand islependable.

This brand is reliable.

This brand is credible.

Attachment

Please indicate how well each of the following words describes your feelir
about this brand. (Point scale fronDescribes very pooriyDescribes very

well)

Affective Connectd
Loved Bonded
Friendly Captivating
Peaceful Passionate
Attached Delighted

Sinceambiguity can exist when there is uncertainty or doubt (for reasons aside from
the existence of multiple meanings), manipulation check items of the situational
ambiguity are designed on the basis of the scemdeueloped for the purpose of this
thesis(See Table 4.5)
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Tabel 4.5 :Items forsituational ambiguity manipulation check

In the case stated in the scenarieP@Gint dimentional scale)

The behavior that consumer should daas-predictablei predictable

The behavior that consumer shouldvdwmies from a person to anothedoes
not vary from a person to another

The behavior that consumer should doas standard- standard

The behavior that consumer should doos obvious- obvious

Please indicate the agreement level of agreement with each staterReirit(7
scale fromStrongly Disagredo Strongly Agrep

The case stated in the scenario is open to misunderstanding.

In the case stated, it is obvious what should have done.

The case stated in the scenario is open to different course of actions.

Tabel 4.6 :Manipulationitems fordishonest bhaviour

In the case stated in the scenarieP@int scale fronBtronglyDisagreeto
Strongly Agrep
| took advantage of the situation to make more benefit.
| did not take advantage of the situation.
| passivelybenefited from the mistake of the brand.
| actively benefited from the mistake of the brand.
| did not benefit from the mistake of the brand.
| have actively involved the behavior.
| have passively involved the behavior.
I have not involved the behavior.
Note:Designed by the researcher

Tabel 4.7 : Control questiondor befooled manipulationheck of Sudy 1, Study 3
andStudy 4.

Feeling FooledYes/No Q)

According to the scenario, did you feel ripped off?

If this has happened to you in real life, would you feel ripped off?
Note:Designed by the researcher

Even though Study 2 is the latest study of thésis it is presentedsthe second study
because it is a complementary study of Studywhereas befooledontrol questions
are designed as yes/no questions in three of all studies (see Table 4.7), the
qguestionnaire is extended in Study(®e Table 4.8)with the aim of better

measuremerdf thebefooledmanipulation.
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Tabel 48 : Controlquestions fobefooledmanipulation check oft8dy 2

Feeling Fooled7-Point scale fronStrongly Disagre¢o Strongly Agreg
Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement.
According to the scenario, did you feel ripped off?

| felt ripped of

| have been cheated

| felt as if | have been cheated by an unfair procedure

| have been befooled

The procedure was fair enough and | am ok with it

It was an acceptable procedure

The implementation was reasonable
Note:Designed by the researcher

Tabel 49 : ControlQuestions foexposure frequenayanipulationCheck ofStudy
3 and Study.

Exposure Frequency Control Question
How often do you use your scarf?
Everyday
Almost everyday
Once or twice a week
Once or twice a month
Never
Note:Designed by theesearcher

Tabel 410: Control questions fofavourite lvand

(Yes/No QA)
While reading the scenario, have you thought of your favorite clothing brai
While answering the questions, have you thought of your favorite clothing
brand?
(7-Point scale fronstrongly Disagredo Strongly Agreg
While reading the scenario, have you thought of your favorite clothing brau
While answering the questions, have you thought of your favorite clothing
brand?

Note:Designed by the researcher

The perceived realism or believability of the scenario has beessasisiey using
threeitem measuwe of Wilson and McNamara (1985 ee Table 4.1)1

Tabel 411: ltemsfor scenario believability

(7-Point scale fronBtrongly Disagre¢o Strongly Agreg

| think there are situations like this in real life.

The scenario is believable.

| was able to adopt the role of the customer described in the scenario
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4.3 Population, Sampling and Data Collection

After the selection of the appropriatesearch desigrhe following step is taefine

and select theargeted sample. A sample is a subset of the populatioifipapdlation

refers to the entire group of people, events, or things of interest that the researcher
wishes to investigafgSekaran, 201,6. 23).

In general termg;ollecting data fronthe entire population is npbssible. Due to the
time and budget constraints is difficult to reachthe list of targeted population
Thereforeconvenience sampling, a npnobabilitysamplingmethod, was used in this
study. Convenience sampling refers to fAthe ¢

of the population who are convenientlyavdilab t o pr ovi dep.RM0o ( Sekar an

InrecentyearsAmazonds Mechani cal morepogdar goMdeur k) beco
of convenience sampling. Every year, the hundreds ofnese@wed social science
papers are published that are based on incorporate data gathered/Tianrk
(Chandler and Shapiro, 201&yvena full-scale, probabilitybased sampling ahighly
accurate way of data collectionigtusuallytoo expensive and slofer theresearchers

On the otheside MTurk becomes a quite popular source byiitee, money and effort
friendly mannerlt enables to conduct studiemre quickly, easily and offer results in
exchange of reasonable amount of moné&yereby Mturk paves the way
understanding ohow people think and behaver social scientis{Chandler and
Shapiro, 2016). Accordingly, thikesisadopts MTurk basedonvenence sampling
method in data collection process. Creating, testing, publishing, and managing a HIT

procedure in MTurk is detailed in Figure 4.1.
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Firstly, researcher should register to MTurk and become a requester

Then click create project button and enter the name of their projects

L

- After creating the project name the previously created link of the research should
| be entered to the box

a1 O

| The link of the questionnaire of the study should be uploaded to MTurk system
then necessary information that respondents will view should be entered into the
| system

J

At the next stage, the amount of the reward that respondents gain after answering

the questionnaire should be presented, the duration of the task, time allocated per

assignment, expiration date for the Human Intelligence Task (HIT), and approval
for payment date should be indicated

Sample properties should be inserted to the system

J

" Location of the respondents, their records related to previous tasks and approved
| tasks should be mentioned

Vi

" Viewer discreation can be organized by filling the box that indicates “This project
| may contein potentially explicit or offensive content, for example, nudity”

[

" Then the survey link and the survey code that respondents must insert to the box
| at the end of the study to get the reward should be typed

C

At the end task can be previwed

Figure 4.1: Creating, testing, publishing, and managing a HIT procedure in MTurk
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4.4 Quantitative Assessment

The responses from eastudywere input separately into the statistical package for

social sciences (SPSM). The correlations, factor structures and coefficient alphas

were computed to have an initial impressionhad teliability of the scales apied

from the other studies. Although each sample did not provide a minimum number of

five cases per item (Nunnally, 1978; Peter, 1979) and the measure of sampling
adequacy was below the acceptable level for a few constructs fKbesgre r Ol ki nd s
measure of sapling adequacy statistic less than 0.50) (Hair et al, 1998), the results of

reliability testing as well as factor analgsgere encouraging

Factor analysis was run for each of the constructs to test whether they were
unidimensional and/or mutimensiamal as they are theoretically defined. Nunnally
(1978) mentions that this assessment is necessary to ensure that the empirical measures
are valid. The latent root criterion (Eigenvalue >1.00) was used to determine the
number of factors (Hair et al., 199&Ithough the items which had communalities

less than 0.60 as well as the ones with less than 0.50 factor losldindd beexcluded

in each run (Hair et al., 1998), if the communality of an item is between 0.50 and 0.60,
and its factor loading is overd@ as well, ivas preserved

The items which were loaded to more than two factansto the theoretically
unexpected factoysvere taken out. Finally, factors with single items were dropped.
The Bartlett Test of Sphericity (BTS) was significant forfatitor analyses run, which

shows that correlations among variables were present (Hair et al., 1998).

Moreover, the KaiseMayerOlkin measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) was above
0.50 for the rest of the constructs which indicates an acceptable legehforuing to
factor anaylsis (Hair et al., 1998). All the constructs showed high reliability I&lels
above .70) (Nunnally, 1978

Since the studies test the causal relationship between more than three variables and
alsothe moderation effestof addtional variables, the process macro Hayes (2013,
2018 has been used for analysing these complex relationshiptayes (2017%tates

that mediab n o f i ndepe eftct ont deperalent varablecdugh a
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mediatoris said to be moderated if thedirect effect ofindependent variablen
dependent variabléhrough mediator depends on another variable, a moderating
variable. The process macro models enable to see all relationship between those

variables.

Although the first edition of Hayes (2013) inspirational book does not specify a model
that directly analyze serial moderated mediation model, it was still possiple to reach
the results by using syntax combinations of existing models. Sind@ésisanalysis

start before the second edition of the book which was released at the end of 2017,
initial studies were analysed by using model combination technique. But right after the
new edition is released, all studies are performed once more by usingwhe n
designed full models that shows the results of serial moderated mediation. Both model
combination technique and newer full model analysis resarssharedin the
following sectionswvith a guiding spirit. It also makes able to see the minor differenc

between the results of combined models and full models for the other researchers.

4.4.1Exploratory factor analysis and reliability assessmergt

The items to measure several different constructs othkesshave been presented
above. All those items are ledir adapted from the previous resarch or designed by the
researcher with the aim of analysing the relationships between given constructs. With
the aim of reaching the single scdoe the measured construcfactor analysis was

used as a data reductionthnad In addition to data reduction, factor analysis leads
rearchers to reveal the relationship among interrelated variables (i.e. items) and present

them in terms of a few underlying factdksair et al., 1998
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Figure 4.2: Overview of the ®ps ina factor analysi¢Rietveld and Van

Hout, 1993)

There are two type of factor analysis. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) seeks to
expose the underlying structure of a variable Blegre is a prioassumptionn EFA

that any indicator may be associated with any factor. Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) aimsto determine if the number of factors and the loadings of measured
variables (i.e. indicators) on them conform to what is expected on the basis of pre

existing tleory. Indicator variables are selected on the basis of the theory, and
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confimatory factor analysis aims to show that whether or not they loaded as predicted
in the first place, on the expected fact@ireech et tal., 2005In the light of thkese

information, items are refined on the basis of EFA results.

Since the ambiguitys defined as uncertainity and being open to interpretations, two
type of scale was used. Whereasfthst four items (see Table 4.8vere used by-7

point semantic differential scalast three items (see Tabl&ywere based on@goint

Likert scale. In the end of EFA, last three items had low communalities and also they
were loaded to second factor, thereby they were excluded from the analysis and it has

been decided to contiewith the four itemsgeeTable 4.12.

Table 4.12 :Exploratory factor analysisresults f act or | oadi ngs and
for situational ambiguityn Study 1.

Items for Situational Ambiguity Factor Cr on b
Loadings  Alpha

In the case stated in the scenario, the behavior tt

consumer should do ron-predictablei .851
predictable

In the case stated in the scenario, the behavior tt

consumer should dearies from a person to anothe .759 854

- does not vary from a person to another
*|n the case stated in the scenario, the behavior- 909
consumer should do ot standard- standard '
In the case stated in the scenario, the behavior tt

. : . .858
consumer should do ot obvious- obvious
KaiserMeyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) .806
Bartlett'sTest of Sphericity .000 p<0.01

After Study 2 conducted the fouritlem (stated with *) is excluded from the analysis
of Study 1 in accordance with the ambiguity factor analysis results of StIGab2
4.13.
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Table 4.13: Exploratory factomnal ysi s results: factor
for situationalambiguityin Study land Study 2

Items for Situational Ambiguity Factor Loadings

Cronbacho

In the case stated in the scenario, Study 1  Study 2

Study 1  Study 2

the behavior that consumer should d
Is non-predictablel predictable
the behavior that consumer should d

.870 .836

varies from a person to anothedoes 922 .856 .872 .816
not vary from a person to another

_the beha\{lor that consumer should d 887 8792

is not obvious- obvious

KaiserMeyerOlkin Measure of Sampling AdequagitMO) 719 713

Bartlett'sTest of Sphericity

.000 p<0.01 .000 p<0.01

After participants read the scenarios in which feebhfpeng fooled and situational

ambiguity manipulated, they sdishonest behavior questioms the screermhenthey

have to make a choise among three type of consumer belsanioraspassively
dishonest, activelylishonestand honest behavior (Table 4)1Mone of dishonest
behavior items excluded during theadysis. Even thouglthe KaiserMeyerOlkin
Measure oSamplingAdequacy (KMO)resultis quite low (.59%and .541 in Study 1
and Study 2 respectivlyit still allows to continue to factor analysis (KMO>Q.5p

be more precise, if the sample is adequate, Kaiser (Kiffjestdo accept values

greater thai®.5 to continue to factor analysis.

Table 4.14 : Exploratory factor analysise s ul t s :

factor

for dishonest consumer behavinrStudy land Study 2

Items forDishonest Behavior Factor Loadings

Cronbachd

Study 1  Study?2

Study 1  Study 2

| keep it low, pay the lower price,
and leave the store

| keep it low, go and grab another
one and leave the store by payingt .784 .690

.907 917

lower price for both of them 799 736
| warn the cashier about the real

price tagand take the risk of paying .774 .812

more

KaiserMeyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) .595 541

Bartlett'sTest of Sphericity

.000 p<0.01 .000 p<0.01

| oadi

| oadi

ngs

Whereas consumer dishonest behavior is measured as an outcome variable of feeling

of befooledin Study 1 and Study 2, it is manipulated with a scenario in Study 3 and

Study 4 and hence tested with the manipulation check questions detailed on the Table

4.15.
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Table 4.15: Exploratory factom nal ysi s

resul ts:
for dishonest consumer behavinrStudy 3 and Study.4

factor

Items forDishonest Behaviol

Factor Loadings

Cronbachi

According to the scenario, Study 1 Study?2 Study1l  Study?2

| took advantage c_)f the situation to 937 933

make more benefit.

Isﬁlbc;tr;g;take advantage of the 929 930

| actively benefited from the mistak 142 913
.815 .899

of the brand.

| did not benefit from the mistake of 877 868

the brand.

KaiserMeyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) 742 762

Bartlett'sTest of Sphericity .000 p<0.01 .000 p<0.01

As stated earlier, emotimtaleincluding guiltis extended with joy and relief items in

order to avoid demand effect. Moreover resaft$our studiesshow that these two

types of emotiors, positive(joy&relief) and negativéguilt), differentiatefrom each

otheras seen on the Table 8.1
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Table 4.16 : Exploratory factor analysis resulfactor loadinga n d ¢ r atplmdoerhofion scale

Items for Emotion Scale Factor Loadings Cronbachoés Al pl
Guilt Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study 4 Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study4
Repentant 753 .800 .815 .822
Angry at self .842 .875 .857 872
Dissatisfied with self 877 .893 .835 .887
Disgusted with self .830 .890 .862 .880 .937 .950 961 .964
Ashamed .860 .895 .857 .903
Guilty .875 .868 .869 .881
Blameworthy 871 .875 .878 911
Joy&Relief
Good .876 .851 .850 .861
Calm .781 .745 .789 .768
Joyful .875 .840 .861 .872
Relieved .753 721 .760 .843
Glad .898 .836 .856 .898
Pleased .848 .851 .873 .882
At ease 791 .813 .756 .845
Peaceful 814 814 826 826 951 964 977 978
Happy .899 .854 .842 .886
Delighted at self .827 .809 .842 .831
Contented .805 .822 .821 .865
Fulfilled .834 .845 .825 .862
Relaxed .817 .788 .804 .807
Cheerful .884 .842 .825 .876
Overall Cronbachds Al pha .898 .893 811 .861
KaiserMeyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) 951 .963 961 .962
Bartlett's Test .000 p<0.01 .000 p<0.01 .000 p<0.01 .000 p<0.01
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This thesishas a considerable contribution to consutmand relationship strength

scale ofAshworth et al(2009)by testing it along the four studies. If bothtpst and

postest are considered, the construct vafiégnd reliability of the scale was tested

eight times.The original scale is composed of importanperchase, use, other

benefits, relationships, commitment, trust, and attachment.it€we though main

concerns of thithesisarecommitment, trust, and attaclent ot her component
are involved in the scale as a control questions in Study 1 and Sty the other

hand, &ctor analysisof Study 1 and Study 2evealed that only the last three

C 0 mp o ncomnitsent, t{ust, and attaclemt) items are perly loading to related

items Furthermore, as seen on the Table 4.17 and Table 4.18 , factor loadings are

quite straight and the given items haspresentatiopower on the related constructs.
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Table 4.17 : Exploratory factor analysis results: Fadmadings and ¢ o n bsaghh forconsumeibrand elationship(Pretest)

Items for Emotion Scale Pretest
Factor Loadings Cronbachoés Al pl
Commitment Study 1  Study 2 Study 3 Study4  Study1l  Study 2 Study 3 Study 4
| am dedicated to this brand.  .842 .753 .856 .740
| am committed to this brand.  .846 .758 871 726
| am devoted to this brand. .841 792 .812 761
I con5|der_ myself to be highly 817 807 844 800
loyal to this brand.
| am very loyal to this brand. .822 .792 .807 722
| am willing to make small
sacrifices in order to keep .750 .642 .607 .608
using this brand. 955 929 920 926
| would be willing to postpone
my purchase of this brand if it .668 513 .561 .530
was temporarily unavailable.
! would stick withthis braqd if 594 i 518 208
it let me down once or twice.
| am so happy with this brand
that | no longer feel the need 1 692 688 614 240
watch out the
alternatives.
Trust
This brand is trustworthy .882 .814 .866 .800
| can count on this brand .880 .755 .874 791
This brand is dependable .905 .822 .894 .843 951 .920 .940 912
This brand is reliable. .898 .820 .870 .873
This brand is credible. .883 .829 .849 .800
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Table 4.17 (continued): Exploratory factor analysis results: Factor loadinga n d ¢ riphafér @estntesrand elationship(Pretest)

Attachment

Affective .648 .753 .738 .7126

Loved 797 .818 797 .807

Friendly .749 .790 .682 .730

Peaceful .761 .739 .749 .808

Attached .680 746 .649 .709

Connected 761 789 744 787 958 954 943 939
Bonded .798 .806 .733 72

Captivating .824 .802 .800 .792

Passionate .769 791 .809 .802

Delighted .758 74 .805 .696

Overall Cronbachds Al pha .969 . 958 .948 .954
KaiserMeyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) .949 .963 915 .956
Bartlett's Test .000 p<0.01 .000 p<0.01 .000 p<0.01 .000 p<0.01
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Table 4.18 : Exploratory factor analysis results: Factor loadiagh d ¢ r o Iphla forcdnsumeheand elationship(Posttest)

Items for Emotion Scale Posttest
Factor Loadings Cronbachoés Al pl

Commitment Study 1  Study2 Study 3 Study4  Study1l  Study 2 Study 3 Study 4
| am dedicated to this brand.  .723 .688 .849 .689

| am committed to this brand.  .746 627 .800 .684

| am devoted to this brand. .739 .658 .769 .697

I con5|der_ myself to bRighly 776 680 209 690
loyal to this brand.

| am very loyal to this brand. .763 .673 719 .661

| am willing to make small
sacrifices in order to keep .681 .635 591 .707

using this brand.

- .940 .938 916 .925
| would be willing to postpone
my purchase athis brand if it .687 .583 721 .662
was temporarily unavailable.
! would stick with this bra_nd if 570 i 698 702
it let me down once or twice.
| am so happy with this brand
that | no longer feel the need 1 616 732 791 689
watch out the
alternatives.
Trust
This brand is trustworthy. .851 .781 T74 .840
| can count on this brand. .817 .819 .874 .828
This brand is dependable. .883 .820 .891 .849 974 .944 942 .936
This brand is reliable. .875 .818 .878 .840
This brand is credible. .837 .829 .851 .839
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Table 4.18 (continued) : Exploratory factor analysis results: Factor loadinga n d ¢ riphanfdr@shniedrand elationship(Posttest)

Attachment

Affective 731 .812 728 .817

Loved .826 .857 .839 .849

Friendly 764 807 719 759 971 969 950 954
Peaceful 147 .786 797 .786

Attached .798 .782 .690 .738

Connected .829 .805 675 .780

Bonded 841 .803 .745 .801

Captivating .822 .823 .831 .826

Passionate .854 .830 .830 .821

Delighted 797 .814 .810 .796

Overall Cronbachds Al pha 973 970 .954 .962
KaiserMeyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) .955 971 928 .962
Bartlett's Test .000 p<0.01 .000 p<0.01 .000 p<0.01 .000p<0.01
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4.4.2Confirmatory factor analysis and internal validit ies

Like EFA, CFA can be used for reducing the overall number of observed variables
into latent factors based on their commonalities. Unlike EFA, CFA assists in the
reduction of measurement error and enables the comparison of alternatively

proposed preestablishednodel at the latent factor levélCArdle, 1996)

CFA results show that whether the yolefined model and its indicators fit each other.
Even if there are sevardifferent fit statistics to assess CFA, there is a consensus in
the research methodology literature on several indicator, presented in Table 4.12 with
the recommended cufffs that indicate a good fit (Kline, 2005; Hoomal., 2008.

The researcher run the CFA several times hisrel 8.80 and SPSSAMOS 25
programs In addition torefinement of the scales bgFA, several items were
eliminated based on the model fit and construct validity results presented below.
Thereby the model reaetlits best model fit and validity results with tfalowing

items (Table 4.19
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Table 4.19 : CFA fit indicators

Fit
Index

Name

Description

CutOff Point

%2

RMSEA

(A)GFI

(N)NFT

CFI

Model Chi-Square

Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation

(Adjusted) Goodness of Fit

(Non) NormedFit Index

Comparative Fit Index

Assess overall fit and the discrepancy between the sample and fitted
covariance matrices.

Sensitive to sample size.

A test of Ho: The model fits perfectly.

Shows the degree of fit between the model and the population covariance
matrix.

A parsimony-adjusted index.

Values closer to 0 represent a good fit.

GFI 1s the proportion of variance accounted for by the estimated population
covariance. Analogous to R2.
AGFT favors parsimony.

An NFI of .95, indicates the model of interest improves the fit by 95%
relative to the null model.

NNFI 1s preferable for smaller samples.

Can be named as Tucker Lewis index (TLI)

A revised form of NFI.

Not very sensitive to sample size thereby can be more appropriate on
smaller sample size.

Compares the fit of a target model to the fit of an independent, or null,
model.

p-value> 0.05

RMSEA < 0.08

GFI>0.95
AGFI>0.90

NFI>0.95
NNFI > 0.95

CF1>.90

65




Table 420: Model fit indicators

::nlfjex Cpu;icr)]? Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study4

Fit Statisticc Model Fit  Fit Statistics  Model Fit Fit Statistics ~ Model Fit Fit Statistics  Model Fit
c2 722553 669944 498001 897.867
df 314 314 314 424
c2/ df <3 2301 Good Fit 2134  Good Fit 1586 Good Fit 2118 Good Fit
RMSEA | <0.08 0.068 Acceptable 0.053 Acceptable 0.052 Acceptable 0.057 Acceptable
GFlI >0.80 0.83 Acceptable 0.89 Acceptable 0.84 Acceptable 0.83 Acceptable
NFI =>0.95 095 Good Fit 0.97 Good Fit 0.94 Good Fit 0.95 Good Fit
NNFI =>0.95 097 Good Fit 0.98 Good Fit 0.97 Good Fit 0.98 Good Fit
CFl =>0.95 097 Good Fit 098 Good Fit 098 Good Fit 0.98 Good Fit
AGFI =>0.80 0.80 Acceptable 0.87 Acceptable 0.81 Acceptable 0.80 Acceptable
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Table 4.20 shows that major fit indices are inadbeeptable range all of four studies
While root mearsquare error of approximatiorRMSEA=0068 0.053; 0052, 0.057)
goodnessof-fit measurel GFI= 083; 0.89; 0.84; B3 and adjusted goodneskfit
index’ AGFI=0.80;0.87; 081; 0.80 werebetween the acceptable range; all the other
incremental fit indicegnormated fit indexi NFI= 0.95; 0.97; 0.94; 0.95non
normated fit index NNFI= 097, 0.98;0.97; 0.98and normatedomparative fit index

i CFI= 097, 0.98;0.98; 098) showed a good rdel fit in Study 1, Study 2, Study 3,
Study 4 respectiveliBagozzi et al., 1991; Doll et al., 1994; Fornell and Larcker, 1981;
Garver and Mentzer, 1999; Hair et al.,, 1998; Mueller, 1996) (See Table 4.13 for
detailes of the indices).

CFA alsopermits resarchers to assethe construct validityhe extent to which a test
measures the construct it claims to measure (Bagozzi et al., 1991; Steenkamp and
Trijp, 1991). CFA also allows the calculation of the criteria for assessing convergent

validity and discrninant validity.

Convergent validity is the extent that different measures of the same construct
converge or highly correlate with others (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Bagozzi et al.,
1991, Gerbing and Anderson, 1988; Peter and Churchill, 1986; Steemakaiipijp,
1991) . It i s assessed by an ir)amdredesageo wn r ¢
variance extracted (AE) (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988ornell and Larcker, 1981).
Composite reliability is the ratio of explained variance over total negigKline,

2016). The higher composite reliability valuesdicates the higher internal
consistencyThe values oved.70 indicate the existence of high internal consistency
(Hair et al., 2009)It meansthat the samemeasuresoherentlyrepresent the same
construct. The AVE value higher than 0.50 is considered as the most representative
indicator of the construct (Fornedind Lacker 1981). Additionally, the statistically
significant tvalues corresponding to the factor loadings for éach are also indicator

of convergent validity (Bagozzi et al., 1991; Chau, 1997).

As another component of construct valitiy, discriminant validity is the extent that
measures of different constructs diverge in other words correlate at the minimal level
with others (Chau, 1997; Garver and Mentzer, 1999; Peter, 1981; Peter and Churchill,

1986). Discriminant validity is comfined in case of the correlation between two
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constructs is significantly lower than 1 (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Bagozzi et al.,

199) . According to Bagozzi and Philitps (1982,
square] value for the model in which the trait correlations are not constrained to unity

would indicate that the traits are not perfectly correlated and that discriminalityvali

i s achievedo.

Accordingly, all of the scales used to measure the constilieteng four studiebave
satisfiedcompositreliabilities which is above 0.7(5ee Table 4.22 for Study 1; Table
4.23 for Study 2; Table 4.24 for Study Bable 4.25 forStudy 4)(Nunnally, 1978).
All average variance@AVE) are above 0.5 all studieg(See Table 4.21 for Study
1, Table 4.22 for Study 2, Table 4.28 Study3, Table 4.24or Study 4) confirming
convergent validity. Furthermore, af the variances esdcted are higher than the
highest correlation squared, which satisfies discriminant validity (Byrne, 2013).
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Table 4.21: Internalconsistencyf Studyl.

Maximum Shared

Composite  Average Variance Squared Variance

Rel i a b iExtracted (AVE)

(MSV) MaxR(H) Trust Ambiguity Guilt Commitment Attachment
Trust 0.967 0.879 0.350 0.970 0.938
Ambiguity 0.870 0.630 0.135 0.903 0.265 0.794
Guilt 0.938 0.685 0.029 0.945 -0.098 0.025 0.828
Commitment 0.918 0.654 0.643 0.932 0.592 0.368 0.105 0.809
Attachment 0.938 0.718 0.643 0.944 0.536 0.273 0171 0.802 0.847
Reliability Satisfied. Composit reliability (p) > 0.70bold figures represent composite reliabilities.
Convergent validity: Satisfied. Alltv al ues => 1. 96 (significant at 0.95 confidence level); AlIl SMC a

Discriminant validity: Satisfied. All MSV < AVE; Square root of AVE greater than intenstruct correlations.

Table 4.22: Internal @nsistencyf Study 2

Composite  Average Variance Maximum Shared
Rel i a b iExtracted (AVE) Squared Variance

(MSV) MaxR(H) Attachment Trust Ambiguity Guilt Commitment
Attachment 0.927 0.681 0.537 0.933 0.825
Trust 0.920 0.698 0.480 0.923 0496 0.835
Ambiguity 0.817 0.599 0.018 0.826 0.087 0.135 0.774
Guilt 0.951 0.737 0.065 0.955 0.146 -0.254 -0.062 0.858
Commitment 0.878 0.547 0.537 0.890 0.733 0.693 0.131 0.069 0.740

Reliability Satisfied. Composit reliability (p) > 0.70oldfigures represent composite reliabilities.
Convergent validity: Satisfied. Alltv al ues => 1. 96 (significant at 0.95 confidence |l evel); Al SMC 4§
Discriminant validity: Satisfied. All MSV < AVE; Square root of AVE greater thater-construct correlations.
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Table 423: Internal @nsistencyf Study 3

Composite Average Variance Maximum

Reliability Extracted (AVE) Shared Squared

(1) Variance (MSV) MaxR(H) Dishonesty Guilt Commitment Trust Attachment
Dishonesty 0.868 0.689 0.217 0.919 0.830
Guilt 0.961 0.778 0.217 0.967 0.466 0.882
Commitment 0.885 0.572 0.458 0.929 -0.053 0.160 0.756
Trust 0.940 0.758 0.158 0.947 -0.031 -0.069 0.398 0.871
Attachment 0.905 0.615 0.458 0.912 -0.052 0.117 0.677 0.353 0.784
Reliability Satisfied. Composit reliability (p) > 0.7Bold figures represent composite reliabilities.
Convergent validity: Satisfied. Alltv al ues => 1. 96 (significant at 0.95 confidence level); AlIl SMC a
Discriminant validity: Satisfied. All MSV < AVE; Square root of AVE greater than intenstruct correlations.

Table 424 : Internal @nsistencyf Study 4

Maximum
Shared Squared
Variance (MSV) MaxR(H)  Trust Dishonesty Guilt Commitment Attachment

Composite  Average Variance
Rel i a b iExtracted (AVE)

Trust 0.913 0.677 0.490 0.915 0.823

Dishonesty 0.900 0.753 0.359 0.931 0.029 0.868

Guilt 0.959 0.796 0.359 0.967 -0.077 0.599 0.892

Commitment 0.931 0.633 0.490 0.948 0.700 0.046 0.011 0.796

Attachment 0.934 0.613 0.458 0.939 0.476 0.135 0.048 0.677 0.783
Reliability Satisfied. Composit reliability (p) > 0.7Bold figures represent composite reliabilities.

Convergent validity: Satisfied. Alltv al ues => 1. 96 (significant at 0.95 confidence |l evel); All SMC an

Discriminant validity: Satisfied. All MSV < AVE; Square root of AVE greater than iatenstruct correlations.
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Table 4.25: Remaning andexcludedtemsafter CFAanalysisof Study 1

.. Ttems Ambiguity Guilt Commitment Trust Attachment
after CFA
Excluded the behavior that consumer
should do...
not standard - standard I am dedicated to this brand. This brand i1s reliable. Affective
[ am committed to this brand. Friendly
I consider myself to be highly loyal to this Connected
brand.
Captivating
Remained
*1s non-predictable — *Repentant [ am devoted to this brand. *This brand 1s *Loved
predictable trustworthy.
*varies - does not vary * Angry at self I am very loyal to this brand. *] can count on this brand. *Peaceful
from a person to another
*is not obvious - obvious  *Dissatisfied *T am willing to make small sacrifices in *This brand is dependable. Attached
with self order to keep using this brand.
Disgusted with  *I would be willing to postpone my *This brand 1s credible. *Bonded
self purchase of this brand if it was temporarily
unavailable.
Ashamed *T would stick with this brand if it let me *Passionate
down once or twice.
*Guilty *1 am so happy with this brand that I no Delighted
longer feel the need to watch out the
competitors’ alternatives.
*Blameworthy
*These variables remained in all of studiesd results.
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Table 4.26: Remaning andexcludedtems after CFA analysf Study 2

... Items Ambiguity Guilt Commitment Trust Attachment
after CFA
Excluded the behavior that consumer
should do...
not standard - standard I am dedicated to this brand. Affective
[ am committed to this brand. Friendly
I consider myself to be highly loyal to this Connected
brand.
Captivating
Remained
*1s non-predictable — *Repentant I am devoted to this brand. *This brand 1s *Loved
predictable trustworthy.
*varies - does not vary *Angry at self I am very loyal to this brand. *I can count on this brand. *Peaceful
from a person to another
*1s not obvious - obvious  *Dissatisfied *] am willing to make small sacrifices in *This brand 1s dependable. Attached
with self order to keep using this brand.
Disgusted with ~ *I would be willing to postpone my This brand 1s reliable. *Bonded
self purchase of this brand if it was temporarily
unavailable.
Ashamed *] would stick with this brand if it let me *This brand 1s credible. *Passionate
down once or twice.
*Guilty *T am so happy with this brand that I no Delighted
longer feel the need to watch out the
competitors’ alternatives.
*Blameworthy
*These variables e mai ned in all of four studiesd6 results.
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Table 4.27: Remainng andexcludedtems after CFA analysf Study 3

.. Items Dishonest Guilt Commitment Trust Attachment
after CFA Behavior
Excluded
I actively benefited from I am dedicated to this brand. Affective
the mistake of the brand.
[ am committed to this brand. Friendly
I am very loyal to this brand. Connected
Remained
*1 took advantage of the *Repentant [ am devoted to this brand. *This brand is trustworthy.  *Loved
situation to make more
benetit.
*] did not take advantage *Angry at self I consider myself to be highly loyal to this *] can count on this brand. *Peaceful
of the situation. brand.
*I did not benefit from the  *Dissatisfied  *I am willing to make small sacrifices in order *This brand i1s dependable.  Attached
mistake of the brand. with self to keep using this brand.
*Disgusted *] would be willing to postpone my purchase  This brand is reliable. *Bonded
with self of this brand if it was temporarily unavailable.
* Ashamed *T would stick with this brand if it let me down *This brand is credible. *Passionate
once or twice.
*Guilty *I am so happy with this brand that I no longer Captivating
feel the need to watch out the competitors’
alternatives.
*Blameworthy Delighted
*These variables remained in all of four studiesd results.
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Table 4.28: Remainng andexcludedtems after CFA analysis Study 4

.. Items Dishonest Guilt Commitment Trust Attachment
after CFA Behavior
Excluded
I actively benefited from [ am dedicated to this brand. Affective
the mistake of the brand.
[ am committed to this brand. Friendly
I am devoted to this brand. Connected
Remained
*] took advantage of the *Repentant I consider myself to be highly loyal to this *This brand is trustworthy.  *Loved
situation to make more brand
benefit.
*I did not take advantage  *Angry atself I am very loyal to this brand. *I can count on this brand. *Peaceful
of the situation.
*1 did not benefit from the  *Dissatisfied  *I am willing to make small sacrifices in order *This brand is dependable.  Attached
mistake of the brand. with self to keep using this brand.
*Disgusted *1 would be willing to postpone my purchase  This brand is reliable. *Bonded
with self of this brand if it was temporarily unavailable.
* Ashamed *I would stick with this brand if it let me down *This brand is credible. *Passionate
once or twice.
*Guilty *1 am so happy with this brand that I no longer Captivating
feel the need to watch out the competitors’
alternatives.
*Blameworthy Delighted
*These variables remained in all of four studiesd results.
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5. HYPOTHESES TESTING AND RESULTS OF THE STUDIES

5.1 Study 1: Consumer Dishonesty Under Situational Ambiguity in Case of
Feeling of Being Fooled

Experimental desing is adopted$tudy Iwith the aim ofassessg the causal links

bet ween consumer dobledftreie tendengysto chdat (diskbonestg
consumer behavior), and feelings of guilt as an emotional outcome. It also examines
situational ambiguity to see how it @racts with the given mechanisms at work. In
order to test the main impacts on the consdomand relationship and thereby the
value of the model for practice, this study takes up change in the strength of the
consumeibrand relationship as an ultimate dagent variable.

It startswithapr¢ est t o measure consumer 6s rel at.
in terms of commitment, trust, and attachment and proceeds with the feeling of being
fooled andsituational ambiguitynanipulation scenario&cenarios build upon a case

of the favorite clothing brand that the reader has a relationship with. The participants
were asked to think about their favorite brand while readhgscenario and
answeringhequestionnaire. The experiment ends with questptheir relationships

with those brands to see how they are affected by dishonesty. The respondents were
assigned randomly to scenarios that manipulate feeling of havingcheated or

fooled (not befooledvs. befooled and situational ambiguity (neambiguity vs.

ambiguity) (See Appendix A).

In Study 1, after the manipulation of the feeling of having bdealed
(recovering/rejecting consumer s financi .
that serves as a fertile environment for dishondsawer, that is, taking advantage of

a mistaken price tag. After screening scenario, respondents were given a questionnaire
that assesses dishonest consumer behavior and feelings of guilt (Tangney et al., 1996)
(See Appendix B). Consumébrand relationshigstrength scale was derived from
Ashworth, Dacin and Thomsor(2009). Although the original scale involves a

combination of importance, purchase, use, other benefits, relationships, commitment,
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trust, and attachment items, only the last three componengsoarceptually fitting

to the definition of the strength of the consurbeand relationship as argued in the
sectio4.4.1(p.58) Subsequently a path analysis was ¢
PROCESS macro to test the relationships between the varialdeserial multiple

mediation model.

5.1.1Resultsof Study |

A total of 257 people from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) participated in the
study in exchange for payment. 40% of the 257 respondents were between the ages of
26 and 35, and 24% were between tpesaof 36 and 49. 48% of the respondents were
female. The participants were randomly assigned to ot @dur scenarios in which

feeling of being fooled (not befooledvs. befooled and ambiguous situations (ron
ambiguous vs. ambiguous) were manipulated. Main investigations were about
understanding whether or not the consumer has a tendency to behave dishonestly when
they feelbefooledin an ambiguous situation and whether the negagémergent
feelings after the act, that is guilt in this study, is mediating the effect of the dishonest

behavior on the relationship between the consumer and the brand.

An independent sampletest for a manipulation check of ambiguity A&2.93 vs.
Mna=5.64; F=32.77, p<0.05), and feelinf beng fooled (Mc=1.32 vs. Mic=1.74;
F=5.32, p<0.05) were statistically significant. Furthermore, scenario believability

across conditions was significantly above the critical value of 4 (M=5.96, p<0.05).

Following the manipulation checkt)e researcheemployed the PROCESS macro

bootstrapping procedure (Model 1: 10,000) in order to test the interactieeliof of

being fooledvs. notfooled 1T si t uat i on admbiguitypcongliionasy (vs. no
a predictor of the outcome of dishonest consumer behavior. The results showed that

while feeling of being fooled( b =0. 6 5; t (253)=2.23; p<0.05)
ambiguity (b=0.90; t(253)=2.98; p<0.01) ( HZ
consumer dishonestibbea vi or |, they do not -0il3jt(2863)=act wi th e
0.31; p>0.05) with the confidence interval of the moderation including "0" (Zhao,

Lynch and Chen2010)(See Figure 5.1)
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Model 1

Situational Ambiguity
0.90; t(253)=2.98; p<0.01
] l Consumer
Feeling Befooled 0.13; t(253)=-0.31; p>0.05 - DIShOI-leSt
0.65; 1(253)=2.23; p<0.05 J “0.13;4233)=-0.31; p=0. Behaviour

Figure 5.1 :Relationship betweeteelingof being fooledand dishonest behavior under under two situational ambiguity
(ambiguiousss. non-ambiguity).
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Figure 5.2 : Meanvaluesof the interaction ofeeling of being fooled (vs. ndboled)
and situational ambiguity (vs. nambiguity) on consumer dishonest behavior.
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Following the significant main effects and msignificant interaction effects, pairwise
comparisons were run in SP3@to see the kgroup mean differgces between feeling

of being fooled versus ndboled as well as situational ambiguity versus -non
ambiguity groups in terms of consumer dishonest behavior. Confidence intervals were
at 95% and jvalues were Bonferroradjusted. The analyses indicated that there is
significant difference between both befooled grodsotr = 4.06 vsMgr = 4.57, F=

7.53, p<0.01), and ambiguity groupdxoamb= 3.94 vsMamp=4.77 F=7.53, 15.03, p
<0.01). Feeling befoolegituational ambiguy interaction was not significant (F=
0.097 p >0.05).The analysis revealed that consumers tend to misbehave in ambiguous
situations regardless of whether or not they feel they haveddeaed (Mnostnos= 3,61

& MgtNoan=4.27 VS Mnoetam=4.51 & Meran=5.04) (See Figure 5.2)

At the end of Hayesods statistical package
have two mediators, the step by step results of a serial path indicate that the feeling of
being fooled increases =d.63%tRb5)FR.&1p<0c0B)n s u me
but right after the dishonest act has been committed consumer guilt increases
accordingly (b = 0.10; t(254)=2.23; p<0.(
indirect effect of consumer dishonest behaysare Figuré.3).

Afterwards, the serial mediation model was further te@taylire 5.4) It suggests that
feelingbefooledincreases the tendency of consumers to engage in dishonest behavior
and in turn that creates feelings of guilt, which affects the subsequkatide
regarding the target brand. The serial mediation relationship was also tested by
maximumlikelihood-based bootstrapping. The PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013,
Model 6, 10,000 bootstraps) statistics package designed for complex analyses of
models that havevo mediators, and serial mediation was used to test the parameter
of feelingbefooledby a favorite brand and the subsequent impact on the consumer

brand relationship.
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Model 2
Consumer
Dishonest
/ Behaviour
0.10; 1(255)=2.23; p<0.05
Feeling Befooled | g Guilt
-0.12; 1(255)=-0.69; p>0.05

S » Refers significant effect
------ » Refers non-significant effect

Figure 5.3 : Full mediationof dishonest behaor between feeling befooled and feelings of guilt

Model 7 o
Situational
Ambiguity
l Consumer
Feeling Befooled |~ Dishonest g Guilt
: 0.10; 1(253)=2.23; p<0.05
Behaviour

Figure 54 : Situational ambiguity mderated serial mediatiaf dishonest behavior between feeling befooled
andfeelings of guilt.
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Consumer-Brand
Model 6 Relationship Strength|
e N
0.0100 Attachment
Consumer ,
Feeling Befooled Dishonest Guilt Commitment
Behaviour
-0,0077 Trust
s ™ ) ’
-0.25; 1(254)=-1.22; p>0.05 Attachment
-0.16; £(254)=-0.93; p>0.05 Commitment
-0.43; 1(253)=-2.88; p<0.01 f Trust )

S » Refers significant effect
------ » Refers non-significant effect

Figure 55 : Serialmediation relationship betweéeelingof being fooledand consumebrand relationship.
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The results reveal that, in the final step of the relationship, feelings offeitt the

consumebr and rel ationship by causing increase I
p<0.05) (Hasupported), and -dl&;¢258)=LH%L p<D.0b) (Ikr ust (b =
not supported). Even though the direct impact of feelings of guilt causes increase in
commitment, its slight effect remainsneni gni f i cant -0.98;p=0.08). 03; t (25
Thereby, the total indirect effects demonstrate that the serial mediation middel w
consumer attachment (b = 0.0168; | ower CI =
( b -08077; lower Cl =0.0281 and upper CI £.0009) was verified by the 95%

bootstrap CI that does not include 0, whereas the model with consumer commitment

( b -0.8023; lower CI =0.0046 and upper Cl = 0.0162) was oohfirmedwith the

A0O0 i ncl udi ngal@man Eyncd and Chen, 20b(Yz.enot gupported)

(See Figure 5.5).

Up until this pointstep by step moderated serialdiaion analysisvas conductetly

using combination of Model 1, Model 2, Model 6 and Model 7 in order to see every
relationship between variables and reach a conclusion. The second edition of Hayes's
book named agintroduction to Mediation, Moderation, dnConditional Process
Analysi® which was released at the end of the 2017 and the thir®ormestiProcess

Macro (Hayes, 20)Mmake it possible to conduct moderated serial mediation model at
one sitting. Thereby, Model 83 is conducted to analyzedeplete model and the
results were consistent with the combined wsial detailed above with slight
differenceqSeeFigure5.6).
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Model 83
[ Situational ]

Consumer-Brand

Ambiguity Relationship Strength

p<0.01 Attachment NoAmb=-0.0174
T Amb=-0.0139

\ 7

. . 'd ™
Feeling |  + DlshOI}est : Guilt |- c . NoAmb= -0.0023
Befooled | -0.13:t(253)=0.31: Behaviour |0.10: t(253)=2.23: 0.03; £(253)=0.524 -ommitment Amb=-0.0019

0.65: 1(253)=2.23; P70.05 p<0.03 —~ 2003 > !

5 ~ ] ' ™\
p<0.03 Trust NoAmb= -0.0080

Amb=-0.0064

0.11: 1(253)=2.04:% |
p=<0.05

S » Refers significant effect
------ » Refers non-significant effect

Figure 5.6 : Ambiguity moderated serial mediation relationship between feefibging fooledand consumebrand relationship.
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Even though the feeling befoolgdlishonest behavidy guilt path has significant
effects onattachment and trust (Figure p.5vhen this serial path is moderated by
situational ambiguity the full model becomean-significant (Figure 5.6. In detail,

the tdal indirect effectddemonstrate that the ambiguity moderated serial mediation
model with consumer attachment (lower GI0:0321 and upper CI = 0.021®)igure
5.79, commitment (lower CI =0.0091 and uppéeZl = 0.0063)Figure 5.7hand trust
(lower Cl =-0.0107 and upper CI = 0.015@jigure 5.7¢ was not verified with the

A0O0 including confidence interval (Zhao,
(a)
INDIRECT EFFECT:
CHEAT - DB - GUILT - ATT
MME Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
, 0000 , 0174 ,0128 , 0004 ,0481
1,0000 , 0139 , 0115 -, 0015 , 0418

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):

Index Boot5SE BootLLCT BootULCT
EMB -, 0035 , 0130 -,0321 0218
(b)
INDIRECT EFFECT:
CHEAT - DB - GUILT - COMM

AMB Effect Boot5SE BootLLCT BootULCT
, Q000 0023 L0053 -, 0065 , 0155
1,0000 0019 L0043 -, 0057 0124

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):

Index BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
EMB -, 0003 L0035 -,0081 L0063
(©)
INDIEECT EFFECT:
CHEAT - DB - GUILT - TRUST

EME Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCI
, 0000 -,0080 00686 -,0243 L Qoo07
1,0000 -, 0064 , 0059 -, 0215 o012

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
L0062 -, 0107 L0156

Index
BME 0016

Figure 5.7: Hayes (2017putput of indirect #ects in stuational ambiguitynoderated
serial mediation model: (a) Effeon attachment. (b) Effect @aommitment. (c) Effect
on trust.
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5.2 Study 2: The Moderating Role of Exposure Frequency in Case of Feeling of
Being Fooled

Studyl shows that the affective role of feelings of guilt changes interm®oh s u me r s 6
previous dishonest behavior. Study 1 emphasizes that guilt has a reparative effect on
attachment andelatively oncommitment bydiluting former negative feelings, such

asthe feeling of being fooled, into the background. Study 2 focuses on the interactive
effect of consumer feelings of guilt and exposure frequency tprtdict regarding

the consumebrand relationship to test whether it has a moderated effect on tHe seria
path tested in Study 1. 440 people from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk)
participated in Study 2 in exchange for payment6 S2 of the 440 respondents were
between the ages of 26 al®. 46.4% of the respondents were female. While

respondent®4.7% havebachelor's degree, B0 are fulttime employes

5.2.1Results of Study 2

The participants were randomly assigned to oneheffour scenarios in which
ambiguous situations (neambiguous vs. ambiguous) and exposure frequency to the
guilt stimulus (nongarefrequent) were manipulated. Main investigations were about
understanding whether or not the consumer has a tendency to behave dishonestly when
they feelbefooledin an ambiguous situation and whether the negative emergent
feelings after the act, that isifjun this study, is mediating the effect of the dishonest
behavior on the relationship between the consumer and the brand. Furthermore, it tests
the interactive effect of consumer feelings of guilt and exposure frequency to the
product regarding the comsierbrand relationship to test whether it has a moderated

effect on the path.

An independent sampletest for a manipulation check of ambiguity {&8.16 vs.
Mna=4.58; F=4.11, p<0.05)eelingof being fooledMc=2.94vs. Mnc=4.45; F=1.66
p<0.09, and exposure frequency (Mne=1.53; Mrare=2.49; Mke=3.58; F=154.78,
p<0.01) were statistically significant. Furthermore, scenario believability across

conditions was significantly above the critical value of 4 (M=5.79, p<0.05).

Following the manipulation @tks, the PROCESS macro bootstrapping procedure
wasemployed (Model 1: 10,000) in order to test the interaction of fedl@igoled
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(vs.notbefooled T si t uat i on admbiguitypconglition dsw prédictsr. n o n

of the outcome of dishonest consurbehavior. The results showed that while feeling

of beingfooled b=0. 45; t(436)=1.90; p<0.05) (H1 supp
t(436)=3.38; p<0.01) (H2 supported) have main effects on consumer dishonest

behavior, they do not interact with each othdrG:04; t(436)=0.12; p>0.05) with the

confidence interval of the moderation including "0" (Zhagnch and Chen2010)

(See Figure 5.8)

Following the significant main effects and msignificant interaction effects, pairwise
comparisons were run fBPSS to see the-group mean differeces between feeling

of being fooled versus ndboled as well as situational ambiguity versus -non
ambiguity groups in terms of consumer dishonest behavior. Confidence intervals were
at 95% and jvalues were Bonferroradjusted. The analyses indicated that there is
significant difference between both befooled groso& = 3.93 vsMgr = 4.37, F=

6.57, p <0.05), and ambiguity groupdnoamb= 3.76 vSMamb= 4.54, p <0.01)reeling
befooledsituational ambiguitynteraction was not significant (F= 0.0,1@ >0.05) The
analysis revealed that consumers tend to misbehave in ambiguous situations regardless
of whether or not they feel they have bdeoled (Mnogtnoan=3,53 & Metnoan=4.34

VS. Mnogtan=3.99 & Mgr.ani=4.75)(See Figure 5.9)
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Model 1

Situational Ambiguity
0.80; 1(436)=3.38; p<0.01
| Consumer
Feeling Befooled 0.04: t(436)T4->0 05 7 DlShOI-]eSt
0.45; t(436)=1.90; p=0.05 R 2% P Behaviour

Figure 5.8: Relationshipbetweerfeelingbefooled and dishonest behavior under under two situational ambiguity
(ambiguious non-ambiguity)
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Figure 5.9: Meanvalues of the interaction of feeling befooled (vs. not befooled) and
situational ambiguity (vs. neambiguity) on consumer dishonest behavior.
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Afterwards, the serial mediation model was further tested. It suggests that tdeling
beingfooledincreases the tendency of consumers to engage in dishonest behavior and
in turn that creates feelings of guilt, which affects the subsequent behavior regarding
the target brand. The serial mediation relationship was also tested by maximum
likelihood-based bootstrapping. The PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013, Model 6, 10,000
bootstraps) statistics package designed for complex analyses of models that have two
mediators, and serial mediation was used to test the parameter of fefebemng

fooled by a favoite brand and the subsequent impact on the conshraed
relationship.

The results revealed that feelibgfooledhas a di rect negative e
att achme461t(43853.18; p<=00 1) , c 0 mmi-O40neg438)=3.50b =

p<00 1) and -0t50; 1(488)=4.87bp<0H1) regarding the brand. In contrast to

the direct effect, the indirect effects (serial path) revealed that while the serial
medi ati on model wi t h0.0099 loveuGh=0r0@&and upperh me n t
Cl = 0.0258 (Hza supportedpndtrust( b -0.8095 lower Cl =-0.252 and upper ClI

=-0.002§ (Hsc not supportedjvas confirmed by the 95% bootstrap CI that does not

include 00 (Zhao, Lynch and Chen, 2010yhereas lte model with consumer
commitment( b 0.8013 lower CI =-0.0036 and upper Cl = 0.008%as not
confirmed(Hay not supported)The serial path shows that the feeling of béoaed

increases dishoe s t consumer behavi or ) donsumer0. 5 2;
guilt increases &afer di shonest b eh3d¥ p<0.0), agdbfeelngs0 . 1 1 ;
of guilt affect the consuméirand relationship by causing highert t a ¢ h me n t (E
0.0099. Even though the direct impact of feelings of guilt causes increase in
commitment asa next stepf attachment, its slight effestill remairs nonsignificant

(b = 0.00123). On the other hand, tFrust coc
0.0083) from the whole unethical proc€Sgee Figure 5.10)
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Model 6

Feeling Befooled
J p<0.01

0.52: 1(438)=3.03;

Consumer
Dishonest
Behaviour

-0.46; 1(438)=-3.19; p<0.01

Attachment

-0.40; t(438)=-3.50; p<0.01
L >

Commitment

-0.50; t(438)=-4.87; p<0.01

\.

Trust

0.11; (437)=3.07;

p<0.01

Consumer-Brand
Relationship Strength

0.0099 ~ Attachment
_ 0.0013 :
Guilt | — | Commitment
L
p
-0.0095 *{ g

S » Refers significant effect
------ » Refers non-significant effect

[ » Refers significant effect
—————— » Refers non-significant effect

Figure 5.10 : Serial mediation relationship between feelbejoolal and consumedorand relationship.
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In addition to these step by step moderated serial mediation analysis, the ambiguity
moderated serial mediation analysis was run with Model 83 of theuarsibn of
Process macro (Hayes, 201Thereby, Model 83 is conducted to analyze the complete
model and the results were consistent with the combined analysis detailed above with
slight differences. When situational ambiguity moderates the serial madeheace
feeling befooled andituational ambiguity effect the pasimultaneously feeling
befooledmain effect size slightly decreases (Modeb6:052; 1(438)=303; p<0.01;

Mo d e | =043; t(436)=190;p=0.05) but still on the edge of significantevel (See

Figure 5.10 and Figure 5.11 respectively)

Even though the feeling befoolgdlishonest behavidy guilt path has significant
effects on attachment and trukigure 5.11) when this serial path is moderated by
situational ambiguity the full modebecomes nossignificant due to the nen
significant interaction effect of feeling befooled and situational ambigiityure
5.12) In detail, the total indirect effects demonstrate that the ambiguity moderated
serial mediation model with consumer attachtr(®ower Cl =-0.0146 and upper Cl =
0.0140) (Figure 5.123) commitment (lower Cl =0.0091 and upper Cl = 0.0063)
(Figure 5.12b)xand trust (lower Cl =0.0137 and upper Cl = 0.013@jigure 5.12c)

was not verified wit hintendaldzZhdo,0LgnchiandcChand i n g

2010).
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Model 83

Situational
Ambiguity

]

0.80; 1(436)=3.38; p<.01

Feeling .
Befooled | -0.04:t(436)=-0.12: ~
p=0.05
0.45: 1(436)=1.90:
p=0.05

Dishonest
Behaviour

0.11. 1(437)=3.07;

p<0.01

0.15:1(436)=3.22: 7|
p<0.01

Guilt o 2. (436-0.%4
p=0.05

-0.15: 1(253)=-4.31;
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Relationship Strength
4 Y

p<0.01

NoAmb=-0.0086
Attachment Amb= -0.0079
\ S
- Y
c ) NoAmb=-0.0011
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— » Refers significant effect
------ » Refers non-significant effect

Figure 5.11 : Situationalambiguity moderated serial mediation relationship between feelibging fooledand consumebrand relationship.
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(@)

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DB - GUILT - LTT
LMB Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
, Q000 , 0086 L0061 -, 0007 L0229
1,0000 L0078 , 0057 -, 0005 L0215

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):

Index Boot5E BootLLCT BootULCT
EMEB -,0008 , 0069 -, 0146 , 0140
(b)
INDIRECT EFFECT:
CHEAT - DB = GUILT - CoMM

LME Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
, Q000 L0023 , 0053 -, 0065 , 0155
1,0000 0018 L0043 -, 0057 , 0124

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):

Index BootS5E BootLLCT BootULCT
ZMB -, 0005 , 0035 -, 0091 , 0063
(©)
INDIRECT EFFECT:
CHEATED - DB - GUILT - TRUST
BMEB Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
, Q000 -, 0082 , Q058 -,0218 L0007
1,0000 -, 0075 0056 -, 0213 L0004

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditiomal indirect effects):
Index Boot5E BootLLCT BootULCI
AMB , 0007 0066 -, 0137 L0136

Figure 5.12 : Hayes (2017putput of indirect effets in situational ambiguity
moderated serial mediation model: (a) Effect on attachment. (b) Effect on
commitment. (c) Effect on trust.

Thus far, Study 2 serves as a replication of Study 1 and the resuifiystie results of
Study 1. In addition to confirmation character of it, an additional aim of Studto2 is
investigatewhether the exposure frequency to the stimulus, as a reminder of the
situation, 1 mpacts part i c byeffeadhgscdsumern al

brand relationship strength in terms of attachment, commitment, and trust.

Sofollowing theModel 83 testingthe PROCESY3 macro bootstrapping procedure
with Model 87 (Hayes, 20)7s employed to teshe interaction ofeeling guilt1
exposure frequency to the guilt stimul{asnrarefrequently condition as a predictor

of the outcome of consumérand relationship strengtfrigure 5.13) The results
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demonstrate that exposure frequency does not attevih feelings of guilt on
attachment(b= -0.002 t(436)=0.04; p>0.05) (Figure 5.14a)(Hsa Not supported)
commitment b= 0017; t(436)9.38; p>0.05) (Figure 5.14b)Hap not supportednd
trust o= 0027; t1(436)=0.65; p>0.05) (Figure 5.14c)Hac not supported) In other
words, exposure frequency to the guilt stimulus does not effect the strength of guilt

feeling on consumerso6 attitude toward
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Model 87

Consumer-Brand
Relationship Strength

-0.002: t(436)=-0.04; v[’ ) None=0.0100
p>0.05 T Attachment
' \.
Feeling | Dishonest . Guilt 0.017: 1(436)=0.38: [
- . - u1 Bl s ANV =9 -
Befooled | 0.52:t(438)=3.03; | Behaviour | 0.11:t(437)=3.07 p>0.05 g Commitment
p<0.01 p<0.01 - .
N >
. SN Trust Rare- -0.0096
gfoz Z{st(%@_o't”s‘”h ) Freq=-0.0079

Exposure
Frequency

S » Refers significant effect
------ » Refers non-significant effect

Figure 5.13 : Exposurdrequency moderated serial mediation relationship between fémdiogledand consumebrand relationship.
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(@)

INDIEECT EFFECT:
CHELATED - DB - GUILT -> LTT
FEQ Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
L0000 L0100 L0073 L0000 L0282
1,0000 , 00949 0055 L0020 L0234
2,0000 , 0097 0062 , Q004 , 0243
Index of moderated mediation:
Index BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
FROD -, 0002 0040 -, 0oz L0074
(b)
INDIEECT EFFECT:
CHEATED - DB - GUILT - COMM
FROD Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
L0000 , 0001 L0043 -,00849 ,0oaez
1,0000 L0012 , 00249 -,0048 L0075
2,0000 L0023 L0044 -, 0066 L0115
Index of moderated mediation:
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
FRO 0011 L0033 -, 0056 , 0081
(c)
INDIEECT EFFECT:
CHEATED - DB - GUILT - TRUST
FEQ Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
L0000 -,0114 , 0064 -, 0285 -, 002z
1,0000 -, 00586 , 0051 -, 0220 -, 002z
2,0000 -, 0079 , 0058 -, 0225 -, 0004
Index of moderated mediation:
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
FRO L0017 L0033 -, 0048 , 0084

Figure 5.14 : Hayes (2017putput of indirect effects in exposure frequency
moderated serial mediation model: (a) Effect on attachment. (b) Effect on
commitment. (c) Effect on trust.

5.3 Study 3: Consumer Dishonestyn the Absensd~eelingof Being Fooled

Study 1 and 2 revealed that feelings of guilihe consequence of dishohbshaviod
replace previously held negative emotions about a brand and strengthen the ongoing
relationship between the consumer and the brand, which was damaged after feeling of

beingfooled It also showed that consumers tend to misbehave in ambigusatsosis
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regardless of whether or not they feel they have li@aled This unexpected result

led the researcheto conduct Study 3 so that we could further examine dishonest
behavior and its emotional impact on consuim@nd relationships in situations in
which there were not immediately experienced negative emotions about the brand that
is feeling of beingfooled 181 people from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk)
participated in Study 3 in exchange for paymentp&6centof the 181 respondents
were betweethe ages of 26 and 35, and @& centwere between the ages of 36 and

49. Half of the respondent$2%) were female.

5.3.1Resultsof Study 3

In addition to environmental conditions, including the situational ambiguity in which
consumers take advantage, St@dyirectly manipulates the dishonest behavior being
exhibited with a scenario. Then feelings of guilt about the act and the impact of this

feeling on brand attachment, commitment and trust were measured.

Based on the study @®fluncy and Vitell (1992)dishonest behavior manipulated in
three different ways which are actively benefiting dishonest behavior, passively
benefiting dishonest behavior, arabsenceof dishonest behavior as a control
condition.Even though the literature underlines the distinctetween passaand
active forms of dishonest behaviot;test resultsbetween passively and actively
(Mnope=2.75; Mppe=5.60 vs.Mape=6.06; F=2.97,p>0.05) dishonest behavior are
found nonsignificant. Then the dishonest behavior scenarios divided into two by using
meansplit method and the analysis continues with two level dishonest behavior
manipulation (No dishonest behavMkiops=2.86vs. Dishonest behawi Mpg=5.82).
Sample distribution is resized froMnops=53, Nppos =70 andNape=58 t0 Nnope=72
andNps=109.

Then, apat h analysis wusing Hayesdé6 (2013) P
bootstraps) was conducted to test the relationships between the variables in a mediation
analysis. The serial path results demonstrated that dishonest consumer behavior
unmarked by previouteelings of beingooled by a brand still increased consumer

gui |t (b = 0. 9 3 ;(Sed Kiguré 9.)5Alhoudhlthese pestDare0 1 )
consistent with Study 1 and Study tRe relationship between guilt and consumer

brand relationship strength fidirs. Study 3 revealedhat feeling guilty have a
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significantly negat i v0d6; t(IM§)=2.44t p<®Ob, lowdrt ac h me nt
Cl =-0.1099 and upper CI 9.0116)(Hza not supportedjSee Figure 5.0)%ut has
nonsignificantimpact oncommitment(b  -8.04; t(178)=1.34; p>.05 (Has, not

supportedpnd trusi{ b -0.81; t(178)=0.69; p>.05 (Hsc not supported)
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Consumer-Brand
Model 4 Relationship Strength

B =-0.06: t(178)=-2.19:
p<0.05

v Attachment

Consumer |
B=-0.04; t(178)=-134;

Dishonest — —> Gult 5005 Commitment
. B =0.93; t(179)=3.41; p<0.01 p~U.0: X )
_ Behaviour e
e s ™\
B=-0.01; t(178)=-0.69; -» Trust
p>0.05 \ J

— » Refers significant effect
------ » Refers non-significant effect

Figure 5.15 : Theserialmediation relationship between feeling consumer dishonest behavior and cebhsamderelationshigtrength.
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5.4 Study 4: The Moderating Role of Exposure Frequency in the Absense of
Feelingof Being Fooled

Similar to Study 2Study4 alsofocuses on the interactive effect of consumer feelings
of guilt and exposure frequency to theoduct On the other hand, unlike Study 2,
Study 4 examines the moderating role of exposure frequem@bsence of former
negative feeling (feeling befooledgarding the consumdérand relationshign other
words, ittesswhetherexposure frequendyp the guilt stimulusias a moderated effect

on the serial path tested in Study 3

5.4.1Resultsof Study 4

A total of 227 people from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) participated in the
study in exchange for payment.%®f the 27 respondents were between dyes of

26 and 35, and 26 were between the ages of 36 and A% percentage of females
was slightly above the half of the sampi6%9. The participants were randomly
assigned to one dhe scenariogSeeSection4.1) in which dishonest behavior and

expasure frequency to a dishonestly owned product were manipulated.

Based on the dishonest behavior manipulation check resusudy 3, dishonest

behavior manipulated at two level (no dishonest behavior vs dishonest behavior) rather

than three level (norpassiveactive). After significant dishonest behavior

(Mnobe=2.72 vs Mp=5.58; F=63.466, p<0.01) and exposure frequeMis{=1.30;

MRare=2.00; Mrreq=3.88; F=186.48, p<0.1 ) mani pul ation <check res
PROCESS macro Model 4 and 14 were conducted respectively.

Serial mediation testing with Model 4 aims to replicate Study 3 to show the coogisten

between the studies 3 and 4 and confirm the results of Study 3. As is the result with

Study 3, Study 4 also showisat dishonest behavior increasesonsumer gui |t (b
1.53; 1(225)=6,68; p<0.01) and herfeelings of guiltresult in a significanhegatve

impactonat t a ¢ h me.0bt t(224)62.0%; p<0.05)Hza not supportedand non

significant effect on trus{ b -0-03; t(224)=1.38; p>0.05) (kh not supported)

Whereas Model 4 produces nsignificant results on commitment in Study 3, same

mediation path ends with a significant effect in Study 4.
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Model 4 Consumer-Brand
ocde Relationship Strengt
B=-0.05:t(224)=-2.01; | A
p<0.05 P Attachment
Consumer g, <. 1225)-6.68: p<0.01 . B=-0.05: t(224)=2.28: | . )
Dishonest — — Gult p<0.05 > Commitment
Behaviour el \ /
S ' N
B =-0.03; t(224)—-1.38: Trust
p>0.05 . /

S » Refers significant effect
------ » Refers non-significant effect

Figure 5.16 : Theserialmediation relationship between feeling consumer digsbinehavior and consumrarandrelationship strength.
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Herein, it should be stated that whereas the effect size of dishonest behavior on feelings

of guitwasb 093i n Study 3, same effect is b = 1.0523
guilt feeling may have caused a 903y ni ficant
t(224)=2.28; p<0.05) (Figure 5.1¢MHsp not supported)

Thereby the consumer dishonest behayiguiltA attachment (lower Cl =0.1865
and upper Cl =0.008) and dishonest behavi®rguiltA commitment mediation paths
were significanbetween consumer dishonest behavior and commitment (lower CI =
0.1781 and upper CI 0.017). In common with Study 3, the paik foundnon
significant as regards trustin Study 4

After replicating same analysis of the Study
macro Model 4 (Hayes, 2013, full moderated mediation model was tested using
Hayesds PROCESS (Hayas; 20D3), Whichl adldws fbr4he assessment

of indirect effects contingent upon the levels (none, rare, frequently) of the third

variable (exposure frequencylResults revealed thahdé new variable, exposure
frequencyhasa positive main effeccondrnd commi t ment (b = 0. 25
p<0.01, lower Cl = 0.0732 and upper Cl = 0.4434). On the other hand, when it interacts

with feelings of guilt, its positive effect becomes negative and decreases corissmer

commi t ment t 0-0.05ht(@22)2r0&; p<.05 lbwer=Cl =0.1068 and

upper Cl =0.0026)See Figure 5.17The moderated mediation model was thus found

to be significant (lower CI =0.1835 and upper Cl 9.0147).

In terms of the other dimensions of conswinemd relationship strgth such as brand
attachment (lower Cl =0.1021 and upper CI = 0.0934) and brand trust (lower Cl =
-0.0454 and upper Cl = 0.0703), moderated mediation model testing did not produce
significant results with the confidence interval of the moderated nh@diaidex
including "0" (Zhao et al., 2010).
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Model 14 Relationship Strength
4 3\
- Attachment
\ v
Consumer e )
Dishonest o 53 005668 pevor| W 3= 0.05: 1222206 peoos| Commitment
Behaviour \ g
Trust

B =0.25; 1(222)=2.75; p<0.01

Consumer-Brand

[ Exposure Frequency ]

S » Refers significant effect
------ » Refers non-significant effect

Figure 5.17 : Main andinteractioneffect of exposure frequency to the guilt stimulus on consiorgerd relationship strength.

Conditional indirect effect(z) of X on ¥ at value=z of the moderator(s):

Mediator

FRO=ce Effect Boot SE BootLLCT BootULCT
GUILT 1,1821 -,01749 0396 -.1256 L1130
GUILT 2,0308 -, 0893 03385 -, 1732 -,01c64
GUILT 2,87495 -, 1e06 0454 -, 2681 -,0839

Values for guantitative moderators are the mean and plus/minus one SD from mean.

Valuez for dichotomous moderators are the two values of the moderator.

EERARERARR AR RRR R SRsy sy INDEX OF MODERATED MEDIATION

Mediator
Index SE (Boot) BootLLCI BootULCT
GUILT -, 0840 L0415 -, 1835 -, 0147

Figure 5.18 : Hayes(2017)output of indirect effects in exposure frequency moderated serial mediation Dsteinesbehaviod, guiltA

commitment.
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As seen on Figure 5.18, when consumers are not exposed to the guilt stimulus, the
feelings of guilt effect on consumbrand réationship in that brand commitment does

not changeléwer Cl =-0.1256and upper Cl = A130. On the other hand, when
consumers are exposed to the stimulus frequently, the interaction effect between
feelings of guilt and exposure frequency increasdseisame veif &= -0.08, lower

Cl =-0.1732 and upper CI 8.0164; birequenty= -0.16, lower Cl =0.2681and upper

Cl =-0.0859.
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6. GENERAL DISCUSSION

6.1 Theoretical Implications

As Adamsd Equity Theory (1965) argues,
in social exchanges as such when they feel victimized by an unfair social exchange,
they will be driven to restore that balance by different mechanismsthHsisasserts

that in consumption contextseckived or in other words cheated consumers by brands
(i.,e. befooled consumeérsseek for selcompensation by engaging in dishonest
behavior against tise brands as a way of getting even. Moreover, it theorizes that
situationhdambiguity, which opens the way to numerous interpretations or doubt, may
bring about an environment, which drives consumers to engage in deceitful behavior
(Mazar et al., 2008) to reestablish inner balance (ArgiShiv, 2012).

However, the results @tudy 1 and Study &o not indicate any interaction between
feeling befooled and ambiguous situations but rather suggest that regardless of
perceiving the brand as a cheater, consumers tend to engage in dishonest behavior
when it is easy to justify theacts (i.e. being in an ambiguous situatiden though
consumers under ambiguous situations do not need talieekedio misbehave,
feelingbefooled t i | | shapes the role of feelings
toward the brand. Thereby thikesis posits that the constructive or destructive
consequences of feelings of guilt are based on the presence or absence of a negative

situatiors experienced earlier (i.e. a feelingleéing fooleq.

Once the consumers choose to behave dishonestly after they feel cneigteed off

the befooledconsumers tend to cheat the brand back. Howeuweh act may make

them feel guilty because this behavicontradicts with the fundamental norm of
behaving responsibly and ethically. That inner imbalance causes cognitive dissonance
so that individuals start looking for opportunities to reestablish their inner harmony
(Heider, 1958).
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The findings of earliestudies (i.e. LeitandBaumeister, 1998; Tangney, 1991) show
that feelings of guilt bring about numerous adaptive, beneficial, andaqoial
functions to help strengthen and maintain close relationships @eitBaumeister,
1998). Accordingly, in theontext of this paper, the feelings of gaifipearto be the
emotional mechanism for repairing the consufmand relationships, which is
damaged by the initial wrongdoer (brand).

The literature customer brand engagement expresses the pditenéfts of stronge
consumer brand relationships (walling to pay more, repeated purchases, and
positive wordof-mouth) (Wood, 2000) the mismanagement of this relationship may
have hurtfulconsequences for the bran@r( ® g and Fisker, 20085r ® g et al.r e
2009. Negative emotiongduring various encounters such as being fodkat
consumergo negative engagemewith the brand. The negative engagement would
be felt more intense especially in cases where a brand asfassumed to dedamed

for an event or failurédLuomaaho, 2015).Thereby, in the line with the customer
engagement literature thisesisshows that after a consumer feels cheatdaefooled
consumetbrand relationship gets damaged, at¢hmajor levels, that are attackmb,
commitment and trust. ien though the consumbrand relationship may be
weakened immediately after the consumer féatded the results of Study 1 and

Study 2 demonstrate théte negative effect on consumer attachment turns into

something positved ue t o consumerso6 feeling of guilt a
The theory of the decisional recency effect
information more heavily, which produces a tendency to choose responses or actions

that have reently beenr ei nf or ced o ( J Bb6e éccoedinglyathe. 2006, [

feelings of guilt become more promineafter acting dishonestly against the brand
than the feeling of beinfpoled earlier to this misbehaviquand hence théatter
emotional state (i.e. feeling$ guilt) overpowers théormer justified act of dishonesty
(Singh, 2009). Thereby, the individuals shemselvesas the hurtful parties in the
consumetbrand relationship and try to restore it by investing more emotionally in the
brand. This emotionalreaction manifests itself as significant increase inbrand
attachment and glight positive effect obrandcommitmentwhich can be considered

as sigms of potential improvement consumebrand relationshipOn the other hand,

when it comes to trust, the model becomes significantly negative because trust is a
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vulnerable zone in consumbrand relationships (Xie and Peng, 20@8)ch requires
prolonged relationships and is not assessed on a temporal Bapigiring trust
requires specific efforts at the brarmbnsumer level (Xie and Peng, 2009). Since trust
develops and builds over time and such efforts should spread over time (Doney and
Cannon, 1997)Moreover, the feelings of guilt as being negative emotions are push
backed irthe memory since too negative feelings are hard to cope emotional states for
individuals Gross et al., 2006s0 that the prominence of guilt is likely to dmsh

more quickly than the feeling of being fooled which is attributed to a third party (i.e.
the brand) than the individual himself/herself. Herfeeling of being fooled is
remembered for a longer time so that this negative emotional state is likely to govern
building trust since it is based on a longer relational history with the bbby and
Cannon, 1997)In this way, this study shows that feelings of guilt are not enough to

recover theonsumetrustwhich is damaged in the first place for befooled consumers

Wher eas bef oofeairdys of guiitkauenreparatiGe effect on further
consimerbr and rel ationship in terms of attac
exposurerequency to the guilt stimulus does not have any positisegngthening

effect on the relationship between the feelings of guilt and brand attacloment
commitment (8udy 2). This can be attributed to the fact that being exposed to the guilt
stimulus refreshes the feelings of guilt which the consumer is trying to refrain from,
hence the consumer detaches from the brand that embodies the harm caused to the

inner balancef the consumer by the feelings of guilt.

On the other hand, ¢hpositive effect offeelings of guilt on consumdirand
relationshipbreaks down in the absence of a former negative situation (i.e. feeling
befooled, the reparative effect of the feelingfsguilt disappears and rather its impact

on attachment turns into negative (Stddgnd Study ¥ Even an ambiguous situation

gives an opportunity to misbehave in any case, when the brand does not give a reason
to consumers to behave dishonestly agammstbrand, ambiguity may not be strong
enough for posjustification of the deceitful adf the consumeiowards the brand. In

such situations one may face more cognitive dissonance since there is no initial input
(feelingbefooled to justify his/her actSo that such intensive inner imbalance pushes
the consumer to avoid the subject of his/her dishonesty as a coping mechanism in order

to restore his/her emotional equilibrium (Lazarus, 1991). Rather than repairing
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consumedtbrand relationship, the avoidandehavior manifests itself a@ading
attachment to the brand.

While feelings of guilt de3;whentseginterattn s u mer s 06
with exposure frequency to the guilt stimulus, their negative effects on the strength of
consumetbrand relationships move up into the realm of commitméstudy 4).

Specifically, seeing the guilt stimulus repeatedly keeps the guilt alive in the memory

andso that it damages a consunmeintéracton nner bal ¢
between exposure frequenand feelings of guilt becomes more destructive for

consumeibrand relationship.

In short, in Study 1 and Study 2, the researdirats that the emotion of guilt makes

people feel responsible when they violdteid o not treat others the
want t o 8ileer Rule ef &thies df deciprocitiHirshleifer, 1985)gainst the

initial wrongdoer (brand) and that in turn produces approach responses to thim brand

terms of increasing attachment and commitmémt the other hand, in Studigdsnd

4, in which there was no any initial wrongdoer, feelings of dudlve producel a

reaction of avoidance terms of decreasing attachment and commitment

While the literature generally focuses on the restorative effect on feelings of guilt
(Rosemaret al., 1994; Rosemaset al.,1996), relying on the two major inferences
above, this paper reveals that the constructive or destructive role of feelings of guilt

varies according to how they initially arose.

Moreover, when Study 2 (reparative role of giilexposure frequency) and Study 4
(destructive role of guilt X exposure frequency) are compared, this research
demonstrates that exposure frequency has a strengthening effect on negative attitude
by keeping fresh the feelings of guilt, whereas it hagpower on maintaining the

positive attitude toward the brand.

More interestingly, thethesisimplies that there might be a guilt threshold for
consumers, which may regulate the relationship between consumer and brand. Study
1 and Study 2 results showthati n case of a brand is the i1Init

dishonest behavior effect size on the feelings of guilt is 0.10 and 0.11 respectively and
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consumers show approach responses with higher attachment. When the brand is
innocent and consumers are thigéial wrongdoeias manipulated in Study 3 and Study

4, dishonest behavior effect size increasesto= a&On d®3b = 1. 53 respe
consumers show avoidance behavior toward the brand in terms of increasing
attachment and commitment. Accordingly, when the effect size of dishonest behavior
on consumer 0 s isfoe kidh| tegensumedr may engagéenial or
avoidanceA sense of severity and fear may be treated in the same category of negative
emotional states and hence the relationship between severity levels and reactions may
be construed as being similar to the link between fear and rekdpdnses. While
Krisheret al.(1973) assert that low to moderate levels of fear arousal lead to attitude
change, Ray and Wilkie (1970) in their fear appeal theory state that extreme fear appeal
generally is ineffective in bringing about enduring attitwt@nges. Likewise, the
outcome above may induce a similar theoretical expectation of a curvilinear
relationship betweeguilt intensity and changes in consura#itude toward the brand
(Williams, 2012)in the future studies that will not treat consumshdnest behaviour

and its resultant feelings of guilt in a manipulation setflingreby he results indicate

that when the severitgf consumer feelings of guitjoes over a certain threshold,
rather than causing attitude changes, it may lead togespmse or denial.

6.2 Managerial Implication

Consequentlyeven though consumers may feel victimized when a brand commits
certain deceitful or misbehavioral acts (Study 1 and Study 2) in the eye of the consumer
and then s/he engage in dishonest behavior to awsape for that loss, thereby
damaging the consumeérand relationship (Krishnan, 2008), they may engage in
another process of setbmpensatiod a form of emotional recovedyto make up for

the negative feelings that are elicited by their actions in an pittterreestablish the
consumeibrand relationship. When such a sgdimpensation mechanism is detached
from the whole process (Study 3 and Study 4), the relationship may become reversed
and the consumer may engage in avoidance actions by staying awdalydnofavorite

brand.

The present study demonstrates that several important factors are likely to contribute

to how brands keep their customers. All experiments in this study deal with
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participantsdé favorite c¢l| ot thithosg brdndsamn d s
the beginning and at the end of the experiments to see how they are affected by
dishonesty. Since customer acquisition is more cost effective than maintaining existing
ones, it is more important to preserve them especially the onesbldhe brand as

their favorite. This study reveals that brands are under invisible threats to lose those

customers.

This research supports earlier studies by showing that consumers tend to behave
dishonestly when they have the opportunity to do so (e.g. situational ambiguity). Even
though they usually feel guilty as a result of their dishonesty, a key distinction among
the consequences of feelings of guilt is based on whether or not their favorite brand

cheated them in some fashion in the first place.

Individuals care about fairness and reciprocity (e.g., Camerer, 2003; Fehr and Schmidt,
1999) and their justice percégt of service recovery initiatives have impact on their
emotional reactions such as anger, disappointment, happiness, and pleasure (Chebat
and Slusarczyk, 2005; DeWitt et al., 2008). Violation of different type of justice
requires different recovery stegjies (Smith et al., 1999). Since distributive justice
perception focuses on outcome failures, the firms may concentrate on failure
compensation by offering discounts, refunds, or store credits. On the other hand,
timing and speed of response or handliatufe recovery strategies stand out more in
case of procedural injustice, which is mostly related to the perceived fairness of the
procedures (Tax et al., 1998). Consumers are also care about how they are treated in
other words interactional justice. Imase of the interactional justice violation,
recovering attempts should cover courtesy, apology, politeness, and efforts in dealing
with customer (Choi and Choi, 2014).

When a service failure is perceived more severe, the impact of compensation as a
recoery strategy is high too. On the other side, when a service failure is perceived as
mild, the effect of monetary compensation may weaken consumer satisfaction from
the recovery(Smith et al. 1999)Moreover, the study of Austin and Walster (1974)
demostrége that consumers may be less satisfied when they are overrewarded and may
feel guilty about the inequity of the exchange. In line with service recovery literature,
this research suggest that when there is perceived injustice, which is rejected to be
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recowered by the brand in the first place, may cause a desire farosefiensation on
consumer side and lead them to behave dishonestly. However later, unfair profit may
make consumer feel guilty about the inequity of the exhange or injustice of the self
compesation method they he/she embarked on. Such a case may upset the balances
in consumeibrand relationship, in particular it may suffer from lack of trust (Study 1

and Study 2). Accordingly, when a brand unintentionally causes a product or service
failure, it is important to realize the failure and compensate it while without giving any

chance to consumer sabmpensation.

Lastl vy, since this research focuses on
brands, its results are worthy of contemplatiofitmgs, especially those that treat their
customers in a fair manner. In other words, brands are under the exogenous threat of
customer loss because consumers tend to cheat when given the chance and respond
with emotional avoidance (diminishing attachmeagjainst the negative emotion

(quilt) they feel after cheating. Therefore, brands should mend their fences and
eliminate any existing loopholes that may serve as chances for sithated

cheating.

6.3 Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations of thithesismay be a guide for future research. Firstly, thesis
measures consumersoé relationship between

should be reassessed in loosely established condwrarat relationship settingso.

Another limitation is the dishonest behavior manipulation difference between Study 3
and Study 4. As detailed earli@ven though the literature underlines the distinction
between passive and active forms of dishonest behawiesignificant marpulation

ched results between passively and actively dishonest behaviors of Study 3 led the
researcher to divide the dishonest behavior scenarios (cpassiveactive) into two

(No dishonest éhavior vs. Dishonest behavidoy usingmeansplit method ad the

analysis continues with two leveéishonest behavior manipulation.

On an ongoing basis, in Study 4 passive condition excluded and only control and active

conditions manipulated. Even though the manipulation check results were found
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significant, italso caused a side effect which is a difference in effect size of dishonest
behavior on gutlfeeling between two studies

One of the most important limitation of this research is the way of manipulating and
measuring the exposure frequency to the gtiittulus. Rather than manipulating with
a scenario, it would be way better to observe the giyaatnts continuously under
different level of exposure frequency conditions and then measure the difference in

their attitude toward the brand in a longitudistaldy setting.

In regard to the future studies, even though, the mediating roles of situational
ambiguity and exposure frequency are identified, their effects on the consumer attitude
toward the brand in the manner of attachment, commitment, and trdsbrizetested

further.

Even though the (feeling befoolgdlishonest behaviéy guiltA commitment) serial
relationships have nesignificant effect on commitment with a slight effect size
(Study 1 and Study 2), the effect size with a positive direction Isigin@ presence of

a potential reparative effect of feelings of guilt on commitment. Since brand
commitment seen as the next level of brand attachment in conbumdirelationship
(Gouteron, 2008 nonsignificant but still positive effect size indicatdsat brand
commitment have potential to be effected from the serial relationship, that should be
tested in future research with a larger sample size.

One of the main future direction of thisesisis the possibility of a guilt tkeshold in

consumetbrand relationship. Even this study implies the poteptiesencef a such

curvilinear relationship, it needs to be investigated inexqerimental studgesigns.

112



REFERENCES

Adams, J. S(1965). Inequity in social exchange. In L. Berkowitz, (EAdyances in
Experimental Social Psychologfvol. 2, pp.267299). New York :
Academic Press.

Aaker, J. L. (1997). Dimensions of brand personalitgurnal of Marketing Research,
34 (3), 34%356.

Aaker, J., Fournier, S., & Brasel, S. A(2004). When good brands do bddurnal
of Consumer researcB1(1), 1-16.

Agrawal, N. & Duhachek, A.(2010). Emotional compatibility and the effectiveness
of antidrinking messages: a defensive processing penapect shame
and guilt.Journal of Marketing Research, £263 273.

Akers, R. L., Krohn, M. D., Lanza-Kaduce, L., & Radosevich, M.(1979). Social
learning and deviant behavior: A specific test of a general
theory.American Sociological Review, @4, 636655.

Al-Khatib, J. A., Vitell, S. J., & Rawwas, M. Y.(1997). Consumer ethics: A cress
cultural investigationEuropean Journal of Marketin@1(11/12), 750
767.

Albers-Miller, N. D. (1999). Consumer misbehavior: why people buy illicit
goods.Journal of cmsumer Marketingl6(3), 273287.

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P.(1990). The measurement and antecedents of affective,
continuance and normative commitment to the organizatmurnal of
occupational and organizational psycholo@g(1), 1-18.

Alicke, M. D. (2000). Culpable control and the psychology of blaRsy.chological
Bulletin, 126(4), 556574.

Allard, T., & White, K. (2015). Crosslomain effects of guilt on desire for self
improvement productsiournal of Consumer Researet?(3), 40k
419.

Anderson, J. & Gerbing, D. (1988). Structural Equation Modelling in Practice: A
Review and Recommended Twstep Approach. Psychological
Bulletin, 1033), 411423.

Andriof, J., Waddock, S., Husted, B.& Rahman, S.S.(Eds.), 2002.Unfolding
Stakeholder Thinking: Theg Responsibility and Engagemépp. T
18). Sheffield: Greenleaf.

Antonetti, P., & Baines, P.(2014). Guilt in Marketing Research: An Elicitation
Consumption Perspective and Research Agdntizrnational Journal
of Management Reviews, (4%, 1-23.

113



Antonetti, P., & Maklan, S.(2014). Exploring post consumption guilt and pride in
the context of sustainabiliti2sychology & Marketing31(9), 717735.

Amodio, D.M., Devine, P.G& Harmon-Jones, E(2007). A dynamic model of guilt:
implications for motivatin and seHlregulation in the context of
prejudice. Psychological Science, 524 530.

Ariely, D., & Jones, S.(2012).The (honest) Truth about Dishonesty: How We Lie to
Everyone, Especially Ourselv@gol. 336). New York, NY:
HarperCollins.

Argo, J. J., & Shiv, B.(2012). Are white lies as innocuous as we thidkdirnal of
Consumer ResearcB8(6), 10931102.

Ashworth, L., Dacin, P., & Thomson, M.(2009). Why on earth do consumers have
relationships with marketers. In D. J. Maclnnis, C. W. Park &, J.
W. Priester (Eds.Handbook of Brand Relationshipfp. 82106).

Routledge.
Atkinson, R.L., Atkinson, R.C., Smith, E.E., Bem, D.J. & NoleArHoeksema, S.
(1996), Hi | gardbés | ntr od yl@th ed).nHartoart Psychol o

Brace College Publishers, Orlando, FL.

Austin, W., & Walster, E. (1974). Reactions to confirmations and disconfirmations
of expectancies of equity and inequilgpurnal of Personality and
Social Psychologyd((2), 208.

Ausubel, D. P.(1955). Relationships between shame and guilt in the socializing
processPsychological Review, 6378 390.

Ayal, S., & Gino, F. (2011). Honest rationales for dishonest behavior. In M.
Mikulincer & P. R. Shaver (EdsJhe social psychology of morality:
Exploring the causes of good and evil. American Psychological
AssociationVol 16, pp.149166). Washington, DC, US.

Axelrod, R. (1984).The evolution of cooperatiohlew York: Basic Books.

Babakus, E., Bettina Cornwell, T., Mitchell, V., & Schlegelmilch, B.(2004).
Reactions to unethical consumer behavior across six coudwiasal
of Consumer marketin@1(4), 254263.

Babbie, E.2007. The Practice of Social Research, (11th ed). Belmont, CA: Thomson
Wadsworth.

Bagozzi, R. & Philips, L.(1982). Represemtg and Testing Organisational Theories:
A Holistic ConstrualAdministrative Science Quarterly, ,2453489.

Bagozzi, R., Yi, Y., & Philips, L. (1991). Assessing Construct Validity in
Organisational Researchdministrative Science Quarter6(3), 421
458.

Bagozzi, R. P., Gopinath, M., & Nyer, P. U.(1999). The role of emotions in
marketing.Journal of the Academy of Marketing Sciencd2}7184
206.

Bandura, A. (1991). Social cognitive theory of moral thought and actiow. M.
Kurtines & J. L. Gewirtz (Eds.)Handbook of moral behavior and
developmengVol 1, pp. 45103). Hillsdale, NJ:Erlbaum.

114



Bargh, J. A. (1992). Why subliminality does not matter to social psychology:
Awareness of the stimulus versus awareness of its influence.An R.
Bornstein & T. E. Pittman (Edsfperception without awarene§sp.
236-255). New York: Guilford.

Bargh, J. A. (2002). Losing conscious: Automatic influences on consumer judgment,
behavior, and motivatiodournal of Consumer Researd9, 280285.

Barkan, R., Ayal, S., & Ariely, D. (2015). Ethical dissonance, justifications, and
moral behaviorJournal of Personality and Social Psycholog¥(1),
63-79.

Barkan, R., Ayal, S., Gino, F., & Ariely, D.(2012). The pot calling the kettle black:
Distancirg response to ethical dissonandeurnal of Experimental
Psychology: General, 144), 75%773.

Basil, D. Z., Ridgway, N. M., & Basil M. D. (2006), Guilt Appeals: The Mediating
Effect of Responsibility,Psychology and Marketing, 212), 1035
1054

Baumeiser, R.F., Stillwell, A.M. & Heatherton, T.F. (1994). Guilt: an interpersonal
approachPsychological Bulletin, 1132243 267.

Baumeister, R. F., Reis, H. T., & Delespaul, P. A(1995). Subjective and
experiential correlates of guilt in daily lifPersonalty and Social
Psychology Bulletif21(12), 12561268.

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: desire for
interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human
motivation.Psychological bulletin1173), 497.

Baumeister, R. F., Bratslavsky E., Finkenauer, C., & Vohs, K. D.(2001). Bad is
stronger than goodReview of general psycholady4), 323.

Baumeister, R.F., Vohs, K.D., DeWall, C.N. & Zhang, L(2007). How emotion
shapes behavior: feedback, anticipation, and reflection, rather than
direct causationPersonality and Social Psychology Review, 167
203.

Beauchamp, T. L. & N. E. Bowie,(Eds.).(1979). Ethical Theory and Business
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentieglall.

Bechwati, N. N., & Morrin, M. (2003). Outraged consumers: Getting ea¢rihe
expense of getting a good de&urnal of Consumer
Psychology13(4), 440453.

Becker, G. S.(1968). Crime and punishment: An economic approdolrnal of
Political Economy, 7@), 169 217.

Bell, L. A. (2007). Theoretical foundations for social justice educatioifeaching
for diversity and social justicgp. 2538). Routledge.

Berry, L. L., & Seiders, K. (2008). Serving unfair customeBusiness
Horizons 51(1), 29-37.

Bierbrauer, G. (1992). Reactins to violations of normative standards: A Ccross
cultural analysis of shame and guillnternational Journal of
Psychology, 27181 193.

115



Bitner, M. J., Booms, B. H., & Mohr, L. A. (1994). Critical service encounters: The
employee's viewpoiniThe Journal 6Marketing, 58 95-106.

Bowden, J. L. H. (2009). The process of customer engagement. A conceptual
framework.Journal of Marketing Theory and PractickE/(1), 6374.

BowdenEverson, J.& Naumann, K. (2013). Us versus them: The operation of
customer engageent and customer disengagement within a local
government service settingANZMAC conference proceedings
Auckland, New Zealand.

Bozinoff, L. & Ghingold, M. (1983), Evaluating Guilt Arousing Marketing
CommunicationsJournal of Business Research, 243 55.

Brennan, L. & Binney, W.(2010). Fear, guilt, and shame appeals in social marketing.
Journal of Business Research, 620 146.

Brodi e, R. J., Hol | eb e(@ddl). CustomeDengageinent: i | |, B. ,
Conceptual domain, fundamental propositions, and implications for
researchJournal of service research4(3), 252271.

Br own, R. , Gonz§8l ez, R. , Z a g(2008k Alyestrad . |, Manzi
culpa: collective guilt and shame as predictors of reparation for
historical wrongdoingJournal of personality and social

psychology94(1), 75.

Burnett, M. S., & Lunsford, D. A. (1994). Conceptualizing guilt in the consumer
decisionmaking processlournal of Consumer Marketing1(3), 33
43.

Byrne, B. M. (2013).Structural equation modeling with LISREL, PRELIS, and
SIMPLIS: Basic concepts, applications, and programmigychology
Press.

Camerer, C. (2003).Behavioral game theory: Exgarents in strategic interaction
Princeton University Press.

Chandler, J., & Shapiro, D. (2016). Conducting clinical research using
crowdsourced convenience samphksnual Review of Clinical
Psychologyl12.

Chang, C. T.(2012). Are guilt appeals a panacea in green advertising? The right
formula of issue proximity and environmental
consciousnessnternational Journal of Advertisin@1(4), 74:771.

Chaudhuri, A., & Holbrook, M. B. (2001). The chain of effects from bramdst and
brand affect to brand performance: the role of brand loyadiyrnal of
Marketing,65(2), 81-93.

Chebat, J.C. & Slusarczyk, W. (2005). How emotions mediate the effects of
perceived justice on loyalty in service recovery situations: an empirical
study. Journal of Business Research 58(5); @63l

DeWitt, T., Nguyen, D.T. & Marshall, R. ( 200 8) . AExpl oring custol
following service recovery: the mediating effects of trust and
e mo t i Joumnal @f Service Research,(3) 269281.

116



Campeany C. N. (2008).Material desires: Cultural production, possocialist
transformations, and heritage tourism in a transylvanian t¢@rder
No. 3321111). Available from Social Science Database. (230694660).

Carrus, G., Passafaro, P., & Bonnes, M(2008). Enotions, habits and rational
choices in ecological behaviours: The case of recycling and use of
public transportationlournal of environmental psycholo@8(1), 5%
62.

Chau, P.(1997). Reexamining a Model for Evaluating Information Centre Success
Using a Structural Equation Modelling Approaddecision Science,
28(2), 309334.

Chin, C. B. N.(1997). Walls of silence and late twentieth century representations of
the foreign female domestic worker: The case of filipina and indonesian
female servants in rnaysia.The International Migration
Review31(2), 353385.

Choi, B., & Choi, B. J.(2014). The effects of perceived service recovery justice on
customer affection, loyalty, and wead-mouth.European Journal of
Marketing 48(1/2), 108131.

Chun, H., Patrick, V.M., Maclinnis, D.J. & California, S. (2007). Making prudent
vs. impulsive choices: the role of anticipated shame and guilt on
consumer seltontrol. Advances in Consumer Research, B 719.

Clark, M. S., & Mills, J. (1979). Interpersonal atchon in exchange and communal
relationshipsJournal of personality and social psychology(1), 12.

Cohen, T., Panter, A.A. & Turan, N. (2013). Predicting counterproductive work
behavior from guilt pronenes3ournal of Business Ethics, 145 53.

Cohen, T.R. (2010).Moral emotions and unethical bargaining: the differential effects
of empathy and perspective taking in deterring deceitful negotiation.
Journal of Business Ethic34,569 579.

Cohen, T.R.,Wolf, S.T., Panter, A.T. & Insko, C.A.(2011). Intoducing the GASP
scale: a new measure of guilt and shame pronerdessnal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 104@.,/i 966.

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., Judge, T. A. & Shaw, J. C(2006), Justice and
Personality: Using Integrative Theories to Defiwederators of Justice
Effects.Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 100
(1), 11027.

Coombs, W.T., & Holladay, S. J.(2007). The negative communication dynamic:
Exploring the impact of stakeholder affect on behavioral
intentions.Journal d Communication managemefi(4), 300312.

Creyer, E. H., & Ross, W. T.(1997). Tradeoffs between price and quality: How a
value index affectslournal of Consumer Affaiy81(2), 286302.

Cova, B., Gaglio, G., Weber, J., & Chanial, P(2018). Organizational Sensemaking
of Non-ethical Consumer Behavior: Case Study of a French Mutual
Insurance Companyournal of Business Ethic$484), 783799.

Dahl, D., Honea, H. & Manchanda, R.(2003). The nature of seléported guilt in
consumption contextddarketing Letters, 14159 171.

117



D6Amat o E. , Dani €01d) EfperimenkabDesign Problemd.and
Nash Equilibrium Solutions. In: Kalyagin V., Pardalos P., Rassias T.
(eds) Netwok Models in Economics and Finance. Springer
Optimization and Its ApplicationgVol 100). Springer, Cham

Daunt, K. L., & Harris, L. C . (2011). Customers acting badly: Evidence from the
hospitality industryJournal of Business Resear@4(10), 10341042.

Deutsch, M. & Kraus, R. M. (1965),Theories in Social Psychologyew York: Basic
Books Inc.

Dodge, H. R., Edwards, E. A., & Fullerton, S(1996). Consumer transgressions in
the  marketplace: consumers'  perspectiPsgchology &
Marketing 13(8), 821835.

Doll, W., Xia, W., Torkzadeh, G.(1994). A Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the
EndUser Computing Satisfaction InstrumeMIS Quarterly, 18(4),
453-461.

Doney, P. M., & Cannon, J. P(1997). An examination of the nature of trust in bayer
seller relationsips. Journal of Marketing61(2), 3551.

Doosje, B., Branscombe, N.R., Spears, R. & Manstead, A.S.@998). Guilty by
association: when oneds Jogrnabofp has
Personality and Social Psychology, 872 886.

Duhachek, A., Agrawal,N. & Han, D. (2012). Guilt versus shame: coping, fluency,
and framing in the effectiveness of responsible drinking messages.
Journal of Marketing Research, 208 941.

Dunbar, R. (1998).Grooming, gossip, and the evolution of languaGambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Eisenberg, N.(2000). Emotion, regulation, and moral developma&nnual Review
of Psychology51(1), 665697.

Elangovan, A. R., & Shapiro, D. L. (1998). Betrayal of trust in
organizationsAcademy of Management Revi@®(3), 54 #566.

Else-Quest, N. M., Higgins, A., Allison, C., & Morton, L. C. (2012). Gender
differences in seltonscious emotional experienceA meta
analysis.Psychological bulletin13805), 947.

Erevelles, S.(1998). The role of affect in marketingournal ofBusiness Research,
42(3), 199215.

Fan, D. P., Keltner, K. A., & Wyatt, R. O. (2002). A matter of guilt or innocence:
How news reports affect support for the death penalty in the United
Stateslnternational Journal of Public Opinion Researdi(4), 439
452.

Fedorikhin, A., Park, C. W., & Thomson, M. (2008). Beyond fit and attitude: The
effect of emotional attachment on consumer responses to brand
extensionsJournal of Consumer Psychology8(4), 281291.

Fehr, E., & Schmidt, K. M. (1999). A theory of faness, competition, and
cooperationThe Quarterly Journal of Economickl4(3), 817868.

118



Ferguson, T. J., & Eyre, H. L.(2000). Engendering gender differences in shame and
guilt: Stereotypes, socialization, and situational press@esder and
emotion:Social psychological perspectiveb4276.

Festinger, L.(1957).A theory of cognitive dissonancgtanford, California: Stanford
University Press.

Fischer, A. H., & Manstead, A. S(2000). The relation between gender and emotions
in different culturesGender and emotion: Social psychological
perspectives], 71-94.

Fisk, R., Grove, S., Harris, L. C., Keeffe, D. A., Daunt, K. L., RusseBennett, R.,
& Wirtz, J. (2010). Customers behaving badly: a state of the art review,
research agenda and implicatidas practitionersJournal of Services
Marketing,24(6), 417429.

Fiske, A. P.(1991).Structures of social life: The four elementary forms of human
relations: Communal sharing, authority ranking, equality matching,
market pricing Free Press.

Flores, M. A., & Day, C. (2006) . Contexts which shape
identities: A multiperspective studyleaching and teacher
education22(2), 219232.

Fornell, C. & Larcker, D. F. (1981) Evaluating Structural Equation Models with
Unobservable Variabs and Measurement Errdournal of Marketing
Researchl8§, (1), 3950.

Fournier, S. (1998). Consumers and their brands: Developing relationship theory in
consumer researchournal of Consumer Researd¥(4), 343373.

Frankena, W. (1963).Ethics Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall

Freedman, J. L., Wallington, S. A., & Bless, E.(1967). Compliance without
pressure: The effect of guillournal of Personality and Social
Psychology7(2p1), 117.

Freestone, O., & Mitchell, V.(2004). Generation Ytttudes towards -ethics and
internetrelated misbehaviourdournal of Business EthicS4(2), 121

128.
Freud, S.(1961).Civilization and its discontent¢Strachey. J., Trans.). New York:
W. W. Norton.

Fullerton, R. A., & Punj, G. (1993). Choosing to misbehave: A structural model of
aberrant consumer behavi?WCR North American Advances NA -
Advances in Consumer Research Volume 20, eds. Leigh McAlister and
Michael L. Rothschild, Provo, UT : Association for Consumer
Research, B)-574.

Fullerton, R. A., & Punj, G. (2004). Repercussions of promoting an ideology of
consumption:  consumer  misbehavidournal of  Business
Research57(11), 12391249.

Flynn, F. J., & Schaumberg, R. L.(2012). When feeling bad leads to feeling good:
Guilt-proneness and affective organizational commitmbornal of
Applied Psychology7(1), 124.

119



Gal, S. (2002). A Semiotics of the Public/Private Distinctiddifferences: A
Journal of Feminist Cultural Studies, (13, 7795.

Gambetti, R. C, Graffignha, G., & Biraghi, S. (2012). The grounded theory approach
to consumebrand engagemennternational Journal of Market
Research54(5), 659687.

Garver, M. & Mentzer, J, (1999) Logistics Research Metohds: Employing Structural
Equation to the T& for Construct Validity.Journal of Business
Logistics,20(1), 3357.

Ghingold M. (1981). Guilt Arousing Marketing Communications: an Unexplored
Variable, in NA- Advances in Consumer Research(Ejs.) Kent B.
Monroe, Ann Abor, Ml : Association for Ceamer Research, 4428.

Gilbert, P. (2003). Evolution, social roles, and the differences in shame and guilt.
Social Research, 70205 1230.

Gilbert, P. (2007). The evolution of shame as a marker of relationship security: a
biopsychosocial approach. Inday, J.L., Robins, R.W. and Tangney,
J.P. (Eds),The SeHkconscious Emotionts Theory and Researckpp.
283 309). New York, NY: The Guilford Press.

Gino, F., Ayal, S., & Ariely, D. (2009). Contagion and differentiation in unethical
behavior: the effect of one bad apple on the baRsichological
Science, 2(B), 393398.

Gino, F., & Pierce, L. (2009). Dishonesty in the name of equRgychological
Science20(9), 11531160.

Goetz, J.L. & Keltner, D. (2007). Shifting meanings of setbnscious emotions
across cultures: a socialfunctional approach. In Tracy, J.L., Robins,
R.W. and Tangney, J.P. (Ed3)e Selconscious Emotions Theory
and Researclpp. 153173). New York, NY: Tle Guilford Press.

Goffman, E. (1967).Interaction ritual: Essays on fade-face behaviorGarden City,
NY: Anchor.

Goldsmith, R. E., & Goldsmith, E. B. (2012). Brand personality and brand
engagementmerican Journal of Managemed®(1), 11-20.

Gouteron, J. (2008). The impact of personality of the brand on the brand relationship
in the field of mobile telephonythe Journal of Management
Sciences2334), 11527.

Gow, A. J., Johnson, W., Pattie, A., Whiteman, M. C., Starr, J., & Deary, I. J.
(2008). Mental ability in  childhood and  cognitive
aging Gerontology 54(3), 17786.

Gr ®goi re, Y.  (20@0). Fhe efbct of relat®nshiplquality on customer
retaliation.Marketing Letters17(1), 31-46.

Gr ®goi r e, Y . , (2088) CGustenterebetrayalRnd refaliation: when your
best customers become your worst enendi@gtnal of the Academy of
Marketing Science36(2), 247261.

120



Gr ®goi r e, Y., Tr i p #2009 TWhenvustomet love aumsointok , R.
lasting hate: The effectsf relationship strength and time on customer
revenge and avoidancgournal of Marketing73(6), 1832.

Gregory-Smith, D., Smith, A., & Winklhofer, H. (2013). Emotions and dissonance
in 6et hi cal 6 cons udoprmal o of Marketng c e s .
Management29(11-12), 12011223.

Gronroos, C. (1994). From marketing mix to relationship marketing: Towards a
paradigm shift in marketingAsia-Australia Marketing Journal2(1),
9-29.

Grove, S. J., Vitell, S. J., & Strutton, D.(1989). NoAnormative consumer behavior
and the techniques of neutralizatiém Proceedings of the 1989 AMA
Winter Educators Conference, 13135. Chicago, IL: American
Marketing Association.

Gustafsson, A., Johnson, M. D., & Roos, 1(2005). The effects of customer
satisfaction, relationship oocnmitment dimensions, and triggers on
customer retentiordlournal of marketing69(4), 216218.

Haidt, J. (2003), The Moral Emotions, iHandbook of Affective Sciencesd. R. J.
Davidson, K. R. Scherer and H. H. GoldsmitBxford: Oxford
University Press85270.

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L.
(1998).Multivariate data analysigVol. 5, No. 3, pp. 20219). Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice hall.

Harari, Y. N. (2014).Sapiens: A Brief History of HumankindandonHouse.

Hamid, P. N.(1973). Exposure frequency and stimulus prefereBdtsh Journal of
Psychology64(4), 569577.

Harris, L. C., & Reynolds, K. L. (2003). The consequences of dysfunctional
customer behaviodournal of Service Research(2p, 144161

Hayes, A. F.(2013).Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process
analysis: A regressicbased approach (1st edduilford Press.

Hayes, A. F.(2017). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process
analysis: A regressiebased approach (2st edduilford Press.

Heath, R. (2009). Emotional engagement: how television builds big brands at low
attention.Journal of Advertising Research, 82 73.

Heider, F. (1958).The psychology of interpersonal relatioidew York: Wiley.

Higgins, E. T.,& Abigail A. S. (2009). Engaging the Consumer: The Science and Art
of the Value Creation Proces¥ournal of Consumer Psychology, 19
(2),100 114.

Hirshleifer, J. (1985). The Expanding Domain of Economigsnerican Economic
Reviewr5, (6), 5369.

Hoffman, M. L. (1982). Development of prosocial motivation: Empathy and guilt.
In The development of prosocial behavipp. 281313). New York:
Academic Press.

121



Hollebeek, L. D.(2011). Demystifying customer brand engagement: Exploring the
loyalty nexusJournal of marketing managemeg#(7-8), 785807.

Hollebeek, L. D., Glynn, M. S., & Brodie, R. J(2014). Consumer brand engagement
in social media: Conceptualization, scale development and validation.
Journal of Interactive Marketing, 28(2049-165.

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., & Mullen, M. R.(2008). Structural equation modelling:
Guidelines for determining model fifThe Electronic Journal of
Business Research Methodgl )6 5360

Hosser, D., Windzio, M., & Greve, W (2008). Guilt and shames gredictors of
recidivism: A longitudinal study with young prisone@iminal
Justice and BehavioB5(1), 138152.

Huhmann, B.A. & Brotherton, T.P. (1997). A content analysis of guilt appeals in
popular magazine advertisemerdtsurnal of Advertising, @ 35 45.

Hunt,S.D. & Vitell,S. (1986). A general theory of marketing ethidaurnal of
Macromarketing8 (1), 5-16.

Hunt, S.D.& Vitell, S. (1993), The general theory of marketing ethics: a retrospective
and revision. In Smith, N.C. and Quelch, J.A. (EdS}hics in
Marketing (pp. 775784). Irwin, Homewood, IL,

Hunt, S. D., & Vitell, S. J.(2006). The general theory of marketing ethicsexision
and three questiondournal of Macromarketing?6(2), 143153.

Hunt, S.D. & VasquezParraga, A.Z. (1993), Organizational consequences,
marketing ethics, and salesforce supervisidournal of Marketing
Research30(2), 7890.

llies, R., Peng, A.C., Savani, K., & Dimotakis, N.(2013). Guilty and helpful: An
emotiorrbased reparatory model of voluntary work behawvournal
of Applied Psycholog@8(6), 1051.

Imhoff, R., Bilewicz, M., & Erb, H. P. (2012). Collective regret versus collective
guilt: Different emotional reactions to historical atrocitiesropean
Journal of Social Psycholog$2(6), 729742.

Isen, A. M., Means, B., Patrick, R., & Nowicki, G(1982). Some factors influencing
decision making strategy and ritkking. In Affect and cogtion: The
17th annual Carnegie Mellon symposium on cognition (pp-Z&4).
Psychology Press

Izard, C. E. (1977).Human EmotionsNew York: Plenum Press.

Izard, C. E., Ackerman, B. P., & Schultz, D.(1999). Independent emotions and
consciousness: Setbrsciousness and dependent emotions. In J. A.
Singer & P. Singer (Eds At play in the fields of consciousness: Essays
in honor of Jerome L. Singépp. 83 102). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Jackson, S. L.,(2008), Research Methods: A Modul Approach First Edition.
U.S.A.: Cengage Learning.

Janiszewski, C.(1993). Preattentive mere exposure effettsirnal of Consumer
Research20(3), 376392.

122



Jin, Y., & Liu, B. F. (2010). The blognediated crisis communication model:
Recommendations foesponding to influential external bloggurnal
of Public Relations Researck2(4), 429455.

Jones, D.A(2009) , Getting Even with Onebds Su
Relationships among Types of Injustice, Desires for Revenge, and
Counterprodudte Work Behaviors. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 3(4), 525542.

Jones, M., Love, B. C., & Maddox, W. T(2006). Recency effects as a window to
generalization: separating decisional and perceptual sequential effects
in category learninglournal of Experimental Psychology: Learning,
Memory, and Cognitior82(2), 316332.

Kaiser, H.F. (1974, An Index of Factorial SimplicityPsychometrika39, 314.

Kasnakoglu, B. T., Yilmaz, C., & Varnali, K. (2016). An asymmetric configural
model approach for understanding complainer emotions and
loyalty. Journal of Business Resear@9(9), 36593672.

Keller, K. L. (2001).Building custometbased brand equity: A blueprint for creating
strong brandsMarketing Management, 10(July/Augudtyj 19.

Keltner, D., & Buswell, B. N.(1996). Evidence for the distinctness of embarrassment,
shame, and guilt: A study of recalled antecedents and facial expressions
of emotion.Cognition & Emotion, 10155 171.

Keltner, D., & Buswell, B. N. (1997). Embarrassment: its distinct form and
appeasement functiorBsychological Bulletin1223), 256270.

Ketelaar, T., & Au, W. T. (2003). The effects of feelings of guilt on the behavior of
uncooperative individuals in repedtesocial bargaining games: An
affectasinformation interpretation of the role of emotion in social
interaction.Cognition and Emotion, 1429 453.

Kidder, D. L. (2007) . Restorative justice: not
relationships at  worknternational Journal of  Conflict
Managementl8(1), 422.

Kitayama, S., Mesquita, B. & Karasawa, M. (2006). Cultural affordances and
emotional experience: socially engaging and disengaging emotions in
Japan and the United State¥ournal of Personalityand Social
Psychology, 918901 903.

Kline, R. B. (2016).Principles and practice of structural equation modelfath ed).
Guilford publications: New York

Krisher, H. P., Darley, S. A., & Darley, J. M. (1973). Fealprovoking
recommendations, intentions take preventive actions, and actual
preventive  actionslournal of Personality and  Social
Psychology26(2), 301.

Krishnan, P. (2008). Consumer alienation by brands: Examining the roles of
powerlessness and relationship typefDoctoral Dissertation
Available from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database (UMI No.
304431043

123



Kroll, J., & Egan, E. (2004). Psychiatry, moral worry, and the moral
emotions.Journal of Psychiatric Practicel0(6), 352360.

Koehler, J. J., & Gershoff, A. D. (2003). Betrayaaversion: When agents of
protection become agents of haKdrganizational Behavior and
Human Decision ProcesseX)2), 244261.

Kumar, V., Aksoy, L., Donkers, B., Venkatesan, R., Wiesel, T., & Tillmanns, S.
(2010). Undervalued or overvalued customeagituring total customer
engagement valudournal of service researcth3(3), 29%310.

Kunda, Z. (1990). The case for motivated reasonidgychological bulletin1083),
480-489.

Lascu, D.N. (1991). Consumer guilt: examining the potential of a new marketing
constructAdvances in Consumer Research, 28] 295.

Lazarus, R. S.(1991).Emotion and AdaptatiarNew York: Oxford University Press.

Leech, N. L, Barret, K. C & Morgan, G. A. (2005).SP.S.S. for Intermediate
Statistics: Use and InterpretatipiMahwah, New Jersey, Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates Inc.

Leith, K. P., & Baumeister, R. F.(1998). Empathy, shame, guilt, and narratives of
interpersonal conflicts: gudprone people are better aeérppective
taking.Journal of Personality66(1), 1-37.

Lemon, K. N., Rust, R. T., & Zeithaml, V. A. (2001). What drives customer
equity. Marketing Management((1), 20-25.

Lesch, W. C., & Brinkmann, J. (2011). Consumer insurance fraud/abuse as co
creaton and ceresponsibility: A new paradigndournal of Business
Ethics 1031), 1732.

Lewis, H. B. (1971).Shame and quilt in neurosifNew York: International
Universities Press.

Lewis, M. (1993). Sekconscious emotions: Embarrassment, pride, shame,ulihd g
In M. Lewis & J. Haviland (Eds.Kandbook of emotiongpp. 563
573). New York: Guilford Press.

Lewis, M. (2008). SeHconscious emotions: Embarrassment, pride, shame, and guilt.
In M. Lewis, J. Havilandlones, & L. Feldman Barrett (Eds.),
Handbookof emotions,(3rd ed., pp. 742Z56). New York:Guilford
Press.

Liljander, V., & Strandvik, T. (1997). Emotions in service satisfactidmternational
Journal of service industry managemed{2), 148169.

Lindsay-Hartz, J. (1984). Contrasting experiences of shame and ghitterican
Behavioral Scientist, 26891 704.

Louis, D., & Lombart, C. (2010). Impact of brand personality on three major
relational consequences (trust, attachment, and commitment to the
brand).Journal d Product & Brand Managemerit9(2), 114130.

Lovelock (2001), Services Marketing: People, Technology, Stratedth ed.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall

124



Luoma-aho, V. (2015). Understanding stakeholder engagement: JRaitters,
hateholders & fakehotts.RJIPR: Research Journal of the Institute
for Public Relations2(1).

Malhotra, N. K., & Miller, G. L. (1998). An integrated model for ethical decisions
in marketing researcldournal of Business Ethic$/(3), 263280.

Markus, H.R. & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: implications for
cognition, emotion, and motivatio®sychological Review, 9224
253.

Martin, C. L. (1996). ConsumégoZonsumer relationships: satisfaction with other
consumers' public behaviarournal of Consumer Affairs08L), 146
169.

Mattila, A. S., & Enz, C. A. (2002). The role of emotions in service encounters.
Journal of Service Research(44, 268277.

Mayo, M.A. & Marks, L.J. (1990), An empirical investigation of ‘the general theory
of marketing ethicsJournal of he Academy of Marketing Science
18(2), 163171.

Mazar, N., Amir, O., & Ariely, D. (2008). The dishonesty of honest people: A theory
of selfconcept maintenancdournal of Marketing Research5(6),
633644.

McArdle, J. J. (1996). Current directions intractural factor analysisCurrent
Directions in Psychological Science,13-18.

McColl-Kennedy, J.R., & Smith, A.K. (2006), Customer Emotions in Service
Failure and Recovery Encounters. In Zerbe, W.J., Ashkanasy, N.M. and
Hartel , Reséarcldbn Em6tiBndn Organizations: Individual
and Organizational Perspectives on Emotion Management and Display
(pp.23%268). Oxford, UK Elsevier.

McCullough, M. E., Rachal, K. C., Sandage, S. J., Worthington, E. L. Jr., Brown,
S. W., & Hight, T. L. (1998). Intepersonal forgiving in close
relationships: Il. Theoretical elaboration and measurendentnal of
Personality and Social Psychology,, %86 1603.

McCullough, M. E., Worthington, E. L. Jr., & Rachal, K. C. (1997). Interpersonal
forgiving in close relabnships. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 73321 336.

McGoldrick, P. J., & Andre, E. (1997). Consumer misbehaviour: promiscuity or
loyalty in grocery shoppinglournal of Retailing and Consumer
Services4(2), 7381.

Mills, M. K., & Bonoma, T. V. (1979). Deviant consumer behavior: a different
view. ACR North American Advancas NA - Advances in Consumer
Research Volume 06, eds. William L. Wilkie, Ann Abor, MI :
Association for Consumer Research, 3%62.

Mikulincer, M. (1998). Attachment w&ing models and the sense of trust: an
exploration of interaction goals and affect regulatidournal of
Personality and Social Psychology,(3% 12091224.

125



Mishra, A., & Mishra, H. (2011). The influence of price discount versus bonus pack
on the prefeence for virtue and vice food¥ournal of Marketing
Research48(1), 196206.

Mitchell, V. W., & Ka Lun Chan, J. (2002). Investigating UK consumers' unethical
attitudes and behaviourdournal of Marketing Managemerit§(1-2),
5-26.

Mitchell, V. W., Balabanis, G., Schlegelmilch, B. B., & Cornwell, T. B(2009).
Measuring  unethical consumer  behavior across  four
countries.Journal of Business Ethic88(2), 395412.

Mollen, A., & Wilson, H. (2010). Engagement, telepresence and interactivity in
online consmer experience: Reconciling scholastic and managerial
perspectives]ournal of business researd3(9-10), 919925.

Morgan, R. M., & Hunt, S. D. (1994). The commitmeritust theory of relationship
marketing.The journal of marketing20-38.

Morris, M. W., & Keltner, D. (2000). How emotions work: The social functions of
emotional expression in negotiationBesearch in Organizational
Behavior, 2211 50.

Moschis, G. P., & Cox, D (1989). Deviant consumer behavior NA - Advances in
Consumer Rsearch Volume 16, eds. Thomas K. Srull, Provo, UT :
Association for Consumer Research, Pages: 78332

Mueller, R. (1996). Basic Principles of Structural Equation Modellin&pringer,
London.

Muncy, J. A, & Vitell, S. J. (1992). Consumer ethics: An irstggation of the ethical
beliefs of the final consumedournal of Business Resear@4(4), 297
311.

Murphy, P. & G. R. Laczniak. (1981). Marketing Ethics: A Review with
Implications for Managers, Educators and Research®esiew of
Marketing 251-266.

Nunnally, J. (1978).Psychometric methodblew York: McGraw Hill.

Nyer, P. U.(1997). A study of the relationships between cognitive appraisals and
consumption emotiongournal of the Academy of Marketing
Science25(4), 296304.

Obermiller, C. (1985). Varieties of mere exposure: The effects of processing style
and repetition on affective respondeurnal of Consumer Research
17-30.

Oliver, R. L. (1997).Satisfaction: A behavioral perspective on the consumption
New York: McGrawHill.

Onifer, W., & Swinney, D. A.(1981). Accessing lexical ambiguities during sentence
comprehension: Effects of frequency of meaning and contextual
bias.Memory & Cognition9(3), 225236.

Orth, U., Robins, R.W. & Soto, C.J.(2010).Tracking the trajectory of shamguilt,
and pride across the life spadournal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 991061 1071.

126



Pansari, A., & Kumar, V. (2017). Customer engagement: the construct, antecedents,
and consequence¥urnal of the Academy of Marketing
Science45(3), 2H-311.

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V. A., & Berry, L. L. (1988). Servqual: A multiplte
item scale for measuring consumer pdaurnal of retailing 64(1), 12.

Park, C.W., Maclnnis, D.J. & Priester, J.(2006). Beyond attitudes: attachment and
consumer behawr, Seoul National Journal, X2), 3-36.

Peloza, J., White, K., & Shang, J(2013). Good and guifree: The role of self
accountability in influencing preferences for products with ethical
attributes.Journal of Marketing77(1), 104119.

Peter, P.(198l). Construct Validity: A Review of Basic Issues and Marketing
PracticesJournal of Marketing Research, (3, 133145.

Peter, J. & Churchill, G. (1986). Relationships among Research Design Choices and
Psychometric Properties of Rating Scaldsurnal of Marketing
Research, 23), 1-10.

Philippe, F.L., Koestner, R., Lecours, S., Beaulie®elletier, G. & Bois, K.(2011).
The role of autobiographical memory networks in the experience of
negative emotions: how our remembered past elicits our current
feelings.Emotion, 111279 1290.

Philippe, F.L., Koestner, R. & Lekes, N.(2013). On the directive function of
episodic memories in peopleds |ive
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1084 179.

Pioch, E., Gerhard, U, Fernie, J., & Arnold, S. J.(2009). Consumer acceptance and
market success: Wahart in the UK and Germanynternational
Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 37, 205225.

Pittarello, A., Leib, M., Gordon-Hecker, T., & Shalvi, S (2015). Justications
shape ethical blind spot8sychological Scienc@6(6), 794804.

Ray, M. L., & Wilkie, W. L. (1970). Fear: The potential of an appeal neglected by
marketing.The Journal of Marketings4-62.

Regan, D. T., Williams, M., & Sparling, S.(1972).Voluntary expiation of guilt: A
field experiment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 24(1),
42i 45

Reynolds, K. L., & Harris, L. C. (2009). Dysfunctional customer behavior severity:
An empirical examinationlournal of Retailing8%(3), 32:335.

Richins, M. L. (1997). Measuring emotions in the consumption experielmenal
of consumer research, @), 127146.

Rietveld, T., & R. van Hout (1993).Statistical techniques for the study of language
and language behaviouBerlin/New York: Mouton dé&ruyter.

Roberts, C., & Alpert, F. (2010). Total customer engagement: designing and aligning
key strategic elements to achieve growtburnal of Product & Brand
Managementl9(3), 198209.

127



Roseman, I. J., Wiest, C., & Swartz, T. S(1994). Phenomenologlgehaviors, and
goals differentiate discrete emotiodsurnal of Personality and Social
Psychology67(2), 206221.

Roseman, I. J., Antoniou, A. A., & Jose, P. E(1996). Appraisal determinants of
emotions: Constructing a more accurate and compreherisoeyt
Cognition and Emotion, 18), 241 277.

Rozin, P., Lowery, L., Imada, S., & Haidt, J.(1999). The CAD triad hypothesis: a
mapping between three moral emotions (contempt, anger, disgust) and
three moral codes (community, autonomy, divinidgurnal of
personality and social psychologie(4), 574.

S8ncBGamrzzc? a, | -P ®r & 42011)REffects of dissatisfaction in tourist
services: The role of anger and regfeturism Managemen32(6),
13971406.

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. & Thornhill, A. (2009) Research methods for business
students4th ed.). Prentice Hall, London.

Sashi, C. M. (2012). Customer engagement, bugeller relationships, and social
media.Management decisiob0(2), 253272.

Savani, K., Morris, M. W., & Naidu, N. V. R. (2012).0e f er ence i n I ndiansé
making: Introjected goals or injunctive normXiurnal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 10885 699.

Sawyer, A. G.(1981). Repetition, cognitive responses, and persuaSmnitive
responses in persuasio?37-261.

Schaumberg, R. L., & Flynn, F. J. (2017). Clarifying the link between job
satisfaction and absenteeism: The role of guilt pronedessnal of
Applied Psychologyl,026), 982.

Seamon, J. G., Marsh, R. L., & Brody, N(1984). Critical importance of exposure
duration for affective discrimination of stimuli that are not
recognizedJournal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory,
and Cognition10(3), 465.

Sekaran, U., & Bougie, R.(2016).Research methods for business: A skill building
approach John Wiley& Sons.

Shafir, E., Simonson, I, & Tversky, A. (1993). Reasocbased
choice.Cognition,49(1), 11-36.

Shalvi, S., Gino, F., Barkan, R., & Ayal, S(2015). SeHserving justifications: Doing
wrong and feeling moraCurrent Directions in Psychological
Science24(2), 125130.

Sharma, D., Borna, S., & Stearns, J. M(2009). An investigation of the effects of
corporate ethical values on employee commitment and performance:
Examining the moderating role of perceived fairndssrnal of
Business Ethic89(2), 251-260.

Schouten, J. W., McAlexander, J. H., & Koenig, H. F.(2007). Transcendent
customer experience and brand commudibyirnal of the academy of
marketing science8%(3), 35%368.

128



Schultz, D. E. (2007). Focus on brand changes rules of engageiManketing
News 15(8), 7-8.

Schwarz, N.(2002).Feelings as information: Moods influence judgments and
processing strategiéis Gilovich, T., Griffin, D., Kahneman, D. (Eds.),
Heuristics and biases: The psychology of intuitive judgrigmt34i
547). New York: Cambridge University Press

Singh, J. J.(2009).Consumer ethics: The role of incidental emotion, moral intensity
and affective commitmer(Doctoral Dissertation). Available from
ProQuest Dissertations and Theses datafhiigé No. 304940155

Smith, A. K., Bolton, R. N., & Wagner, J.(1999). A model of customer satisfaction
with service encounters involving failure and recovdournal of
Marketing Research, 88), 356372.

Soscia, I.( 2007) . Gratitude, del ight ,ion®in gui |
predicting postconsumption behavioBsychology & Marketing, 10,
871 894.

Sprott, D., Czellar, S., & Spangenberg, E(2009). The importance of a general
measure of brand engagement on market behavior: Development and
validation of a scalelournalof Marketing Researcl6(1), 92104.

Steenhaut, S& Van Kenhove, P.(2006). The mediating role of anticipated guilt in
consumer s6 et hi doarhal off BusimessiEthiecsm@k i n g .
269 288.

Steenkamp, J. E. M.& Trijp, H. C. M. (1991). The Use of ISREL in Validating
Marketing Constructdnternational Journal of Research in Marketing,
8,283-299.

Strutton, D., Vitell, S. J., & Pelton, L. E. (1994). How consumers may justify
inappropriate behavior in market settings: An application on the
technique®f neutralizationJournal of Business Resear@®3), 253
260.

Strutton, D., Pelton, L. E., & Ferrell, O. C.(1997). Ethical behavior in retail settings:
is there a generation gagdurnal of Business Ethics6(1), 87105.

Sykes, G. M., & Matza, D.(1957). Techniques of neutralization: A theory of
delinguencyAmerican Sociological Revie®2(6), 664670.

Tangney, J. P.(1990). Assessing individual differences in proneness to shame and
guilt: Development of the Seffonscious Affect and Attribution
Inventory.Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, B3 111.

Tangney, J. P.(1991). Moral affect: the good, the bad, and the ulpurnal of
Personality and Social Psychologi(4), 598607.

Tangney, J. P. (1995)Shame and guilt in interpersomalationships. In J. P. Tangney
& K. W. Fischer (Eds.)Selfconscious emotions: The psychology of
shame, guilt, embarrassment, and prigp. 114139). New York, NY,
US: Guilford Press.

Tangney, J. P. (2000)Guilt. Encyclopedia of psychology, 40-42.

129



Tangney, J. P., Wagner, P., Fletcher, C., & Gramzow, R(1992). Shamed into
anger? The relation of shame and guilt to anger andregmifted
aggressionJournal of Personality and Social Psycholo§%(4), 669
675.

Tangney, J. P., Miller, R. S.Flicker, L., & Barlow, D. H. (1996). Are shame, guilt,
and embarrassment distinct emotionkiurnal of Personality and
Social Psychology;((6), 12561269.

Tangney, J.P., & Dearing R.(2002). Shame and Guilt. New York: Guilford.

Tangney, J. P., Stuewig,)., & Mashek, D. J.(2007). Moral emotions and moral
behavior Annual Review of Psychology, 28l5 372.

Tangney, J. P., Stuewig, J., Mashek, D., & Hastings, M2011). Assessing jail
i nmatesd proneness to shame and
or the self? Criminal justice and behavipB8(7), 716734.

Tax, S. S., Brown, S. W., & Chandrashekaran, M(1998). Customer evaluations of
service complaint experiences: implications for relationship
marketing.The journal of marketings2, 60-76.

The Guardian (2018 April 16), Arrest of two black men at Starbucks for ‘trespassing'
sparks protestshttps://www.theguardiancen/usnews/2018/apr/16/
arrestof-two-black-menat-starbuckdgor-trespassingparksprotests
Accessed 18.04.18

Thomson, M., Macinnis, D.J. & Park, W.C. (2005). The ties that bind: measuring
the strength of consumers' emotional attachments to bramasal of
Personality and Social Psychology, (1) 7791.

Tiedens, L.Z. & Linton, S. (2001). Judgment under emotional certainty and
uncertainty: the effects of specific emotions on information processing.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 813 988.

Tom, G., Nelson, C., Srzentic, T., & King, R.(2007). Mere exposure and the
endowment effect on consumer decision makiige Journal of
psychology141(2), 117125.

Tonglet, M. (2002). Consumer misbehaviour: An exploratory study of
shopliftin. Journal of Consumer Behaviqui(4), 336354.

Tracy, J. L., & Robins, R. W. (2007). The self in selfonscious emotions: A
cognitive appraisal approachhe seHconscious emotions: Theory and
research Tracy, J. L., Robins, R. W., and Tangney, JH8ds.). (pp. 3
20). Guilford Press.

Tsai, J.L., Levenson, R.W. & McCoy, K. (2006). Cultural and temperamental
variation in emotional respondemotion, 6484 497.

Van Doorn, J., Lemon, K. N., Mittal, V., Nass, S., Pick, D., Pirner, P., & Verhoef,
P. C.(2010). Customer engagement behavior: Theoretical foundations
and research direction®ournal of service researcth3(3), 253266.

Verhoef, P. C., Reinartz, W. J., & Krafft, M. (2010). Customer engagement as a
new perspective in customer managemémirnal of service
research13(3), 247252.

130


https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2018/apr/16/arrest-of-two-black-men-at-starbucks-for-trespassing-sparks-protests
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2018/apr/16/arrest-of-two-black-men-at-starbucks-for-trespassing-sparks-protests

Vitell, S. J., & Hunt, S. D.(1990).The general theory of marketing ethics: A partial
test of the model. n : Sheth, J. N., ed. Resear
pp. 237265). Greenwich: JAI Press Inc.

Vitell, S. J., Nwadwukwu, S. L., & Barnes, J. H (1993). The effects of culture on
ethical decisiormaking: An  application of Hofstede's
typology.Journal of Business Ethic$2(10), 753760.

Vitell, S. J., Singhapakdi, A., & Thomas, J(2001). Consumer ethics: an applioati
and empirical testing of the HuNtell theory of ethicsJournal of
Consumer marketing,8(2), 153178.

Vitell, S. J., & Hunt, S. D. (2015). The general theory of marketing ethics: the
consumer ethics and intentions issu¢sndbook on ethics and
marketing, 15-37.

Vivek, S. D., Beatty, S. E., & Morgan, R. M.(2012). Customer engagement:
Exploring customer relationships beyond purchdearnal of
marketing theory and practic20(2), 122146.

Vivek, S. D., Beatty, S. E., Dalela, V., & Morgan, R. M(2014). A generalized
multidimensional scale for measuring customer engagedwuntnal of
Marketing Theory and Practi¢c@2(4), 402420.

Von Hippel, W., Lakin, J. L., & Shakarchi, R. J. (2005). Individual differences in
motivated social cognition: The $@ of seHserving information
processingPersonality and Social Psychology Bullet¥i(10), 1347
1357.

Walster, E., Berscheid, E., & Walster, G. W.(1973). New directions in equity
researchJournal of Personality and Social Psychologd%?2), 151
176.

Watson, D., & Clark, L. A. (1999). The PANASK: Manual for the positive and
negative affect scheduéxpanded formUniversity of lowa.

Wilkinson, G. S. (1984). Reciprocal food sharing in the vampire bitture,308
181-184.

Williams, K. C. (2012). Impoving fear appeal ethicdournal of Academic and
Business Ethics, 1.

Willson, P., & McNamara, J. R. (1982). How perceptions of a simulated physician
patient interaction influence intended satisfaction and compliance.
Social Science and Medicine, 16991704.

Wines, W. A., & Napier, N. K. (1992). Toward an understanding of croséural
ethics: A tentative modelournal of Business Ethic$1(11), 831841.

Wirtz, J. & Kum, D. (2004), Consumer cheating on service guarantkesnal of
the Academypf Marketing Scienc&2(2), pp. 11226.

Wirtz, J., & McColl -Kennedy, J. R.(2010). Opportunistic customer claiming during
service recoverylournal of the Academy of Marketing Scier8%5),
654-675.

Wood, L., (2000). Brands and brand equity: definiteomd managemenflanagement
Decision 389), 662 669.

131



Xie, Y., & Peng, S(2009). How to repair customer trust after negative publicity: The
roles of competence, integrity, benevolence, and
forgivenessPsychology & Marketing26(7), 572589.

Yi, S. & Baumgartner, H. (2011). Coping with guilt and shame in the impulse buying
context.Journal of Economic Psychology, 3B8 467.

Yi, Y. & Gong, T. (2006). The antecedents and consequences of service customer
citizenship and badness behaviSeoulJournal of Businessl2 (2),
145176.

Zeelenberg, M. & Breugelmans, S.M.(2008). The role of interpersonal harm in
distinguishing regret from guilEmotion, 8589 596.

Zeelenberg, M. & Pieters, R(2004). Beyond valence in customer dissatisfaction: a
review and new findings on behavioral responses to regret and
disappointment in failed servicel®urnal of Business Research(&)/
445455

Zhao, X., Lynch Jr, J. G., & Chen, Q (2010). Reconsidering Baron and Kenny:
Myths and truths about mediation anasysournal of Consumer
Research37(2), 197206.

Zhong, C-B., Bohns, V. K., & Gino, F.(2010). Good lamps are the best police:
darkness increases dishonesty and -isddirested behavior.
Psychological Science, @), 311314.

Zimbardo (2007). Person X Situation X System Dynami©gserver, 2(48), 6. An
extended version of this response is available at
http://www.lucifereffect.com

Zimbardo, P. G. (2007).Lucifer effect Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

132



APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: Study 1 Questionnaire
APPENDIX B: Study 2 Questionnaire
APPENDIX C: Study 3 Questionnaire
APPENDIX D: Study 4Questionnaire
APPENDIX E: Study 1 Process Macro Outputs
APPENDIX F: Study 2 Process Macro Outputs
APPENDIX G: Study 3 Process Macro Outputs
APPENDIX H: Study 4 Process Macro Outputs

133



APPENDIX A: Study 1 Questionnaire

Study 1 questionnaire has been designed via Survey Monkey.

Store Experience |

Welcome to our study
Dear Respondents,

We are marketing academics at Istanbul Technical University. This survey is a part of our research study,
which we are conducting in the US. The purpose of our study is to investigate customers' views related to
their experience with a brand. We very much appreciate your willingness to help us out.

In this survey, you will be presented with a scenario in a store setting.

Please

*imagine yourself as facing the case in the scenario and answer the related questions.

** read the directions for each section and answer ALL the questions. Some of the questions may sound
similar, or a little strange, but they all have a purpose.

There are no right or wrong answers.

All your answers will only be used for academic purposes. All the information collected in this survey will be
kept completely confidential. If you have any questions about your rights as a participant, please contact
Prof. Elif Karaosmanoglu at the Management Engineering Department, Istanbul Technical University. If you
have any questions about this research, please contact me at isiksal@itu.edu.tr

For further ethical issues, you can visit www.bilgiedinme.itu.edu.tr.
Istanbul Technical University

K} Ayazaj a Campus
34469 Maslak - STANBUL
Phone: +090 212 285 30 30

We greatly appreciate your help!!! The survey takes approximately 15 minutes to finish.

Didem Gamze Isé&sal (isiksal@itu.edu.tr)
Assoc. Prof. Elif Karaosmanoglu (karaosman5@itu.edu.tr)
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Management Engineering Department Istanbul Technical University
1.1am above 18
Yes

No

2. Please state your agreement level with each statement below.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree disagree Niether/nor agree  Agree Agree

| feel that | generally earn the rewards and
punishments that | get in this world.

| feel that people generally earn the rewards
and punishments that they get in this world.

I usually receive the outcomes that | deserve.

People usually receive the outcomes that
they deserve.

| generally deserve the things that | am
accorded.

People generally deserve the things that they
are accorded.

| feel that | usually receive the outcomes that |
am due.

| feel that people usually receive the outcomes
that they are due

People usually use fair procedures in dealing
with me.

People usually use fair procedures in dealing
with others.

| feel that people generally use methods that are
fair in their evaluations of me.

| feel that people generally use methods that are
fair in their evaluations of others.

Regardless of the specific outcomes | receive, |
am subjected to fair procedures.

Regardless of the specific outcomes they
receive, people are subjected to fair
procedures.

I am generally subjected to processes that are
fair.

People are generally subjected to processes
that are fair.
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3. Please think your favorite clothing brand.
Now please state its name.

4. Please think your favorite clothing brand you have just stated, and evaluate the sentences with
regards to this brand.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Agree

| am dedicated to this brand.

| am committed to this brand.

| am devoted to this brand.

| consider myself to be highly loyal to this brand.
| am very loyal to this brand.

I am willing to make small sacrifices in order to
keep using this brand.

| would be willing to postpone my purchase of
this brand if it was temporarily unavailable.

| would stick with this brand if it let me down
once or twice.

| am so happy with this brand that | no longer
feel the need to watch out the competitorsd
alternatives.

| am likely to be using this brand one year from
now.

This brand is trustworthy.

| can count on this brand.
This brand is dependable.
This brand is reliable.

This brand is credible.
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Please think your favorite clothing brand you have stated, and answer the questions with regards to this
brand.
5. How important is this brand to you?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Extremely
important Low importance important Neutral important Very important important

6. Please think your favorite clothing brand you have stated, and answer the questions with regards
to this brand.

Very Very
Little Much
(1) 2 3 4 5 6 7
How much do you think about this brand?
To what extent would you say this brand is relevant to you?
To what extent would you say this brand means a lot to you?
To what extent would you say you use this brand?
To what extent would you say you like this brand for reasons
that go beyond its core functional purpose?
To what extent does this brand provide you with benefits that
go beyond its core practical purposes?
To what extent would you say you have a relationship with
this brand?
7. How strong would you say this relationship is?
Not at all Moderately
Strong Not so strong  Slightly strong Neutral strong Very strong  Extremely Strong

8. Overall, how important is this relationship to you?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Extremely
important Low importance important Neutral important Very important important
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9. Please think your favorite clothing brand you have stated, and answer the questions with regards
to this brand.

Very Very
Never Rarely Rarely Sometimes Often Often  Always

How often do you purchase this brand?

How often do you use this brand?

10. How many times would you say you have gone shopping for this brand in the last 3 months?
(Please state a number.)

11. Please indicate how well each of the following words describes your feelings about this brand.

Describes
very poorly Describes
1) 2 3 4 5 6 very well (7)

Affective
Loved
Friendly
Peaceful
Attached
Connected
Bonded
Captivating
Passionate

Delighted
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Please read the scenario carefully and imagine yourself in the described situation and then answer
the questions

You met a friend of yours couple of days ago. While having coffee together your friend noticed the coat
you were wearing. You told your friend you bought that coat the day before from your favorite brand&®
store. Your friend admired it so much so you shared the brand& name.

The next time you met your friend, you learned that your friend bought the same branded coat from the
brand® own website with a quite cheaper price than you did. You were disappointed.

You went to the store, explained the situation, and asked for pay-back for the price difference. But they
said that it was not possible due to the company policy. You felt ripped off.

You met a friend of yours couple of days ago. While having coffee together your friend noticed the coat

you were wearing. You told your friend you bought that coat the day before from your favorite brand&
store. Your friend admired it so much so you shared the brand& name.

The next time you met your friend, you learned that your friend bought the same branded coat from the
brand® own website with a quite cheaper price than you did. You were disappointed.

You went to the store, explained the situation, and asked for pay-back for the price difference. They
accepted your request and refunded it.

Some time later, you revisited the store for shopping. When you went to the till you realized that the
trousers you bought were charged lower than its price tag. But the cashier did not notice it.

Some time later, you revisited the store for shopping. When you went to the till you realized that the
trousers you bought were charged lower than its price tag.

Even though the cashier did not notice it, you were aware of the fact that you should pay the real price
that appeared on the price tag.

12. In this case, how would you respond?
Please state your agreement level with each statement below.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree  Agree Agree

| keep it low, pay the lower price, and leave the
store.

| keep it low, go and grab another one and leave
the store by paying the lower price for both of
them.

| warn the cashier about the real price tag and
take the risk of paying more.
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13. The extent to which the following words describe your feelings ABOUT THE RESPONSE YOU
JUST GAVE.

Not at all (1) 2 3 4 5 6 Extremely (7)
Good O O @) @ Q O Q
Caim O O O O O O O
Joyful @ O O Q O O O
Relieved O O O O O O O
Repentant O O O O O O O
Innocent O O O O O O O
Glad O O O O O O O
Angry at self O O O O O O O
Dissatisfied with self O O O O O O QO
Disgusted with self C C / - (/ C \/ C (/
Ashamed QO J @ O o/ O -/
Pleased C,‘ C) C,‘ C/ C)‘ C C/‘
Atease O O O @) @) O Q
Guilty O O O O O O O
Peaceful @ O O O Q O O
Happy O O O O O O O
Delighted at self C,‘ C J C ) C/ C/ C (v
Blameworthy O W, @ O Q @ o/
Contented C/‘ C ) C/‘ C/ /\A/‘ C CJ‘
Fulted o o o o O 0O O
Relaxed O O O O O @, O
Cheerful O O O O O O @)

The following questions are related toyour future relationship with your favorite brandafter
you experienced the situation stated in the scenario. Please indicate your level of agreement to each

statement
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14. Please think your favorite brand in the scenario and state your agreement level with each
statement below that refers YOUR FUTURE RELATIONSHIP with your favorite brand AFTER THIS
EXPERIENCE.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Agree

| am still dedicated to this brand.
I am still committed to this brand.
| am still devoted to this brand.

| still consider myself to be highly loyal to this
brand.

I am still very loyal to this brand.

| am still willing to make small sacrifices in order
to keep using this brand.

1 would be willing to postpone my purchase of
this brand if it was temporarily unavailable.

I would stick with this brand if it let me down
once or twice.

I am so happy with this brand that | no longer
feel the need to watch out the competitorsd
alternatives.

I am likely to be using this brand one year from
now.

This brand is still trustworthy.

I can still count on this brand.

This brand is still dependable.
This brand is still reliable.

This brand is still credible.
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Please think your favorite clothing brand in the scenario while answering each question below that refers
YOUR FUTURE RELATIONSHIP with your favorite brand AFTER THIS EXPERIENCE.
15. How important is this brand to you?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Extremely
important Low importance important Neutral important Very important important

16. Please think your favorite clothing brand in the scenario while answering each question below
that refers your future relationship with your favorite brand after this experience.

Very Very
Little Much
1) 2 3 4 5 6 (@)

How much will you think about this brand?

To what extent would you say this brand is relevant to you?
To what extent would you say this brand means a lot to you?
To what extent would you say you use this brand a lot?

To what extent would you say you like this brand for reasons
that go beyond its core functional purpose?

To what extent does this brand provide you with benefits that
go beyond its core practical purposes?

To what extent would you say you have a relationship with
this brand?

17. How strong would you say this relationship will be?

Not at all Moderately
Strong Not so strong  Slightly strong Neutral strong Very strong  Extremely Strong

18. Overall, how important will this relationship to you?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Extremely
important Low importance important Neutral important Very important important
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Please think your favorite clothing brand in the scenario while answering each question below that refers
YOUR FUTURE RELATIONSHIP with your favorite brand AFTER THIS EXPERIENCE.

19. Please think your favorite clothing brand while answering each question below.

Very Very
Never Rarely Rarely Sometimes Often Often  Always

How often do you purchase this brand?

How often do you use this brand?

20. How many times would you say you would go shopping for this brand in the next 3 months?
(Please state a number.)

21. The extent to which the following words describe your typical feelings toward the brandFROM
NOW ON.

Describes
very Describes
poorly (1) 2 3 4 5 6 very well (7)

Affective
Loved
Friendly
Peaceful
Attached
Connected
Bonded
Captivating
Passionate

Delighted
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The following questions are related to your views on the scenario you read.

22. Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement.

Strongly
Disagree
1) 2 3 4 5

The case stated in the scenario is open to
misunderstanding.

In the case stated, it is obvious what should have been
done.

The case stated in the scenario is open to different course
of actions.

23.In the case stated in the scenario, the behavior that consumer should do is

non-predictable
1) 2 3 4 5 6

24.In the case stated in the scenario, the behavior that consumer should do

varies from a
person to
another (1) 2 3 4 5 6

25.In the case stated in the scenario, the behavior that consumer should do is

not standard (1) 2 3 4 5 6

26. In the case stated in the scenario, the behavior that consumer should do is

not obvious (1) 2 3 4 5 6

Strongly
Agree
6 @)

predictable (7)

does not vary
from a person to
another (7)

standard (7)

obvious (7)

27. According to the scenario, did you feel ripped off?

Yes No

28. If this has happened to you in real life, would you feel ripped off?

Yes No

29. While answering the questions, have you thought of your favorite clothing brand?

Yes No

30. While reading the scenario, have you thought of your favorite clothing brand?

Yes No

31.

Please restate the brand's name.
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32. The following questions are related to your views of the scenario you read. Please indicate your
level of agreement to each statement

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1) 2 3 4 5 6 7)

| think there are situations like this in real life

The scenario is believable

| was able to adopt the role of the customer described in the
scenario

33. 1 think purpose of the study was: (please click one of the four options below)
To learn about customer's relationships with their favorite brand
To understand customer's feelings about their brand experiences
Other (please specify below)

Don't know

If your answer is "other", please specify
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34. Please answer the questions below based on your real life personal experiences

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree  Agree Agree

Many of the unhappy things in people& lives are
partly due to bad luck.

People® misfortunes result from the mistakes
they make.

In the long run, people get the respect they
deserve in this world.

Unfortunately, an individual® worth often passes
unrecognized no matter how hard he tries.

Without the right breaks, one cannot be an
effective leader.

Capable people who fail to become leaders have
not taken advantage of their opportunities.

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work,
luck has little or nothing to do with it.

Getting a good job depends mainly on being in
the right place at the right time.

What happens to me is my own doing.

Sometimes | feel that | dond have enough
control over the direction my life is taking.

When | make plans, | am almost certain that |
can make them work.

It is not always wise to plan too far ahead,
because many things turn out to be a mater of
good or bad fortune anyhow.

In my case, getting what | want has little or
nothing to do with luck.

Many times we might just as well decide what to
do by flipping a coin.
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Strongly Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor

Who gets to be boss often depends on who was
lucky enough to be in the right place first.

Getting people to do the right thing depend upon
ability; luck has little or nothing to do with it.

Most people dond realize the extent to which
their lives are controlled by accidental
happenings.

There is really no such thing as fluck.0

In the long run, the bad things that happen to us
are balanced by the good ones.

Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability,
ignorance, laziness, or all three.

Many times | feel that | have little influence over
the things that happen to me.

Somewhat
Agree

Strongly
Agree Agree

Classification Questions

35. What is your age?
18-25
26-35
36-49
50-65

Over 65

36. Please type your gender.

37. Please state your education level.
GED
High School
Associate Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Graduate Degree

None
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38. What is your current employment status?
Full time white collar
Full time blue collar
Part time white collar
Part time blue collar
Currently unemployed
Student (not working)

Student (working)

39. What is your own personal annual income, before taxes?
Under $30,000
$30-$39,999
$40-$49,999
$50-$59,999
$60-$69,999
$70-$79,999
$80-$89,999
$90-$99,999

Over $100,000

40. In order for us to compensate you for your time and effort, we need you to, enter the 7 digit
completion code number below first, and then again on MTurk.

CODE: 1620593

PLEASE REMEMBER TO ENTER THIS CODE INTO THE MECHANICAL PAGE AFTER SUBMITTINGTHIS SURVEY ON
THE NEXT PAGE. OTHERWISE, WE WON'T KNOW THAT YOU COMPLETED THE SURVEY AND WE WON'T BE ABLE
TO COMPENSATE YOU
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APPENDIX B: Study 2 Questionnaire

Study 2questionnaire has been designed via Survey Monkey

Welcome to our study

Dear Respondents,

We are marketing academics at Istanbul Technical University. This survey is a part of our research
study, which we are conducting in the US. The purpose of our study is to investigate customers'
views related to their experience with a brand. We very much appreciate your willingness to help
us out.

In this survey, you will be presented with a scenario in a store setting.
Please
*imagine yourself as facing the case in the scenario and answer the related questions.

** read the directions for each section and answer ALL the questions. Some of the questions may
sound similar, or a little strange, but they all have a purpose.

There are no right or wrong answers.

All your answers will only be used for academic purposes. All the information collected in this
survey will be kept completely confidential. If you have any questions about your rights as a
participant, please contact Prof. Elif Karaosmanoglu at the Management Engineering Department,
Istanbul Technical University. If you have any questions about this research, please contact me at
isiksal@itu.edu.tr

For further ethical issues, you can visit www.bilgiedinme.itu.edu.tr.
Istanbul Technical University

K| Ayazaj a Campus
34469 Maslak - KSTANBUL
Phone: +090 212 285 30 30

We greatly appreciate your help!!! The survey takes approximately 20 minutes to finish.

Didem Gamze Is&sal (isiksal@itu.edu.tr)
Assoc. Prof. Elif Karaosmanoglu (karaosman5@itu.edu.tr)
Management Engineering Department Istanbul Technical University

* 1.1 am above 18
Yes

No
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* 2. Please think your favorite clothing brand.
Now please state its name.

* 3. Please think your favorite clothing brand you have just stated, and evaluate the sentences with regards
to this brand.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree  Agree

| am dedicated to this brand.

| am committed to this brand.

| am devoted to this brand.

| consider myself to be highly loyal to this brand.
| am very loyal to this brand.

I am willing to make small sacrifices in order to keep
using this brand.

I would be willing to postpone my purchase of this brand
if it was temporarily unavailable.

| would stick with this brand if it let me down once or
twice.

| am so happy with this brand that | no longer feel the
need to watch out the competitorsoalternatives.

I am likely to be using this brand one year from now.
This brand is trustworthy.

| can count on this brand.

This brand is dependable.

This brand is reliable.

This brand is credible.
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Please think your favorite clothing brand you have stated, and answer the questions with regards to

this brand.

* 4. How important is this brand to you?

Not at all important

* 5. How strong would you say this relationship is?

Not at all Strong

Extremely important

Extremely Strong

* 6. Please think your favorite clothing brand you have stated, and answer the questions with regards to this

brand.

How much do you think about this brand?
To what extent would you say this brand is relevant to you?
To what extent would you say this brand means a lot to you?

To what extent would you say you use this brand?

To what extent would you say you like this brand for reasons that

go beyond its core functional purpose?

To what extent does this brand provide you with benefits that go

beyond its core practical purposes?

To what extent would you say you have a relationship with this

brand?
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* 7. Please think your favorite clothing brand you have stated, and answer the questions with regards to this
brand.

Two or
Two or three
threetimes Oncea timesa Oncea Every
Never ayear month month week other day Every day

How often do you purchase this brand?

How often do you use this brand?

* 8. How many times would you say you have gone shopping for this brand in the last 3 months? (Please
state a number.)

* 9. Please indicate how well each of the following words describes your feelings about this brand.

Describes
very poorly Describes
1) 2 3 4 5 6 very well (7)

Affective
Loved
Friendly
Peaceful
Attached
Connected
Bonded
Captivating
Passionate

Delighted

*10. When you consider your overall relationship with this brand, how important is this relationship to you?

Not at all important Extremely important

152




Please read the scenario carefully and imagine yourself in the situation described and then answer

the questions

You met a friend of yours couple of days ago. While having coffee together your friend noticed the coat you were
wearing. You told your friend you bought that coat the day before from your favorite brand& store. Your friend
admired it so much so you shared the brand® name.

The next time you met your friend, you learned that your friend bought the same branded coat from the brand&
own website with a quite cheaper price than you did. You were disappointed.

You went to the store, explained the situation, and asked for pay-back for the price difference. But they said that it
was not possible due to the company policy. You felt ripped off.

You met a friend of yours couple of days ago. While having coffee together your friend noticed the coat you were
wearing. You told your friend you bought that coat the day before from your favorite brand& store. Your friend
admired it so much so you shared the brand® name.

The next time you met your friend, you learned that your friend bought the same branded coat from the brand&
own website with a quite cheaper price than you did. You were disappointed.

You went to the store, explained the situation, and asked for pay-back for the price difference. They accepted your

request and refunded it.

Some time later, you revisited the store for shopping. When you went to the till you realized that the scarf you
bought was charged lower than its price tag. But the cashier did not notice it.

Some time later, you revisited the store for shopping. When you went to the till you realized that the scarf you
bought was charged lower than its price tag.
The cashier did not notice it but you were aware of the fact that you should pay the real price that appeared

on the price tag.

*11. In this case, how would you respond?
Please state your agreement level with each statement below.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree  Agree

| keep it low, pay the lower price, and leave the store.

| keep it low, go and grab another one and leave the store
by paying the lower price for both of them.

| warn the cashier about the real price tag and take the
risk of paying more.
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* 12. The extent to which the following words describe your feelings ABOUT THE RESPONSE YOU JUST
GAVE.

Not at all (1) 6 Extremely (7)

Good C/

Calm U

Joyful )]

Relieved C/

Repentant @

Innocent C

Glad

Angry at self

Dissatisfied with self

Disgusted with self

OO0O0OO0OO0CO0OO0O00O000O0

DO O0OCO0OCOO00O0CO0O00O000OOCO0O0O-

DO OO0 O0OO0OO0O00O0O0OO0OO0OCOLO000 -«

DO OO0 O0OO0OO0O000O00COO0OOO0O0COLOO0O000 -

DO O0OCO0OO0O000O00COO0OO0OCOLCO00Q0 .
DO 00000000

OCOO0O0O0O0OCOO0CO0OCO00OOOOOO0O0O0O00O0

Ashamed

Pleased

At ease

Guilty

Peaceful

Happy O O
Delighted at self O O
Blameworthy C/ C
Contented O K_/
Fulfilled O O
Relaxed O Q
Cheerful O O O O O O
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Think about the reason or reasons for your behavior. The items belowconcern your impressions or

opinions of this cause or causes of your outcome.
Now please answer the questions below.

* 13. Cause of your behavior

Reflects an aspect of yourself

* 14. Cause of your behavior is

Outside of you

* 15. Cause of your behavior is

Something about you

* 16. Cause is

Controllable by you or other
people

* 17. Cause of your behavior is

Intended by you or other
people

Reflects an aspect of the
situation

Inside of you

Something about others

Uncontrollable by you or other
people

Unintended by you or other
people

*18. e for the cause of your behavior.

No one is responsible

* 19. Cause of your behavior is

Permanent

* 20. Cause of your behavior is

Variable over time

* 21. Cause of your behavior is

Changeable
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The following questions are related to your views on the scenario you read.

* 22. Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement.
As a person who experienced the case stated in the scenario...

Strongly
Disagree
(1) 2 3
| felt ripped of
| have been cheated
| felt as if | have been cheated by an unfair procedure
| have been befooled
The procedure was fair enough and | am ok with it
It was an acceptable procedure
The implementation was reasonable
* 23. If the case has happened to mein real life...
Strongly
Disagree
(1) 2 3

| would experience feelings of anger

| would experience feeling disappointed
| would feel ripped of

I would be ok with it

I would feel cheated

I would feel satisfied

I would feel pleased
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* 24. Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement.

Strongly
Disagree
1) 2 3 4 5 6
The case stated in the scenario is open to misunderstanding. ( f:/ C ) T:/ C (: /
In the case stated, it is obvious what should have been done. ( ) ) C @ ) S
, J o _ \,.r /
The case stated in the scenario is open to different course of ( o ( N Y -~
actions. ./ _ J L/ U 4
* 25. In the case stated in the scenario, the behavior that consumer should do is
non-predictable predictable
* 26. In the case stated in the scenario, the behavior that consumer should do
varies from a person to does not vary from a person
another to another
* 27. In the case stated in the scenario, the behavior that consumer should do is
not standard standard
* 28. In the case stated in the scenario, the behavior that consumer should do is

not obvious obvious

@

Strongly
Agree
o

Please think the previous scenario and your answers to the questions while reading_the following_scenario.
Now please read the following scenario carefully and imagine yourself in the situation described and then

answer the questions.

Previously, in your last store visit, you went to the till with a lower priced scarf then you left the store with a
decision.

Shortly after your experience, stated in the previous scenario,

Summer has come and you have never used your new scarf.

Previously, in your last store visit, you went to the till with a lower priced scarf then you left the store with a
decision.

Shortly after your experience, stated in the previous scenario,

Autumn has come and you have started to_use your new scarf once or twice a month.

Previously, in your last store visit, you went to the till with a lower priced scarf then you left the store with a
decision.

Shortly after your experience, stated in the previous scenario,

Winter has come and you have started to use your new scarf almost every day.
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The following questions are related toyour FUTURE relationship with your favorite brand after you

experienced the situation stated in the scenarios. Please indicate your level of agreement to each
statement

* 29. Please think your favorite brand in the scenario and state your agreement level with each statement
below that refers YOUR FUTURE RELATIONSHIP with your favorite brand FROM NOW ON.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree  Agree

| am still dedicated to this brand.

| am still committed to this brand.

| am still devoted to this brand.

| still consider myself to be highly loyal to this brand.
| am still very loyal to this brand.

I am still willing to make small sacrifices in order to keep
using this brand.

I would be willing to postpone my purchase of this brand
if it was temporarily unavailable.

| would stick with this brand if it let me down once or
twice.

| am so happy with this brand that | no longer feel the
need to watch out the competitorséalternatives.

I am likely to be using this brand one year from now.
This brand is still trustworthy.

| can still count on this brand.

This brand is still dependable.

This brand is still reliable.

This brand is still credible.
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Please think your favorite clothing brand in the scenario while answering each question below that
refers YOUR FUTURE RELATIONSHIP with your favorite brand FROM NOW ON.

* 30. How important is this brand to you from now on?

Not at all important Extremely important

* 31. How strong would you say this relationship will be from now on?

Not at all Strong Extremely Strong

* 32. Please think your favorite clothing brand in the scenario while answering each question below that
refers your FUTURE relationship with your favorite brand after this experience.

Very
Very Much
Little (1) 2 3 4 5 6 (7)

How much will you think about this brand?

To what extent would you say this brand is relevant to you?
To what extent would you say this brand means a lot to you?
To what extent would you say you use this brand a lot?

To what extent would you say you like this brand for reasons that
go beyond its core functional purpose?

To what extent does this brand provide you with benefits that go
beyond its core practical purposes?

To what extent would you say you have a relationship with this
brand?

Please think your favorite clothing brand in the scenario while answering each question below that
refers YOUR FUTURE RELATIONSHIP with your favorite brand AFTER THIS EXPERIENCE.

* 33. Please think your favorite clothing brand you have stated, and answer the questions with regards to this
brand.

Two or
Two or three
threetimes Oncea timesa Oncea Every
Never ayear month month week other day Every day

How often will you purchase this brand from now
on?

How often will you use this brand from now on?

* 34. How many times would you say you would go shopping for this brand in the next 3 months? (Please
state a number.)
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* 35. The extent to which the following words describe your typical feelings toward the brandFROM NOW
ON.

Describes
very Describes
poorly (1) 2 3 4 5 6 very well (7)

Affective
Loved
Friendly
Peaceful
Attached
Connected
Bonded
Captivating
Passionate

Delighted

* 36. When you consider your overall relationship with this brand, how important will be this relationship to
you from now on?

Not at all important Extremely important

37. According to the scenario how often did you use your scarf?
Never
Once or twice a month
Once or twice a week
Almost everyday

Everyday

* 38. While answering the questions, have you thought of your favorite clothing brand?

Yes No

* 39. While reading the scenario, have you thought of your favorite clothing brand?

Yes No

* 40. Please restate the brand's name.
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* 41. The following questions are related to your views of the scenario you read. Please indicate your level of

agreement to each statement

Strongly
Disagree

@

I think there are situations like this in real life
The scenario is believable

| was able to adopt the role of the customer described in the
scenario

* 42. | think purpose of the study was: (please click one of the four options below)

To learn about customer's relationships with their favorite brand
To understand customer's feelings about their brand experiences
Other (please specify below)

Don't know

If your answer is "other", please specify

* 43. Please state your agreement level with each statement below.

Strongly believe
thatiswrong (1) 2 3

Downloading music from the internet instead of buying
it
Buying counterfeit goods instead of buying the original

manufacturersobrands

Buying products labeled as d@nvironmentally friendly®
even if they dond work as well as competing products

Purchasing something made of recycled materials
even though it is more expensive

Buying only from companies that have a strong record
of protecting the environment

Recycling materials such as cans, bottles,
newspapers, efc.

Returning to the store and paying for an item that the
cashier mistakenly did not charge you for

Correcting a bill that has been miscalculated in your
favor

Giving a larger than expected tip to a waiter or
waitress

Not purchasing products from companies that you
believe dond treat their employees fairly

Returning damaged goods when the damage was
your own fault

Giving misleading price information to a clerk for an
unpriced item

Using a long distance access code that does not
belong to you

Drinking a can of soda in a store without paying for it

Reporting a lost item as @tolendto an insurance
company in order to collect the insurance money

Strongly believe
that is not
wrong (7)
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Strongly believe
that is wrong (1)

Moving into a residence, finding that the cable TV is
still hooked up, and using it without paying for it

Lying about a child® age to get a lower price T

Not saying anything when the waiter or waitress
miscalculates a bill in your favor

Getting too much change and not saying anything

Joining a CD club just to get some free CD& with no
intension of buying any

Observing someone shoplifting and ignoring it
Using an expired coupon for merchandise

Returning merchandise to a store by claiming that it
was a gift when it was not

Using a coupon for merchandise you did not buy

Not telling the truth when negotiating the price of a
new automobile

Stretching the truth on an income tax return

Installing software on your computer without buying it
@urning®a CD rather than buying it

Returning merchandise after buying it and not liking it
Taping a movie off the television

Spending over an hour trying on clothing and not
buying anything
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* 44. Please answer the questions below based on your real life personal experiences

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree  Agree

Many of the unhappy things in people lives are partly
due to bad luck.

People® misfortunes result from the mistakes they make.

In the long run, people get the respect they deserve in
this world.

Unfortunately, an individual& worth often passes
unrecognized no matter how hard he tries.

Without the right breaks, one cannot be an effective
leader.

Capable people who fail to become leaders have not
taken advantage of their opportunities.

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has
little or nothing to do with it.

Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right
place at the right time.

What happens to me is my own doing.

Sometimes | feel that | dond have enough control over
the direction my life is taking.

When | make plans, | am almost certain that | can make
them work.

It is not always wise to plan too far ahead, because many
things turn out to be a mater of good or bad fortune
anyhow.

In my case, getting what | want has little or nothing to do
with luck.

Many times we might just as well decide what to do by
flipping a coin.

Who gets to be boss often depends on who was lucky
enough to be in the right place first.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree  Agree

Getting people to do the right thing depend upon ability;
luck has little or nothing to do with it.

Most people dond realize the extent to which their lives
are controlled by accidental happenings.

There is really no such thing as fiuck.o

In the long run, the bad things that happen to us are
balanced by the good ones.

Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability,
ignorance, laziness, or all three.

Many times | feel that | have little influence over the things
that happen to me.
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Classification Questions

* 45. What is your age?
() 1825
() 2635
() 3649
() 50-65

C/ Over 65

* 46. Please type your gender.

* 47. Please state your education level.
() cED
C High School
C ) Associate Degree
QD Bachelor's Degree

() Graduate Degree

C None

* 48. What is your current employment status?

O

C/ Full time blue collar

Full time white collar

() Parttime white collar

O

C/ Currently unemployed

Part time blue collar

(/ Student (not working)

O

Student (working)

* 49. What is your own personal annual income, before taxes?
() $40-$49,999
O

() $80-$89,999

Under $30,000

$30-$39,999

$50-$59,999

$60-$69,999

$70-$79,999

() $90-$99,999

() Over$100,000
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Thank You For Your Contribution To Our Study

* 50. In order for us to compensate you for your time and effort, we need you to, enter the 7 digit completion
code number below first, and then again on MTurk.

CODE: 1620593

PLEASE REMEMBER TO ENTER THIS CODE INTO THE MECHANICAL PAGE AFTER SUBMITTINGTHIS SURVEY ON THE NEXT
PAGE. OTHERWISE, WE WON'T KNOW THAT YOU COMPLETED THE SURVEY AND WE WON'T BE ABLE TO COMPENSATE
YOU
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APPENDIX C: Study 3Questionnaire

Study 3questionnaire has been designed via Survey Monkey.

Welcome to our study

Dear Respondents,

We are marketing academics at Istanbul Technical University. This survey is a part of our research study,
which we are conducting in the US. The purpose of our study is to investigate customers' views related to
their experience with a brand. We very much appreciate your willingness to help us out.

In this survey, you will be presented with a scenario in a store setting.

Please

*imagine yourself as facing the case in the scenario and answer the related questions.

** read the directions for each section and answer ALL the questions. Some of the questions may sound
similar, or a little strange, but they all have a purpose.

There are no right or wrong answers.

All your answers will only be used for academic purposes. All the information collected in this survey will be
kept completely confidential. If you have any questions about your rights as a participant, please contact
Prof. Elif Karaosmanoglu at the Management Engineering Department, Istanbul Technical University. If you
have any questions about this research, please contact me at isiksal@itu.edu.tr

For further ethical issues, you can visit www.bilgiedinme.itu.edu.tr.
Istanbul Technical University

K} Ayazaj a Campus
34469 Maslak - STANBUL

Phone: +090 212 285 30 30
We greatly appreciate your help!!! The survey takes approximately 12 minutes to finish.

Didem Gamze Is&sal (isiksal@itu.edu.tr)
Assoc. Prof. Elif Karaosmanoglu (karaosman5@itu.edu.tr)
Management Engineering Department Istanbul Technical University

*1.lam above 18
Yes

No
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* 2. Please think your favorite clothing brand.
Now please state its name.

* 3. Please think your favorite clothing brand you have just stated, and evaluate the sentences with
regards to this brand.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Agree

| am dedicated to this brand.

| am committed to this brand.

| am devoted to this brand.

| consider myself to be highly loyal to this brand.
| am very loyal to this brand.

I am willing to make small sacrifices in order to
keep using this brand.

I would be willing to postpone my purchase of
this brand if it was temporarily unavailable.

I would stick with this brand if it let me down
once or twice.

I am so happy with this brand that | no longer
feel the need to watch out the competitorsd
alternatives.

I am likely to be using this brand one year from
now.

This brand is trustworthy.

| can count on this brand.
This brand is dependable.
This brand is reliable.

This brand is credible.
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* 4. Please indicate how well each of the following words describes your feelings about this brand.

Describes
very poorly Describes
1) 2 3 4 5 6 very well (7)

Affective
Loved
Friendly
Peaceful
Attached
Connected
Bonded
Captivating
Passionate

Delighted

Please read the scenario carefully and imagine yourself in the situation described.
Please answer the following questionsaccording to the scenario.

You went your favorite brand's store for shopping. When you were at the till, you realized that the scarf
you bought was charged lower than its price tag. But the cashier did not notice it. You decided to keep it
low, and then you went and grabbed another one and left the store by paying the lower price for both of
them.

You went your favorite brand's store for shopping. When you were at the till, you realized that the scarf
you bought was charged lower than its price tag. But the cashier did not notice it. You decided to keep it
low, and then you paid the lower price and left the store.

You went your favorite brand's store for shopping. When you were at the till, you realized that the scarf
you bought was charged lower than its price tag. But the cashier did not notice it. Then you decided to
warn the cashier about the real price tag and take the risk of paying more.
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* 5. You are the person who behaved like that as described in the scenario. The extent to which the
following words describe your FEELING ABOUT YOUR BEHAVIOR.

Not at all (1) 2 3 4 5 6 Extremely (7)
Good O O @, O O O O
Caim @ O O @ Q O O
Joytul O O O @, O O O
Relieved O O @ QO O O O
Repentant O Q) @) LJ‘ O O @)
Innocent O O O O O O O
Glad O O O O O O O
Angry at self O O O O O O O
Dissatisfied with self O O O O O O O
Disgusted with self O J J W Q @ U
Ashamed C, C) C, C/ C)‘ C C/
Pleased O O O O O O O
At ease O QO QO O O O O
Guilty O @ O O O O O
Peaceful C/‘ ) C/‘ (/ '\A/\‘ C Cj‘
Happy O O O O O O O
Delighted at self @ W, @ Q Q Q U
Blameworthy C/‘ C,‘ C,‘ C/ /\/‘ C C/‘
Contented C C / C/ N / C; C C/
Fulfilled O O O O O O O
Relaxed O O O O O O O
Cheerful O O O O W) J O

The following questions are related toyour future relationship with your favorite brandafter

you experienced the situation stated in the scenario. Please indicate your level of agreement to each
statement
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* 6. Please think your favorite brand in the scenario and state your agreement level with each
statement below that refers YOUR FUTURE RELATIONSHIP with your favorite brand AFTER THIS
EXPERIENCE.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Agree

| am still dedicated to this brand.
| am still committed to this brand.
| am still devoted to this brand.

| still consider myself to be highly loyal to this
brand.

I am still very loyal to this brand.

| am still willing to make small sacrifices in order
to keep using this brand.

1 would be willing to postpone my purchase of
this brand if it was temporarily unavailable.

| would stick with this brand if it let me down
once or twice.

I am so happy with this brand that | no longer
feel the need to watch out the competitorsd
alternatives.

I am likely to be using this brand one year from
now.

This brand is still trustworthy.

| can still count on this brand.

This brand is still dependable.
This brand is still reliable.

This brand is still credible.
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Please think your favorite clothing brand in the scenario while answering each question below that refers
YOUR FUTURE RELATIONSHIP with your favorite brand AFTER THIS EXPERIENCE.

* 7. The extent to which the following words describe your typical feelings toward the brandFROM
NOW ON.

Describes
very Describes
poorly (1) 2 3 4 5 6 very well (7)

Affective
Loved
Friendly
Peaceful
Attached
Connected
Bonded
Captivating
Passionate

Delighted

* 8. According to the scenario, | took advantage of the situation to make more benefit.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree

* 9. According to the scenario, | did not take advantage of the situation.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree

*10. According to the scenario, | passively benefited from the mistake of the brand.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree

*11. According to the scenario, | actively benefited from the mistake of the brand.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree

*12. According to the scenario, | did not benefit from the mistake of the brand.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree
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* 13. According to the scenario, | have actively involved the behavior.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree

* 14. According to the scenario, | have not involved the behavior.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree

*15. According to the scenario, | have passively involved the behavior.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree

16. How often do you use your scarf?
Everyday
Almost everyday
Once or twice a week
Once or twice a month

Never

*17. While reading the scenario, have you thought of your favorite clothing brand?

Yes No

* 18. While answering the questions, have you thought of your favorite clothing brand?

Yes No

* 19. Please restate the brand's name.
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* 20. The following questions are related to your views of the scenario you read. Please indicate your
level of agreement to each statement

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1) 2 3 4 5 6 @)

I think there are situations like this in real life
The scenario is believable

| was able to adopt the role of the customer described in the
scenario

*21. 1 think purpose of the study was: (please click one of the four options below)
To learn about customer's relationships with their favorite brand
To understand customer's feelings about their brand experiences
Other (please specify below)

Don't know

If your answer is “other", please specify

Classification Questions

* 22. What is your age?
18-25
26-35
36-49
50-65

Over 65

* 23. Please type your gender.

* 24. Please state your education level.
GED
High School
Associate Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Graduate Degree

None
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* 25. What is your current employment status?
Full time white collar
Full time blue collar
Part time white collar
Part time blue collar
Currently unemployed
Student (not working)

Student (working)

* 26. What is your own personal annual income, before taxes?
Under $30,000
$30-$39,999
$40-$49,999
$50-$59,999
$60-$69,999
$70-$79,999
$80-$89,999
$90-$99,999

Over $100,000

Thank You For Your Contribution To Our Study

* 27.In order for us to compensate you for your time and effort, we need you to, enter the 7 digit
completion code number below first, and then again on MTurk.

CODE: 1620593

PLEASE REMEMBER TO ENTER THIS CODE INTO THE MECHANICAL PAGE AFTER SUBMITTINGTHIS SURVEY ON
THE NEXT PAGE. OTHERWISE, WE WON'T KNOW THAT YOU COMPLETED THE SURVEY AND WE WON'T BE ABLE
TO COMPENSATE YOU
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APPENDIX D: Study 4 Questionnaire

Study 4questionnaire has been designed via Survey Monkey

Welcome to our study

Dear Respondents,

We are marketing academics at Istanbul Technical University. This survey is a part of our research study,
which we are conducting in the US. The purpose of our study is to investigate customers' views related to
their experience with a brand. We very much appreciate your willingness to help us out.

In this survey, you will be presented with a scenario in a store setting.

Please

*imagine yourself as facing the case in the scenario and answer the related questions.

** read the directions for each section and answer ALL the questions. Some of the questions may sound
similar, or a little strange, but they all have a purpose.

There are no right or wrong answers.

All your answers will only be used for academic purposes. All the information collected in this survey will be
kept completely confidential. If you have any questions about your rights as a participant, please contact
Prof. Elif Karaosmanoglu at the Management Engineering Department, Istanbul Technical University. If you
have any questions about this research, please contact me at isiksal@itu.edu.tr

For further ethical issues, you can visit www.bilgiedinme.itu.edu.tr.
Istanbul Technical University

K} Ayazaj a Campus
34469 Maslak - STANBUL

Phone: +090 212 285 30 30

We greatly appreciate your help!!! The survey takes approximately 12 minutes to finish.

Didem Gamze Is&sal (isiksal@itu.edu.tr)
Assoc. Prof. Elif Karaosmanoglu (karaosman5@itu.edu.tr)
Management Engineering Department Istanbul Technical University

*1.1am above 18
Yes

No
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* 2. Please think your favorite clothing brand.
Now please state its name.

* 3. Please think your favorite clothing brand you have just stated, and evaluate the sentences with
regards to this brand.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Agree

| am dedicated to this brand.

| am committed to this brand.

| am devoted to this brand.

| consider myself to be highly loyal to this brand.
| am very loyal to this brand.

I am willing to make small sacrifices in order to
keep using this brand.

I would be willing to postpone my purchase of
this brand if it was temporarily unavailable.

I would stick with this brand if it let me down
once or twice.

I am so happy with this brand that | no longer
feel the need to watch out the competitorsd
alternatives.

I am likely to be using this brand one year from
now.

This brand is trustworthy.

| can count on this brand.
This brand is dependable.
This brand is reliable.

This brand is credible.
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* 4. Please indicate how well each of the following words describes your feelings about this brand.

Describes
very poorly Describes
1) 2 3 4 5 6 very well (7)

Affective
Loved
Friendly
Peaceful
Attached
Connected
Bonded
Captivating
Passionate

Delighted

Please read the scenario carefully and imagine yourself in the situation described.
Please answer the following questions according to the scenario.

You went your favorite brand's store for shopping. When you were at the till, you realized that the scarf you bought
was charged lower than its price tag. But the cashier did not notice it. You decided to keep it low, and then
you went and grabbed another one and left the store by paying the lower price for both of them.

You went your favorite brand's store for shopping. When you were at the till, you realized that the scarf you bought
was charged lower than its price tag. But the cashier did not notice it. Then you decided to warn the cashier
about the real price tag and take the risk of paying more.
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* 5. According to the scenario, | took advantage of the situation to make a benefit.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat

Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree
* 6. According to the scenario, | took advantage of the situation to make more benefit.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat

Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree
* 7. According to the scenario, | did not take advantage of the situation.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat

Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree
* 8. According to the scenario, | passively benefited from the mistake of the brand.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat

Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree
* 9. According to the scenario, | actively benefited from the mistake of the brand.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat

Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree
*10. According to the scenario, | did not benefit from the mistake of the brand.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat

Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree
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*11. You are the person who behaved like that as described in the scenario. The extent to which the
following words describe your FEELING ABOUT YOUR BEHAVIOR.

Not at all (1) 2 3 4 5 6 Extremely (7)

Good

Calm

Joyful

Relieved
Repentant
Innocent

Glad

Angry at self
Dissatisfied with self
Disgusted with self
Ashamed
Pleased

At ease

Guilty

Peaceful

Happy
Delighted at self
Blameworthy
Contented
Fulfilled
Relaxed

Cheerful

Shortly after your experience, stated in the previous scenario,
Summer has come and you have never used your new scarf.

Shortly after your experience, stated in the previous scenario,
Autumn has come and you have started to use your new scarf once or twice a month.

Shortly after your experience, stated in the previous scenario,
Winter has come and you have started to use your new scarf almost every day.

The following questions are related toyour future relationship with your favorite brandafter

you experienced the situation stated in the scenario. Please indicate your level of agreement to each
statement
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* 12. Please think your favorite brand in the scenario and state your agreement level with each
statement below that refers YOUR FUTURE RELATIONSHIP with your favorite brand AFTER THIS
EXPERIENCE.

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Agree

| am still dedicated to this brand.
I am still committed to this brand.
I am still devoted to this brand.

| still consider myself to be highly loyal to this
brand.

I am still very loyal to this brand.

| am still willing to make small sacrifices in order
to keep using this brand.

1 would be willing to postpone my purchase of
this brand if it was temporarily unavailable.

I would stick with this brand if it let me down
once or twice.

| am so happy with this brand that | no longer
feel the need to watch out the competitorsd
alternatives.

I am likely to be using this brand one year from
now.

This brand is still trustworthy.

| can still count on this brand.

This brand is still dependable.
This brand is still reliable.

This brand is still credible.
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Please think your favorite clothing brand in the scenario while answering each question below that refers
YOUR FUTURE RELATIONSHIP with your favorite brand AFTER THIS EXPERIENCE.

*13. The extent to which the following words describe your typical feelings toward the brandFROM
NOW ON.

Describes
very Describes
poorly (1) 2 3 4 5 6 very well (7)

Affective
Loved
Friendly
Peaceful
Attached
Connected
Bonded
Captivating
Passionate

Delighted

14. According to the scenario how often did you use your scarf?
Never
Once or twice a month
Once or twice a week
Almost everyday

Everyday

* 15. While reading the scenario, have you thought of your favorite clothing brand?

Yes No

*16. While answering the questions, have you thought of your favorite clothing brand?

Yes No

* 17. While reading the scenario, have youeasily thought of your favorite clothing brand?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree

* 18. While answering the questions, have youeasily thought of your favorite clothing brand?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree Niether/nor Agree Agree Strongly Agree
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* 19. Please restate the brand's name.
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level of agreement to each statement

Strongly
Disagree
1) 2 3 4
| think there are situations like this in real life

The scenario is believable

| was able to adopt the role of the customer described in the
scenario

* 21. 1 think purpose of the study was: (please click one of the four options below)
To learn about customer's relationships with their favorite brand
To understand customer's feelings about their brand experiences
Other (please specify below)

Don't know

If your answer is "other", please specify

* 20. The following questions are related to your views of the scenario you read. Please indicate your

Strongly
Agree
@)

Classification Questions

* 22.What is your age?
18-25
26-35
36-49
50-65

Over 65

* 23. Please type your gender.

* 24. Please state your education level.
GED
High School
Associate Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Graduate Degree

None
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* 25. What is your current employment status?
Full time white collar
Full time blue collar
Part time white collar
Part time blue collar
Currently unemployed
Student (not working)

Student (working)

* 26. What is your own personal annual income, before taxes?
Under $30,000
$30-$39,999
$40-$49,999
$50-$59,999
$60-$69,999
$70-$79,999
$80-$89,999
$90-$99,999

Over $100,000

Thank You For Your Contribution To Our Study

* 27.In order for us to compensate you for your time and effort, we need you to, enter the 7 digit
completion code number below first, and then again on MTurk.

CODE: 1620593

PLEASE REMEMBER TO ENTER THIS CODE INTO THE MECHANICAL PAGE AFTER SUBMITTINGTHIS SURVEY ON
THE NEXT PAGE. OTHERWISE, WE WON'T KNOW THAT YOU COMPLETED THE SURVEY AND WE WON'T BE ABLE
TO COMPENSATE YOU
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APPENDIX E: Study 1 Process Macro Outputs

Procesd/2 Macro Model 1 (Hayes 2013) Output

Wedekkkokokkkkkkkk DROCESS Procedure for SPSS Release 2.16.3 dokddiokdokddododdobk ik

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com

Documentation available in Hayes (2013). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

R R R R R R O R R R R R R R R W R R R R

Model = 1
Y = DB
X = CHERT
M = nME

Sample size
257

Ry i o R R oy Ry e e o o o R R R o o R e o

Cutcome: DB

Model Summary

21 R-=g MSE F dfl dfz2 B
, 20941 ;0865 2,9500 7,8872 3,0000 253,0000 , 0000
Model

coeff se t E LLCI ULCI
constant 3,6le4 , 2010 17,5809 , 0000 3,2205 4,0123
BMB , 8008 3021 2,9816 ,0031 3058 1,4858
CHEAT , 8570 2041 2,2338 0264 L0778 1,2362
int 1 -,1338 4301 -, 3114 , 7558 -, 9808 , 7130

Product terms key:
int_l CHEAT X LMB
R-=square increase due to interaction(s):
B2-chng F dfl dfz E
int 1 L0004 L0970 1,0000 253,0000 , 1558

R R R R R R R R O T R T R R R T R R R R R R

Conditional effect of X on ¥ at wvalue=s of the moderator(=):

EME Effect se t B LLCI ULCI
L0000 ,B370 , 2841 2,2338 0264 L0778 1,2362
1,0000 0231 3138 1,8672 0967 -,0948 1,1410

EEHEEEATFAEET AR AR Y ANALYSIS NOTES AND WRBNINGS S d¥sasesddasdmddsraddsddss

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
85,00
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Process V2 Macro Model (ayes 2013) Output

FWAAF R R R A% PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Release 2.16.3 #Waddddesddddddns

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Fh.D.
Documentation available in Hayes (2013). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

www . afhayes. com

o ol R R Rl R R R ol o e o ol ol R o o o o o o o o R

Model = &
Y = ATT
¥ = CHELAT
M1 = DB
MZ = GUILT

Sample size

257

Custom

Seed: ag4

R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R O R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R

Cutcome: DB

Model Summary

E E-=qgq MSE
1782 0317 3,1024
Model
coeff se
constant 4,0153 , 1530
CHEAT , 6333 2198

R R R R R R R R R R R R R R

Cutcome: GUILT

Model Summary

E E-=qg MSE
, 1452 L0211 1,8084
Model
coeff se
constant 1,8859 2308
DB L1083 , 0480
CHEAT -,.1800 1747

R P o o R o R R e R R e R R e R e R R

Cutcome: ATT

Model Summary

28 E-=g MSE
2213 , 0480 2,7247
Model

coeff se
constant 3,9619 3108
OB -,0531 ,0583
GUILT 2424 0752
CHEAT -, 23789 2088

F df1l df2 E
8,3615 1,0000  255,0000 ,0042
t E LLCT ULCI
26,0918 ,0000 3,7122 4,3183
2,8916 ,0042 ,2027 1,0683
F df1 df2 P
2,7351 2,0000 254, 0000 , 0668
t s LLCI ULCI
8,2212 ,00a00 1,4417 2,3500
2,2313 ,0265 ,0128 ,2058
-1,0873 , 2780 -, 5341 ,1541
F df1 df2 P
4,3440 3,0000 253, 0000 ,0053
t s LLCI ULCI
12,7448 ,0000 3,3497 4,5742
-, B855 ,3714 -, 1698 ,0636
3,2250 ,0014 ,0844 , 3805
-1,2292 ,2201 -, 6711 ,1553
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HEEEEEAEEE AR S EEEEREY DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS #& & & dddddddddd bbb ddds
Direct effect of X on ¥

Effect SE t E LLCT TULCI

-,2578 L2098 -1,2292 2201 -, 6711 , 1553

Indirect effect(s) of X on ¥

Effect Boot SE BootLLCI BootULCT
Total: -, 0628 0827 -, 2073 0476
Indl - -, 0337 0423 -, 1387 0363
IndZ2 : 0168 L0110 L0034 0307
Ind3 : -, 0461 0458 -,15580 L0289

Indirect effect key

Indl : CHERT - DB - ATT
Ind2 : CHERT - DB - GUILT - ATT
Ind3 : CHERT - GUILT - ATT

EEE R TR R R R R R Ry ANATYSTS NOTES LND WABNINES &% s s s s s s sk s d o sk o i oo i o

Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals:

10000

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in ocutput:
95,00

Run MATRIX procedure:
FREEARRR ARk wws PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Release 2.16.3 #eeddssmavddssssd

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Fh.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2013). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

ol R o o R R ol R o o o ol R o o o R R ol o o ol o e R R R

Model = &
Y = CoMM
X = CHEAT
M1 = DB
M2 = GUILT

Sample =size

257

Custom
Seed: GB4

R R R o R R o R R R R R R R R
Cutcome: DB

Model Summary

E E-=qg MSE F dfl df2 B
1782 L0317 3,1024 8,36l5 1,0000 255,0000 ,0042
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 4,0153 ,1538 26,0918 , 0000 3,7122 4,3183
CHEAT , 8353 ;2188 2,8916 ,0042 ;2027 1,08683

R R R R R R R R R R R R R W R R R
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R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R

Cutcome: GUILT

Model Summary

24 B-=g
, 1452 0211 1
Model
coeff
constant 1,8858 , 23
DB 1083 L 04
CHEAT -,.1800 17

MSE F dfl
8984 2,7351 2,0000
3e t E
06 g8,2212 ,0000
490 2,2313 0265
47 -1,0873 2780

df2

254,0000

1,

T

LLCT
4417
01zs
5341

e o o R i i o el R R i o o o R e e R e e R R

Cutcome: CCMM

Model Summary

R B-=qgq

1376 01849 1

Model
coeff

constant 4,8601 23
DB -,0858 04
GUILT L0327 .06
CHEAT -,1621 17

MSE F dfl
, 8419 1,6284 3,0000
=e t P
56 19,0152 , 0000
87 -1,7625 L0792
18 ;5288 , 2974
25 -, 8385 . 3484

df2

253,0000

4,
T
T

T

LLCI
3567
1818
0890
5018

B

, 0668
ULCI
2,3500
, 2058
, 1541

E

,1832

ULCI
5,3635
,0101
,1544
L1777

EEREEFERRE TR AR RRkwd DTRECT AND INDIBRECT EFFECTS %% &k dod d of ok i ok i o i o o i ok o i o i i

Direct effect of X on ¥
Effect SE
-, 1621 1725

Indirect effect(s) of X on ¥

Effect Boot SE
Total: -, 0585 , 0425
Indl -,0546 L0385
Ind2 ,0023 L0048
Ind3 -, 0062 ,0156
Indirect effect key
Indl CHEAT —x
Ind2 CHEAT —x
Ind3 CHEAT =

t E LLCI
, 0395 , 3484 -,5018
BootLLCI BootULCI
-, 1688 , 0050
-, 1612 L0016
-, 0046 L0162
-, 0593 L0123
DB - d COMM
DB - d GUILT
GUILT - COMM

i

u
1

LCI
777

COoMM

e e e Rk kR Wk ANATYSTS NOTES AND WARIITIIGS v e e e i e e e ke e i o e e

Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals:

10000

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

95,00
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Bun MATRTIX procedure:
WEERR AR R R RRR%% PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Release 2.16.3 #¥¥dssddddsssss

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Fh.D.
Documentation available in Hayes (2013). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

www . afhayes.com

R R R e R R R R R R R e R R R

Model = &
¥ = TRUST
¥ = CHEAT
M1 = DB
M2 = GUILT

Sample size

257

Custom

Seed: 484

R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R

Cutcome: DB

Model Summary

E R-sgq MSE F dfl df2
1782 0317 3,1024 8,3615 1,0000 255,0000
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 4,0153 , 1539 26,0918 , 0000 3,7122 4,3183
CHERT ;6355 , 2188 2,8816 ,0042 , 2027 1,0683

e e R R e o e R R e o e e R e e R R R
Cutcome: GUILT

Model Summary

, 0042

= B-=q MSE F dfl df2 B
, 1452 L0211 1,80984 2,7351 2,0000 254,0000 0668
Model
coeff e t B LLCI ULCI
constant 1,8959 2308 B,2212 , 0000 1,4417 2,3500
DB , 1093 ,0480 2,2313 , 0265 0128 2058
CHERT -,1900 ,1747 -1,0873 ;2780 -,5341 ,1541
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e i o o e e i o o e e o o o o kR o ek e
OCutcome: TRUST
Model Summary
= B-=q MSE F dfl df2 B
, 2385 , 0559 1,4344 4,0084¢ 3,0000 253,0000 , 0022
Model
coeff e t B LLCI ULCI
constant 56,0231 . 2258 26,7041 , 0000 5,5789 6,4873
DB -,0421 , 0430 -, 9803 ;3278 -,1268 0425
GUILT -,1115 ,0545 -2,0448 ,0418 -,2189 -,0041
CHEAT -,4303 1522 -2,BB58 , 0042 -,7381 -,1385
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e R R R R R R Rk DTRECT AND INDIRECT EETECTS ok o ok ke v v ok ok ok koo ke e e e e e
Direct effect of X on ¥

Effect SE t ja] LLCT ULCT

-, 4383 1322 -2,88%8 L0042 -, 73581 -.13085

Indirect effect(s) of X on ¥

Effect Boot SE BootLLCI BootULCI
Total: -,0133 0386 -,0813 0643
Indl : -,0268 0280 -, 0887 L0154
Ind2 : -, 0077 0038 -,0281 -, 0008
Indl : L0212 0246 -,00%& 0063

Indirect effect key

Indl : CHEAT - DB - TRUST
Ind2 : CHEAT -l DB - GUILT -l TIRUST
Ind3 : CHEAT - GUILT - TRUST

AERERRAER R A AR AR AR Rk R w ANATLYSTS NOTES AND WARNTINGES &% &k od ok f ok fod o i ok o o i o i i i ok i o

Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence interwvals:

10000

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in cutput:
85,00
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Process V3 Macro Model 83 (Hayes 2018) Output

Run MATRIX procedure:
Rk kR kR Rk kR k&% PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3.00 vsddddddddddddd

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www . afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

e e R i e e o R e e o o e e e R o e e e e R o e e e e R o e e e R R R R R

Model : B3
Y : ATT
X : CHEAT
M1 : DB
M2 : GUILT
W : BMB

Sample

Size: 237

Custom

Seed: 984

o R o o o e e e e e e e R e R R

CUTCCME VARIABLE:
DB

Model Summary

R B-sqg MSE F dfl df2 b=
, 2841 , 0865 2,9500 7,9872 3,0000 253,0000 , 0000
Model

coeff e t E LLCI ULCI
constant 3,6le4 , 2010 17,9899 ,0000 3,2205 4,0123
CHEAT 6570 , 2841 2,2338 0264 L0778 1,23682
AEMB , 8008 ,3021 2,981e ,0031 , 3038 1,4958
Int 1 -,1338 4301 -, 3114 , 7558 -, 9809 7130

Product terms key:
Int 1 : CHERT x RME

Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
RZ-chng F dfl df2 s
X*W L0004 L0870 1,0000 253,0000 , TS558

R R R Y R e e e e e e R e e e R Y e e e e e R e R

QUICCME VARIABLE:
GUILT

Model Summary

R R-=2q MSE F dfl df2 B
, 1452 0211 1,8084 2,7351 2,0000 254,0000 0668
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 1,8858 23086 B,2212 , 0000 1,4417 2,3500
CHEAT -,1800 L1747 -1,0873 , 2780 -,3341 ,1541
DB ,1093 , 0480 2,2313 , 0265 L0128 , 2058

R R R Y R e e e e e e R e e e R Y e e e e e R e R
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R R R R R R R R R R R R R R

QUTCCME VARIREBLE:
ATT

Model Summary

R R-sq MSE F dfl dfz P
,2213 , 0480 2,7247 4,3440 3,0000 253,0000 , 0053
Model

coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 3,9618 ,3108 12,7448 , 0000 3,3497 4,5742
CHEAT -, 2578 , 20898 -1,2292 L2201 -,6711 ,1553
DB -,0531 ,0583 -, B955 ,3714 -,1698 0636
GUILT 2424 ,0752 3,2250 ,0014 ,0044 ,3805

HRE AR R AR R Rk Rw DIRFCT END INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON W s doddod ok o ow ow b i
Direct effect of X on ¥

Effect se t B LLCI ULCI

-, 2579 ,2098 -1,2292 , 2201 -, 6711 ,1553

Conditional and unconditional indirect effects of X on ¥:

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEAT - DB - ATT
EMB Effect BootS5E BootLLCI BootULCI
L0000 -, 03449 , 0485 -,1512 L0431
1,0000 -,0278 L0377 -,.1100 ,0434

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
BMB 0071 , 0367 -,0320 1040

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEAT - GUILT - LTT
Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
-, 0481 , 0458 -, 1488 L0384

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEAT - DB - GUILT - LTT
RMEB Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
, 0000 L0174 ,0129 L0004 , 0491
1,0000 L0139 ,0115 -, 0015 L0418

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index BootS5E BootLLCT BootULCT
EMB -, 0035 L0130 -,0321 L0219

EEEE R AR R R R A kR R r ANATYSIS NOTES LND EREBORS e s e s esdasmddasrwd oo rdos

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95,0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:

10000
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Fun MATRIX procedure:
Wk k kR kkkkkwkkd DROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3.00 kbbb sddddd

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www . afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

e e R R R e e e e o i e e e i o i e e R o o o o i R o o e e R R o e e R R o o e e R R R

Model : 83
Y : CoMM
X : CHEAT
M1 : DB
M2  : GUILT
W : AMB

Sample

Size: 257

Custom

Seed: SE4

L
CUTCCME VARTIRBLE:
DB

Model Summary

R R-sg MSE F dfl df2 .
2941 0865 2,9500 7,9872 3,0000 253,0000 , 0000
Model

coeff =a t B LLCT ULCI
constant 3,6l64 L2010 17,9899 , 0000 3,2205 4,0123
CHERT 8370 2941 2,2338 0264 L0778 1,2382
EMB , 8008 . 3021 2,9816 ,0031 , 3058 1,4958
Int 1 -,1339 4301 -,3114 , 7558 -, 9809 . 7130

Product terms key:
Int 1 : CHERT x RME

Test (s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
RZ-chng F dfl df2 B
KW 0004 L0870 1,0000 253,0000 , 7558

e e e e e e e e R R R R R R
OUTCCME VAEIABLE:
GUILT

Model Summary

=4 R-sqg MSE F dfl df2 s
, 1452 0211 1,8884 2,7351 2,0000 254,0000 , 0668
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 1,8958 2308 g,2212 0000 1,4417 2,3500
CHEAT -,1800 1747 -1,0873 2780 -,2341 1241
DB , 1093 , 0480 2,2313 0283 L0128 2038

v R R R i e R R o i e R R o e e e R o R e e o e e R Rl R o o e R
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e e e e e R R R e o e o o o o o R R
CUTCOME VARIRBLE:
COMM

Model Summary

E B-=q MSE F dfl df2 B
1376 ,0189 1,8419 1,6284 3,0000 253,0000 1832
Model

coeff e t B LLCT ULCT
constant 44,8601 2556 18,0152 , 0000 4,3567 5,3635
CHERT -,1621 1725 -, 9385 ;3484 -,35018 L1777
DB -,0859 , 0487 -1,7625 ,0782 -,1818 ,0101
GUILT ,0327 L0618 , 5288 , 5874 -,0880 ,1544

AR R AR R R kR w DIRFCT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X QN ¥ wwds s dhodw s s b s
Direct effect of X on ¥

Effect e t B LLCI ULCI

-, 1621 1725 -, 8385 , 3484 -,5018 1777

Conditiconal and unconditional indirect effects of X on ¥:

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHELT - DB - CoMM
EMB Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
, 0000 -,0564 L0474 -, 1704 , 0094
1,0000 -, 0449 0380 -, 1322 L0143

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index Boot5E BootLLCT BootULCT
EMB , 0115 , 0444 -, 0659 11749

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEAT - GUILT - CoMM
Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
-, 0062 , 0158 -,0442 0223

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEAT - DB - GUILT - CoMM
EME Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
, 0000 , 0023 ,0053 -, 0085 , 0155
1,0000 ,001% ,0043 -,0057 , 0124

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
BMB -, 0003 0033 -, 0091 , 0063

EEERE A AR R R AR R R R ARk R R R Rr ANATYSTS NOTES AND ERROERS %% % v sk s ko b o e i i i b o o i

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95,0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:
10000
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Run MATRIX procedure:
dokvokk ki ok kkkkwkkd DROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3. 00 kseokdddddododsodddd

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

Ve e v R R e e e R e e e R R o o e e e o e e e e R o e e e e R R o o e o e e R R R e R e e

Model @ 83
Y : TRUST
X : CHEAT
M1l : DB
MZ : GUILT
W : BMB
Sample
Size: 257
Custom
Seed: GB4

Ve e v R R e e e R e e e R R o o e e e o e e e e R o e e e e R R o o e o e e R R R e R e e

CUTCCME VARIRBLE:
DB

Model Summary

R R-sg MSE F dfl df2 .
, 2941 0865 2,9500 7,89872 3,0000 253,0000 , 0000
Model

coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 3,6l64 L2010 17,9888 ,0000 3,2205 4,0123
CHERT , 8370 , 2941 2,2338 ;0264 0778 1,2382
EMB , 8008 ,3021 2,9816 ,0031 , 3058 1,4858
Int 1 -,1339 ,4301 -,3114 ;1558 -, 9808 , 7130

Product terms key:
Int 1 : CHELT X AMEB

Test (=) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
RZ-chng F dfl df2 P
bl L0004 L0870 1,0000 253,0000 . 7558

e W i e R o i R R o i e R R o e R R o e o e e e R o e e e o R o e R e R R

CUTCCOME VARIRBLE:
GUILT

Model Summary

E B—=qg MSE F dfl df2 B
, 1452 L0211 1,8984 2,7351 2,0000 254, 0000 , 0668
Model
coeff se t o LLCI ULCI
constant 1,8859 , 2306 B,2212 , 0000 1,4417 2,3500
CHERT -,1800 1747 -1,0873 2780 -, 5341 ,1541
DB ,1093 , 0490 2,2313 ;0265 ;0128 , 2058

T R R R R R R R R R R R o R R o R R
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R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R W R R R R R W R W R R AW

QUICOME VARIRELE:
TRUST

Model Summary

R R-sgq MSE F dfl dfz2 .
;2365 ,0558 1,4344 4,884¢ 3,0000 253,0000 ,0022
Model

coeff se t . LLCI ULCI
constant 6,0231 , 2256 26,7041 , 0000 5,5788 6,4673
CHERT -,4383 ;1522 -2,B8B58 , 0042 -, 7381 -,1385
DB -,0421 , 0430 -, 9803 ;3278 -,1268 , 0425
GUILT -,1115 , 0545 -2,0448 ,0418 -, 2188 -,0041

RREEEEE R R R R R R R R R s s DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON ¥ ##ddddddddsssssss
Direct effect of X on ¥

Effect se t B LLCI ULCI

-,4393 , 1522 -2,8858 , 0042 -, 7391 -,1385

Conditiconal and unconditiconal indirect effects of X on ¥:

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEAT - DB - TRUST
BME Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
, 0000 -, 0277 , 0333 -,1074 , 0280
1,0000 -, 0220 , 0284 -, 0803 , 0251

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index BootS5E BootLLCI BootULCTI
BME 0056 0286 -,0354 L0737

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEAT - GUILT - TRUST
Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
0212 0246 -, 0168 ,0BO3

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEAT - DB - GUILT - TRUST
BMB Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
L0000 -, 0080 0066 -, 0243 0007
1,0000 -, 0064 , 0058 -, 0213 L0012

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
BMB 0018 0082 -, 0107 0156

EEE AR AR A AR AR AR AR Rk Rk R DNATYSTS NOTES LAND ERROLRS %% s o o ook ok i ok i o o o o e e

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
85,0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:
10000
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APPENDIX F: Study 2 Process Macro Outputs

Process V2 Macro Model 1 (Hayes 2013) Output

Bun MATRIX procedure:
Wkkkkkkwkukdk®d PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Release 2.16.3 % ddddddddddddddd

Written by &Zndrew F. Hayes, Fh.D. www . afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2013). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

R R R o R R R o e R R o o o e R R o R o o Rl o o o R o o

Model = 1
Y = DB
X = CHEATED
M = LMEB

Sample size
440

R R e R e R R e e R R e e R R e R R R R

Cutcome: DB

Model Summary

R R-=q MSE F dfl df2 B
2365 0658 3,1789 10,2374 3,0000 436,0000 0000
Model

coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 3,5348 L1570 22,5179 , 0000 3,2264 3,8434
EMB 8051 2376 3,3802 , 0008 3382 1,2720
CHERTED , 4599 2411 1,9077 0571 -,0138 9336
int 1 -, 0412 , 3425 -.1204 9042 -, 7144 8318

Product terms key:
int_l CHEATED x ME
R-sguare increase due to interaction(s):
R2-chng F dfl df2 B

int_1 , 0000 , 0145 1,0000 436,0000 2042

R A R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R W

Conditional effect of ¥ on ¥ at wvalues of the moderator(s):

ZMB Effect =e £ e LLCI ULCI
, 0000 , 4599 ,2411 1,9077 , 0571 -,0139 , 9336
1,0000 , 4186 ,2433 1,7208 , 0860 -,0586 , 8068

ERERR R AR A A ARk RkRkhk AMATYSTS NOTES AND WARNINGS % & i ook of o ok o o o o o o e ol i o o e o

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
895,00
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Process V2 Macro Model 6 (Hayes 2013) Output

Run MATRIX procedure:
Fokdkkdkkkk kR kR k% PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Release 2.16.3 whddkbkdkdddddidd

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2013)}. www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

R R R o R R o Rl R R o o o R R R o R R o o o e o R o R ol o e o o e o

Model = &
¥ = ATT
X = CHERTED
M1 = DB
MZ = GUILT

Sample size
440

Custom
Seed: Qg4

R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R

Cutcome: DB

Model Summary

R B-sgq MSE F dfl df2
, 1437 L0207 3,3174 9,2367 1,0000 438, 0000 L0025
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 3,8865 ,1204 32,2905 , 0000 3,6499 4,1230
CHEATED ;5282 ;1738 3,0382 , 0025 ;1866 ,B60B

R R R e R R R R R e R R R e R R R R R R R

Cutcome: GUILT

Model Summary

E R-s3gq MSE F dfl df2
, 1459 ,0213 2,1738 44,7506 2,0000 437,0000 , 0001
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 1,9383 ,1781 10,8252 , 0000 1,3872 2,20913
DB ,1180 , 0387 33,0768 ,0022 , 0430 , 1850
CHEATED -, 0885 1422 -, 6297 ;5292 -, 3690 , 1889

e e o R R e R R e e R i e R e e e R R e e e e e e e R e

Cutcome: ATT

Model Summary

E R-=q MSE F dfl df2
, 28B4 , 0832 2,2794 13,1833 3,0000 436,0000 , 0000

Model

coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 4,7049 , 2066 22,776l , 0000 4,2989 5,1109
DB -.1878 ,0400 -4,1041 , 0000 -, 24686 -.,0882
GUILT 1377 , 0480 33,2203 ,0014 , 0815 , 2340
CHEATED -, 4651 , 1456 -3,1033 ,0015 -.,7514 -.1788
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EEEE R AR R AR r Rk s DTREECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS =& s wsssh s s bk i owwobo iiwr

Direct effect of X on Y
Effect SE t E LLCI TULCT
-,4651 1458 -3,14933 , 0015 -, 7514 -, 1788

Indirect effect(s) of X on ¥
Effect Boot SE BootLLCI BootULCT

Total: -,0929 , 0415 -,1929 -,0248
Indl : -,0887 ;0368 -,1802 -, 0320
Ind2 : , 0089 , 0054 0028 , 0258
Ind3 : -,0141 , 0238 -,0708 0266

Indirect effect key

Indl : CHEATED - DB - ATT
IndZ : CHERTED -2 DB - GUILT —x LTT
Ind3 : CHEATED - GUILT - ATT

EERE R R AR AR AR e Ry ANATYSTS NOTES AND WABNIMGES =as s s e sd s hd i w i b i i

Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals:
10000

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95,00

Run MATRIX procedure:
FRERkk R kkkdws PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Release 2.16.3 #eedddiddddddsass

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation availakle in Hayes (2013). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

R R R R R R R R e R R ol R R R R o e R R R ol ol R o o

Model = &
Y = CCMM
X = CHEATED
M1 = DB
M2 = GUILT

Sample size

440

Custom
Seed: ogB4

R R R R R R R R e R R ol R R R R o e R R R ol ol R o o

Cutcome: DB

Model Summary

R R-=sq MSE F dfl df2 B
, 1437 L0207 3,3174 9,2367 1,0000 438, 0000 L0025
Model
coeff =2a t B LLCI ULCI
constant 3,8B65 , 1204 32,2905 , 0000 3,64099 4,1230
CHERTED ;0282 , 1738 3,03082 L0025 1866 , 8688

o o e R R Y e R o e e e Y R e e R e e e R e R e e e
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A R R R R R R R o R R o R o R R R R R R
Cutcome: GUILT

Model Summary

R R-=3q MSE F dfl df2 B
1458 ,0213 2,1739 4,7506 2,0000 437,0000 , 0091
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 1,8393 L1781 10,8252 L0000 1,5872 2,2013
DB ,1190 , 0387 3,0766 L0022 , 0430 , 1850
CHEATED -,0895 ,1422 -, 6297 , 52082 -, 3690 ,1808

W R R R iy R e e R R o e o e i o R o o e o e R o e R o R e e e o i o R R o R e R R

Cutcome: COMM

Model Summary

R R—=sq MSE F dfl df2 s
2173 , 0473 1,4082 T,2181 3,0000 436,0000 ,0001
Model

coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 53,1007 1624 31,4145 ,0000 4,781a 53,4198
DB -,0789 L0315 -2,3087 L0125 -,1408 -,0171
GUILT ,0208 ,0385 , 5408 , 5889 -, 0548 , 0865
CHERTED -,4012 (1145 -3,5042 ,0005 -, 8282 -,1762

AR R R AR R R R Rk Rd s DIRECT LRND INDIEECT EFFECTS *® e asdmsmdsmms s mm s md s wars

Direct effect of X on Y
Effect SE t £ LLCT ULCI
-,4012 , 1145 -3,5042 , 0005 -, 6262 -, 1762

Indirect effect key

Indl : CHEATED -> DB - CoMM
IndZ : CHEATED -> DB == GUILT - CoMM
Ind3 : CHEATED -> GUILT - CoMM

EEEEE R AR e Ry ANATYSTS NOTES LND WRBNNTIIES &% s s sd dm s s s oo oo oo i

Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals:

10000

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
895,00
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Bun MATRIX procedure:
FRERRkRRRRAdR% DPROCESS Procedure for SPSS Release 2.16.3 wewddmsdddddanadd

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2013). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

R R R R R R R R e o R R R o e R R R

Model = &
¥ = TRUST
X = CHEATED
M1 = DB
MZ = GUILT

Sample size

440

Custom
Seed: 984

o e o e o R o R R R R o R R R R R o R R R R o R o R o R R o R R o o R o R o R R o R o R e R R
Cutcome: DB

Model Summary

R B-=q MSE F dfl df2
1437 L0207 3,3174 89,2387 1,0000 438, 0000 , 0025
Model
coeff se t s LLCI ULCI
constant 3,B8865 1204 32,2805 , 0000 3,6498 4,1230
CHERTED , 5282 ,1738 3,0302 ,0025 , 1866 8698

e e e o e R e o R o R e o i e o R R el R o i e o R el R o e i o R o i e e e R o e i R R e e o o R o ke
Cutcome: GUILT

Model Summary

R R-=g MSE F dfl dfz2
, 1458 L0213 2,1738 44,7508 2,0000 437,0000 , 0081
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 1,9393 1781 10,8252 , 0000 1,5872 2,2813
DB ,1190 , 0387 3,0768 002z , 0430 , 1850
CHERTED -, 0895 1422 -, 6297 , 5282 -, 3690 ,1899

o R Y e o R o P R Y o Y e R Y e e e e R i R e R e R

Cutcome: TRUST

Model Summary

R R-sg MSE F dfl dfz2
, 3452 1182 1,1565 19,6628 3,0000 436,0000 , 0000

Model

coeff se t B LLCT ULCI
constant 6,2198 ,1471 42,2714 L0000 5,9306 6,3090
DB -, 0807 , 0285 -2,8317 , 0048 -,1368 -, 0247
GUILT -,1504 , 0349 -4,3107 L0000 -, 2180 -, 0818
CHERTED -, 5061 L1037 -4,8785 L0000 -, 7100 -.,3022
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R AR ARk R Rk R R e s DTREECT AND INDIEBECT EFFECTS *seremer s dd o m e h s m o r o ww s

Direct effect of X on ¥
Effect SE t P LLCT ULCI
-,5061 1037 -4,8785 L0000 -, 7100 -, 3022

Indirect effect(s) of X on ¥
Effect Boot SE BootLLCI BootULCT

Total: -,0388 0322 -,1068 0210
Indl : -, 0427 0212 -,0871 -,0113
Ind2 : -,0085 0052 -,0252 -,0028
Ind3 : 0135 0221 -,0278 0623

Indirect effect key

Indl : CHERTED -> DB = TRUST
Ind2 : CHEATED - DB —> GUILT —= TRUST
Ind3 : CHEATED -> GUILT - TRUST

R AR R AR AR Rk R R Rw AMNATYSTS MOTES RND WRRNINGS =& & m s s s s s do s i o

Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals:

10000

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95,00
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Procesd/3 Macro Model 83 (Hayes 2018) Output

Bun MATRIX procedure:
FRERR R AR AR R AR A% PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3.00 #w@addsssidassssd

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

e R R e R R R e R R R o e R R o e R

Model @ 83
¥ : ATT
X : CHEATED
M1 : DB
MZ : GUILT
W : BMB
Sample
Size: 440
Custom
Seed: Q54

Ry R e e R v e e R o e i e R e e R o o o R o R o R e e R e o e R o R e i o e o o e R R

COUTCCME VARIABLE:
DB

Model Summary

R R-=5qg MSE F dfl df2 B
;2385 ,0638 3,1788 10,2374 3,0000 436, 0000 ,0000
Model

coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 3,5348 1570 22,5179 , 0000 3,2264 3,8434
CHERTED , 4599 ;2411 1,8077 L0571 -,0138 , 93380
IMEB ,8051 ;2376 3,3802 , 0008 , 3382 1,2720
Int 1 -,0412 ;3425 -.1204 , 0042 -, 7144 , 6318

Product terms key:
Int 1 : CHEATED x BMEB

Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
R2-chng F dfl df2 B
K*H L0000 L0145 1,0000 436, 0000 L9042

T R R R R R R R R R e R R R e R R R

CUTCCME VARIABLE:
GUILT

Model Summary

R R-=qg MSE F dfl df2 B
(1458 L0213 2,1739 4,7508 2,0000 437,0000 L0081
Model
coeff ES t E LLCI ULCI
constant 1,9393 L1781 10,8252 , 0000 1,5872 2,2813
CHERTED -,0895 1422 -, 8287 , 0282 -, 3890 , 1898
DB ,1190 0387 33,0766 L0022 ,0430 ,1850

e R R R R e e R R R R e e e R o R R o e e e R R R e e o R R
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R e W R Y R e e R Y e e R Y R e e R Y e R Y e R Y e e R e e R

COUTCCME VARIABLE:
ATT

Model Summary

R E-sq MSE F dfl df2 B
, 2884 ,0832 2,2794 13,1833 3,0000 436,0000 ,0000
Model

coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 4,7049 L2066 22,778l , 0000 4,2089 53,1109
CHERTED -, 4851 1456 -3,1933 , 0015 -,7514 -,1788
DB -.1879 ,0400 -4,1941 ,0000 -, 2466 -,0892
GUILT L1577 ,0480 3,2205 ,0014 , 0615 , 2540

R R R R R R R kR R DTRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X O] W %% b i i o o oddod e
Direct effect of ¥ on ¥

Effect se t B LLCI ULCI

—-,4631 1456 -3,1833 L0013 -, 7514 -, 1788

Conditional and unconditional indirect effects of X on ¥:

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DB - LTT
EMBm=ce Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
0000 -, 0772 ,04B1 -, 1823 0065
1,0000 -,0703 ,0421 -, 1633 L0043

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index Boot5E BootLLCT BootULCIT
EMBmsce 0069 0590 -,1112 L1279

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - GUILT - ATT
Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
-,0141 L0238 -, 0657 L0311

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DB - GUILT - ATT
EMBms=sce Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
L0000 0088 0061 -, 0007 L0228
1,0000 0079 0057 -, 0005 L0215

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index Boot5E BootLLCI BootULCT
EMEBE -, 0008 , 0069 -,014% L0140

EEEEFEAEERTEAARE TR TREEY ANALYSTS MNOTES LND FEREEORS ®eEw e w & w s & o e e & r W v e ww

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95,0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence interwvals:
10000
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Run MATRIX procedure:
kR Rk kR kR kk k%% DPROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3.00 sédedinkdddddodddds

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

e R R R e o R R e R R o e R R R o R R

Model @ B3
Y : CCOMM
X : CHEATED
M1 : DB
M2 1 GUILT
W : ZMB
Sample
Size: 440
Custom
Seed: QB4

Ry v e e i R i i R e R R o el o R e o e R o o o e R o R i e i e R e e R o o o e R R R

COUTCCME VARIABLE:
DB

Model Summary

R R-=q MSE F dfl df2
;2365 , 0658 3,17889 10,2374 3,0000 436,0000 , 0000

Model

coeff se t E LLCI ULCI
constant 3,5349 , 1370 22,5179 , 0000 3,2264 3,8434
CHEATED , 4589 , 2411 1,9077 L0571 -,0139 , 9336
EME , 8051 , 2376 3,3892 , 0008 , 3382 1,2720
Int 1 -,0412 , 3423 -,1204 , 9042 -, 7144 , 8318

Product terms key:
Int_1 : CHEATED x AMB

Test(s) of highest order unconditional interactiom(s):
RZ-chng F dfl df2 B
W L0000 0145 1,0000 436,0000 , 9042

o o o o o R Y R e i i R Y e o e e R i R e e e R o R

COUTCCME VARIABLE:
GUILT

Model Summary

R R-3q MSE F dfl df2
, 1458 ,0213 2,1739 4,7506 2,0000 437,0000 , 0081
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 1,9303 ,1701 10,8252 , 0000 1,5872 2,2013
CHEATED -, 0B89S 1422 -, 8297 , 5282 -, 3690 , 1898
DB ,1190 , 0387 3,0766 L0022 , 0430 ,1950

e R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R W
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OUTCOME VARIABLE:
CCMM

Model Summary

E B-=g MSE F dfl df2 B
2175 0473 1,4082 7,2181 3,0000 436,0000 , 0001
Model

coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 55,1007 1624 31,4145 , 0000 4,781le 5,419¢8
CHEATED -,4012 ,1145 -3,5042 , 0005 -, 6262 -, 1762
DB -,0788 , 0315 -2,35087 , 0125 -,1408 -,0171
GUILT 0208 0385 5408 ,JBBS -,0548 0965

EEAAAEASAAA AR A A 44 DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON ¥ S&&dddddbdhbdsdts
Direct effect of X on ¥

Effect se t B LLCI ULCI

-, 4012 ,1145 -3,5042 L0005 -, 6262 -, 1762

Conditional and unconditional indirect effects of X on ¥:

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DB - CoMM
AMEmsce Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
, 0000 -,0363 L0279 -,1037 L0037
1,0000 -,0330 L0231 -,0854 L0037

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
EMBm=ce 0033 0285 -, 05326 L0704

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - GUILT - coMM
Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
-, 0019 0073 -, 0203 L0118

INDIEECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DB - GUILT - CoMM
AMEmsce Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
, 0000 ,0011 L0028 -, 0042 L0075
1,0000 0010 0025 -,0038 L0066

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
BAMEBm=sce -, 0001 L0018 -, 0044 L0038

e e e ek kR ke ANATLYSTS NOTES AND ERRORS e e i o o e o e v e i e e

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95, 0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence interwvals:
10000
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Bun MATRIX procedure:
FRERR R R AR AR R AR d % PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Verszion 3.00 #*&aaiddddsdddass

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

R R R R e R R R o R R R R R R o e e R R R

Model @ B3
¥ : TRUST
X : CHEATED
M1 : DB
MZ : GUILT
W : ZMB
Sample
Size: 440
Custom
Seed: GE4

R R R R e R R R o R R R R R R o e e R R R

QUICCME VARIABLE:
DB

Model Summary

R R-s3gq MSE F dfl df2
;2565 , 0638 3,1788 10,2374 3,0000 436,0000 , 0000

Model

coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 3,5349 1570 22,5179 , 0000 3,2264 3,68434
CHERTED , 4589 , 2411 1,9077 L0571 -.0138 , 9336
EMB , 8051 2376 3,3802 , 0008 , 3382 1,2720
Int 1 -,0412 , 3425 -.1204 , 8042 -,7144 , 6318

Product terms key:
Int 1 : CHERTED x BME

Test (=) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
RZ-chng F dfl df2 B
KW , 0000 ,0145 1,0000 436, 0000 L9042

R R R R e R R R R R R o R Rl R R

CUTCCME VARIRBLE:
GUILT

Model Summary

= B-=g MSE F dfl df2
1458 L0213 2,173%8 4,7506 2,0000 437,0000 . 0081
Model
coeff se t s LLCI ULCI
constant 1,9383 1791 10,8252 0000 1,5872 2,2813
CHERTED -,0885 , 1422 -, 6297 , 5292 -, 3690 ,18498
DB ,1180 , 0387 3,0768 0022 , 0430 ,1850

R e R e R R e e R o R R i e R o R R o R o o e i o R o e R o e R e il o R o o e o R o R e R R e
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OUTCCME VARTABLE:
TRUST

Model Summary

R R-sg MSE F dfl df2 B
, 3452 ,1182 1,1565 19, 6628 3,0000 436,0000 , 0000
Model

coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant &6, 2198 ,1471 42,2714 , 0000 53,9306 6, 3080
CHEATED -, 3061 L1037 -4,8785 , 0000 -, 7100 -, 3022
DB -, 0807 , 0285 -2,8317 , 0048 -,1368 -, 0247
GUILT -,1504 , 0348 -4,3107 , 0000 -, 2180 -, 0818

AEAERA AR AR AR A AR AR DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON ¥ Sheessdksamdsdssnd
Direct effect of X on ¥

Effect se t B LLCI ULCI

-, 5061 1037 -4,8785 0000 -, 7100 -,3022

Conditional and unconditicnal indirect effects of X on ¥:

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DE - TRUST
AMEm=zce Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
L0000 -,0371 L0261 -, 0884 L0028
1,0000 -,0338 L0220 -, 0828 L0021

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
AMEm=ce L0033 ,0282 -, 0322 D669

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHERATED - GUILT - TRUST
Effect BootsSE BootLLCT BootULCI
L0135 0221 -, 0285 . 0585

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DBB - GUILT - TEUST
AMBmsce Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
L0000 -, 0082 0058 -,0219 , 0007
1,0000 -,0075 , 0056 -, 0213 , 0004

Index of moderated mediation (difference between conditional indirect effects):
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCT
AMBmsce L0007 0066 -, 0137 0136

e e e o ok kR Rk k% ANATLYSTS NOTES AND ERROERS o e i e e o i e ek o e e e

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95,0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:
10000
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Process V3 Macro Model 87 (Hay@817) Output

Run MATRIX procedure:
Wk Rk dok ok kR ko k% PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3,00 ookl dookdodd &k

Written by Rndrew F. Hayes, FPh.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

e R R R R e R R e e e R R R R e e e e R R R e o e R o R R

Model @ 87
Y : ATT
X : CHEATED
M1 : DB
MZ : GUILT
W : FRO
Sample
Size: 440
Custom
Seed: 484

e R R R R e R R e e e R R R R e e e e R R R e o e R o R R

CUTCCME VARIABLE:
DB

Model Summary

R R-=q MSE F dfl df2 B
, 1437 L0207 3,3174 g9,2367 1,0000 438, 0000 , 0025
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 3,8865 ,1204 32,2805 , 0000 3,6498 4,1230
CHEATED , D282 , 1738 3,0302 , 0025 , 18686 ,B608

R o R R R R o R R o o o R o R R R o o e R R ol o o o o o R ol R o R o R

CUTCCME VARIABLE:
GUILT

Model Summary

R B-sqg MSE F dfl df2 P
, 1458 L0213 2,1738 4,7506 2,0000 437,0000 , 00081
Model
coeff LS t P LLCI ULCI
constant 1,9383 L1791 10,8252 , 0000 1,5872 2,2813
CHEATED -,0885 , 1422 -, 8297 , 0292 -, 3880 , 1899
DB ,1190 , 0387 33,0768 , 0022 ,0430 ,1950

ey v e e e e o el o e o o R e R o R e o o R e o o R e o R e R e e o o e R o e o R
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Ry R R R R R e R o R R R e R R R

CUTCCME VARIABLE:
ATT

Model Summary

R R-=g MSE F
,2BED 0835 2,2801 T,8068
Model
coeff se t
constant 4, 0721 25689 18,1884
CHEATED -, 4660 1481 -3,1886
jn)=] -, 1680 0403 -4,1965
GUILT , 1585 0808 1,89735
FRO 0389 leZE 2385
Int 1 -, 0025 0583 -, 0423
Product terms key:
Int 1 : GUILT X FRQ

dfl
35,0000

, 0000
0015
, 0000
, 0491
, 8108
9661

Test (=2) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

R2-chng F dfl
M2%W , 0000 , 0018 1,0000

df2
434,0000

df2
434,0000

LLCI
4,1e73
-, 7531
-, 2482

00086
-, 2807
- 1171

b

266l

, 0000

ULCI
5,17689
-,1788
-,08889

3184
35886
(1122

EREE R AR AR Rk R R w ek w DTRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X QN ¥ *edsdadddresrerdass

Direct effect of X on ¥
Effect =e t
-, 4660 1461 -3,18%96

Conditional and unconditional indirect effects of X on ¥:

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DB -
Effect BootsSE BootLLCT
-,0883 L0374 -, 1729

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - GUILT -
FRQ Effect BootSE

, 0000 -,0143 0263
1,0000 -,0141 L0237
2,0000 -,0138 0248

Index of moderated mediation:

Index BootSE BootLLCI
FRO L0002 L0083 -, 0188

B
. 0015

ATT
BootULCI
-, 0260
ATT
BootLLCI
-, 0730

-,0647
-,0682

BootULCT
, 0208

210

LLCT
-, 7531

BootULCI
03335
, 0306
,0316

ULCT
-, 1788



INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DB - GUILT - LTT
FROQ Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCT
, 0000 0100 L0073 0000 L0282
1,0000 ,00eg 0055 0020 0234
2,0000 0097 0062 0004 0243

Index of moderated mediation:
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCT
FROQ -, 0002 L0040 -, 0082 L0074

wERER AR AR R AR AT R AR Rk Rckww ANATYSTS NOTES AND ERRORS W v v vk v ok o v ol o v ok v v ol o v ol v o ol v o

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95,0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:
10000

W values in conditional tabkles are the léth, 50th, and EB4th percentiles.
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Run MATRIX procedure:
Wk ok kokkkokkkkkk ok PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3,00 fovdsokdiodddokdokododdok

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, FPh.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

e R R R R R e e R o R o e e R o R R R e o e e e R ol R o o e R R

Model @ B7
Y : CCMM
X : CHEATED
M1 : DB
MZ : GUILT
W : FED
Sample
Size: 440
Custom
Seed: Gg4

e R e e e R e R R R R R R
OUTCCME VARIABLE:
DB

Model Summary

E R-=3qg MSE F dfl df2 B
, 1437 0207 3,3174 9,2367 1,0000 438,0000 L0025
Model
coeff LS t E LLCI ULCI
constant 3,8865 1204 32,2805 L0000 3,64890 4,1230
CHERTED , 0282 1738 33,0302 L0025 ;1866 ,B608
CUTCCME VARTABLE:
GUILT
Model Summary
R R-=qg MSE F dfl df2 B
, 1459 L0213 2,1738 4,7508 2,0000 437,0000 ,0081
Model
coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 1,9393 L1781 10,8252 , 0000 1,5872 2,2813
CHERTED -, 0895 1422 -, 6297 ;3292 -, 3690 ,1809
DB , 1190 , 0387 3,0766 L0022 , 0430 , 1850
e o o R R o R R R R kR kR kR R kR R R R ko ok ook ook ook o ok ook o ok o ko ok Rk ok o ok ok ke ke ke ke e o e e
CUTCCME VARTABLE:
COMM
Model Summary
R R-sqg MSE F dfl df2 B
, 2183 L0477 1,4142 4,3433 53,0000 434,0000 , 0007
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 5,1392 2019 25,4549 , 0000 4,7424 55,5360
CHERTED -,3894 1148 -3,4787 , 0008 -, 6251 -.1738
DB -, 0783 L0317 -2,4730 ,0138 -, 1405 -, 016l
GUILT ,0013 , 0635 , 0108 , 0842 -.1236 , 1261
FRQ -, 0390 1278 -, 3048 , 1607 -.2902 2123
Int 1 L0177 , 0458 , 3861 , 6998 -,0724 ,1078

Product terms key:
Int 1 : GUILT X FROQ
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Test (=) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
RZ-chng F dfl df2 B
M2*W , 0003 ,1491 1,0000 434,0000 , 6996
Ehhk AR A AL A AR A A4S Rd DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF ¥ ON ¥ Sodddddbddbbhbdbds
Direct effect of X on ¥
Effect e t B LLCI ULCI
-,3004 (1148 -3,4787 0008 -, 6251 -, 1738

Conditional and unconditional indirect effects of X on ¥:

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DB - CoMM
Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
-,0414 0235 -, 0858 -, 0048

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED —> GUILT —> CoMM
FRQ Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCI
0000 -, 0001 0105 -,0225 0218
1,0000 -, 0017 0073 -,01582 0119
2,0000 -, 0033 0114 -,0314 0174

Index of moderated mediation:
Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
FRO -, 0016 0082 -, 0211 0140

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DB - GUILT - CCMM
FEQ Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
0000 0001 0043 -, 0089 Qo082
1,0000 , 0012 0029 -, 0048 L0073
2,0000 L0023 , 0044 -, 0068 L0115

Index of moderated mediation:
Index BootS5E BootLLCT BootULCT
FRO L0011 0033 -, 0056 0081

AR AR R AR R Rk e Ry ANALYSIS MNOTES LAND FEROBRS #&wasswmsddw s w s o i

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95,0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:
10000

W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.
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Run MATRIX procedure:
kR Rk kR Rk Rk k%% DROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3.00 efdsdddddddddddd

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

e R R e R R R e R R R o e R R o e R

Model @ 87
Y : TRUST
X : CHEATED
M1 : DB
MZ : GUILT
W : FRQ
Sample
Size: 440
Custom
Seed: 984

e e R R R e e R R R R e e e R R R R o e e e R R e e o R

CUTCCME VARILABLE:
DB

Model Summary

R B-=g MSE F dfl df2 E
L1437 L0207 3,3174 49,2367 1,0000 438, 0000 L0025
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 3,8865 ,1204 32,2905 , 0000 3, 6498 4,1230
CHERTED ;5282 , 1738 3,03082 L0025 , 1866 , 8608
COUTCCME VARIABLE:
GUILT
Model Summary
R R-=3q MSE F dfl df2 B
, 1459 ,0213 2,1739 44,7508 2,0000 437,0000 L0081
Model
coeff se t B LLCI ULCI
constant 1,08383 L1701 10,8252 , 0000 1,5872 2,2813
CHERTED -, 0B85 1422 -, 8287 , 5202 -, 3690 , 18409
DB ,1180 , 0387 3,0766 L0022 ,0430 , 1850
e R R R R R R R R R R R i i i i i i iR
CUTCCME VRARIABLE:
TRUST
Model Summary
R R-=qg MSE F dfl dfz2 E
;3466 ,1201 1,1606 11,8440 53,0000 434,0000 L0000
Model
coeff se t s LLCI ULCI
constant 6,2738 ,1829 34,3034 , 0000 35,0144 6,6333
CHERTED -, 3036 ,1040 -4,8413 , 0000 -, 1080 -, 2891
DB -, 0800 L0287 -2,7878 , 0035 -,1363 -,0238
GUILT -, 1807 , 0576 -3,1400 ,0018 -, 2938 -, 06878
FRQ -.0536 , 1158 -, 4628 , 6438 -, 2812 , 1740
Int 1 ,0273 , 0415 ;6365 ,5118 -,0544 , 1089

Product terms key:
Int 1 : GUILT X FRO
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Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
RZ2-chng F dfl df2 B
M2*W 0009 4310 1,0000 434,0000 ,5119
Fhk AR A A AL AR bbb 44 DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON ¥ *&dddddbbbdbdbdss
Direct effect of X on ¥
Effect se t B LLCI ULCI
-,5038 1040 -4, 8413 , 0000 -, 7080 -,29591

Conditional and unconditiconal indirect effects of X on ¥:

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DB - TRUST
Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
-,0422 0211 -,0885 -,0081

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - GUILT - TRUST
FRQ Effect Boot3E BootLLCI BootULCI
0000 L0182 L0272 -,0351 L0743
1,0000 0137 0225 -,0305 L0603
2,0000 0113 L0204 -,0275 L0572

Index of moderated mediation:
Index Boot5E BootLLCT BootlULCT
FRO -, 0024 0083 -, 0237 L0128

INDIRECT EFFECT:

CHEATED - DBB - GUILT - TEUST
FEQ Effect BootSE BootLLCT BootULCT
L0000 -,0114 L0064 -, 0265 -, 0022
1,0000 -, 00586 L0051 -,0220 -, 0022
2,0000 -, 0079 , 00358 -,0225 -, 0004

Index of moderated mediation:
Index Boot5E BootLLCI BootULCT
FRQ 0017 , 0033 -, 0048 ,0084

EHEEE AR R AR R AR R R Rk Ry ANALYSTIS NOTES RND ERRORBS S o e e s s m s s s hod o w o i w i

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
85,0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:
10000

W values in conditional tables are the le6th, 50th, and B4th percentiles.
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APPENDIX G: Study 3 Process Macro Outputs

Process V2 Macro Model 4 Output

Run MATRIX procedure:
whkkdkkddkkdhkdd PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3.00 #¥##ddddddddddads

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e R e e e e R e e e e R v e e e o e e e R e e e R e

Model : 4
Y : ATT
X : DB
M : GUILT
Sample
Size: 181
Custom
Seed: 3770

e s v e e o e o o e o e e o o o o o o e R
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
GUILT

Model Summary

R R-3q MSE F dfl df2 P
, 2475 0613 3,2253 11,6803 1,0000 179, 0000 ,0008
Model
coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 2,4702 , 2117 11,6713 , 0000 2,052e 2,8879
DB ,9321 L2727 3,4176 , 0008 , 30839 1,4703

e e e e e e e e e R R e e R e e R e R e e R e e R e R R

OUTCCME VARIABLE:
ATT

Model Summary

R R-sq MSE F dfl df2 P
,1652 ,0273 ,5187 2,4966 2,0000 178,0000 ,0852
Model
coeff se t P LLCI ULCI
constant 1001 1127 8879 3758 -,1224 . 3226
DB ,1078 ,1130 ,9540 ,3414 -,1152 ,3308
GUILT -,0658 ,0300 -2,1939 ,02095 -,1250 -, 0066

TRk kR Rk Rk Rk kkkkkk DTRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y vk e i v ok ok vk o koo ke

Direct effect of X on ¥
Effect se t P LLCI ULCI c'_ps
,1078 ,1130 , 9540 ,3414 -, 1152 ,3308 ,1483

Indirect effect(s) of X on ¥:
Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
GUILT -, 0614 ,0353 -,1383 -,0019

Partially standardized indirect effect(s) of X om ¥:

Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
GUILT -,0844 ,0520 -, 2045 -,0026
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kR kR Rk Rk Rk Rk Rk kR d ANATYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS %%k ik ok ok ok e

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95,0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:
10000

------ END MATRIX --——-
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