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Abstract

Integrating the embodied cognition framework with research on the self, this study

shows that head canting (the vertical tilt of the head to look up vs. down) interacts

with a viewer's physical height to influence perceived brand power and behavioral

intentions. Three studies use a variety of brand cues in both laboratory and field

contexts to test the effect of head canting on brand power evaluations, the role of a

person's physical height as a moderator and boundary condition, and the mediating

role of consumer–brand identification. Study 1, an experiment, showed that tall, but

not short individuals, evaluate a brand as more powerful when looking up (rather than

down) at a brand story from a standing position, with differences in brand power

impacting brand attitudes and choice. Study 2 replicates these findings with

30 brands, consumers positioned in a seated position, and brand logos. Both studies

rule out the construal level as a process mediator. Study 3 further examines the

process and demonstrates that the interaction of head canting with a person's height

impacts consumer–brand identification, which mediates brand evaluations. These

findings add a brand management and physical‐self perspective to previous embodi-

ment research by specifically examining the effects of sensorimotor experiences.

K E YWORD S

brand power, construal level, embodiment, physical height, sensorimotor experience

1 | INTRODUCTION

This paper examines how the sensorimotor experience of canting

one's head up versus down impacts evaluations of brand power,

brand attitudes and choice, and contingent upon a person's physical

height. Head canting captures a sagittal tilt of the head relative to the

upright posture, that is, tilting the head back and forward as asso-

ciated with looking up versus down (Singla, Veqar, & Hussain, 2017).

We label the effect that tall, but not short people perceive a brand as

more powerful when looking up, rather than down, the Reverse

Napoleon Effect, in juxtaposition to the popularly known Napoleon

Complex, where people of short stature supposedly compensate for

feelings of inferiority by their evaluations and behaviors (Knapen,

Blaker, & Van Vugt, 2018).

In the marketplace, consumers frequently look at brand cues

including names, logos, stories, packages, and mascots across a

variety of settings, ranging from store shelves, computer screens, and

smartphones to billboards, movie theaters, and in‐flight entertain-

ment. In many, if not most, cases looking at a brand requires adopting

a head position that involves at least some degree of looking up or

looking down (head canting). Understanding whether and how head

canting impacts viewer perceptions of brand power is important for

marketing management for a number of reasons. Head canting may

impact consumer evaluation of brand power, which is a key
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component of brand equity (Keller, 1993). Power captures the ability

of a brand to succeed in a market and encapsulates consumers'

overall perceptions of the superiority or weakness of that brand

when compared with others (Lassar, Mittal, & Sharma, 1995). Con-

sumers, furthermore, use brand power heuristically to simplify de-

cisions (Bong Na, Marshall, & Keller, 1999), and exhibit greater

preference (Page & Herr, 2002) and attachment to strong brands

(Proksch, Orth, & Bethge, 2013). Thus, brand power both facilitates

and encapsulates brand success (Völckner & Sattler, 2006).

At least two theoretical accounts support our predicted effects

of head canting on perceptions of brand power: embodied cognition

(Barsalou, 1999) and conceptual metaphor theory (Lakoff &

Johnson, 1980, 1999). According to embodied cognition theory,

bodily movements can evoke specific cognitions (see Niedenthal,

Barsalou, Winkielman, Krauth‐Gruber, & Ric, 2005, for a review),

including power (Schubert, 2004). Similarly, metaphors, constructed

based on experiential correlations (Slepian, Masicampo, & Amba-

dy, 2015), link past experiences associated with bodily movements to

abstract constructs, including power (see Cian, 2017, for a review).

Consumer research has drawn from embodied cognition to link a

person's head canting to marketing‐relevant outcomes such as pur-

chase intention (Ardelet, 2018: head level vs. canted down) and the

choice of feasible versus desirable products (Van Kerckhove, Geuens,

& Vermeir, 2015: looking up vs. down). Several scholars have also

drawn from conceptual metaphor theory to examine the effects of

design verticality on taste evaluation and intention (Van Rompay, van

Hoof, Rorink, & Folsche, 2019); camera angle and background or-

ientation on price expectation and intention (Van Rompay, De Vries,

Bontekoe, & Tanja‐Dijkstra, 2012); logo verticality (Guido, Pichierri,

Nataraajan, & Pino, 2016) and visual horizons in advertising images

(Roose, Vermeir, Geuens, & Van Kerckhove, 2019) on attitudes; the

vertical position of a logo on consumption preferences (Sundar &

Noseworthy, 2014), and verticality in labels and shelves on perceived

product quality (Machiels & Orth, 2017).

Perhaps the most comprehensive body of research exists in so-

cial psychology, where researchers have applied both embodiment

(e.g., Schubert & Semin, 2009) and conceptual metaphor theory to

study perceived power effects (e.g., Giessner & Schubert, 2007;

Lakens, Semin, & Foroni, 2011; Meier & Dionne, 2009), and close

correlates of power such as strength (Schubert, 2005), dominance

(Burgoon & Dunbar, 2006), charisma (Hamstra, 2014), and divinity

(Meier, Hauser, Robinson, Friesen, & Schjeldahl, 2007). Power is thus

at least partially conceptualized and understood in terms of sensor-

imotor experiences and conceptual metaphors created based on at-

tributions related to those experiences. Physiological sensations may

heuristically be applied to substantiate evaluations of verticality,

which cue power associations that are linked to sensorimotor pro-

cessing (Zanolie et al., 2012). Previous research, however, has not

focused on perceptions of power in a brand context related to head

canting, while accounting for the possible influence of a viewer's

physical characteristics, such as height; nor comprehensively ex-

amined the interaction between the sensorimotor experience of

canting one's head with perceptions of power and related outcomes.

Important to transferring findings from social psychology to

brand management, people attribute human characteristics to brands

(Aaker, 1997; Bennett & Hill, 2012). They view brands as relationship

partners (Fournier & Alvarez, 2012), anthropomorphize them,

evaluate and appropriate attributes, including power (Bosnjak,

Bochmann, & Hufschmidt, 2007; Crosno, Freling, & Skinner, 2009),

and adopt and utilize brands for their symbolic meanings (Aaker,

Garbinsky, & Vohs, 2012).

Given the importance of a brand's power, it is important for

marketing management to clarify how and when sensorimotor ex-

periences, such as head canting, influence brand power perceptions,

and other outcomes of practical relevance. Is the attribution of

power to brands higher when people cant their head up rather than

down (i.e., is looking up = powerful, a universal phenomenon), or is

this effect moderated by individual characteristics (i.e., a person's

height)? Moreover, what processes mediate the association between

head canting and brand power, and what are the consequences of

brand power on brand attitudes and choice?

To address these questions, the present study builds on the em-

bodied cognition framework by integrating and extending previous

research on the importance of physical characteristics to a person's self

‐concept (McGuire & Padawer‐Singer, 1976; Mittal, 2006), with

research on consumer–brand identification (CBI; Chernev, Hamilton, &

Gal, 2011; Escalas & Bettman, 2003, Lam, Ahearne, Hu, &

Schillewaert, 2010) and self‐similarity (Stokburger‐Sauer, Ratneshwar,
& Sen, 2012). The base proposition is that associations between the

sensorimotor experience of canting one's head up versus down and

evaluations of power may not be universal in the context of brands;

rather, power perceptions should be contingent upon a person's phy-

sical height due to self‐similarity. Our research demonstrates that tall

people evaluate brands as more powerful when looking up at them,

because they identify more with those brands. Short people, in contrast,

identify more with brands they look down upon.

By examining these effects, this study contributes to the literature

in several important ways. First, we examine sensorimotor effects on

brand power, an outcome variable that has received little attention in

embodied cognition research (e.g., Ardelet, 2018; Van Kerckhove

et al., 2015). Doing so also adds a commercial perspective to social

psychology studies that focus on power perception in the context of

people (e.g., Schubert, 2004). Second, by identifying physical height as a

boundary condition, we extend research on embodied cognition, which

has almost exclusively examined direct associations between bodily

behavior and individual response (Meier, Schnall, Schwarz, &

Bargh, 2012), and has only recently begun to explore boundary con-

ditions (Cian, 2017). Third, and in contrast to studies that utilize con-

strual level as a process mediator (e.g., Van Kerckhove et al., 2015), we

examine CBI as an intervening variable. Adopting a self‐referencing
perspective (Burnkrant & Unnava, 1995) and the view that body image

is an important facet of the self (Mittal, 2006), our study goes beyond

the traditional personality aspects of the self (Aaker, 1997; Grubb &

Grathwohl, 1967; Sirgy, 1982) to show how physical characteristics,

such as height, can affect identification with a brand and consequently

behavioral intentions. Last, our work enhances generalizability by
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accounting for individual and situational difference variables as possible

influencers of sensorimotoric head canting effects, specifically, con-

strual level, underdog orientation, power distance, and mood.

Three studies (two in a laboratory context and one in a field

setting) examine the impact of head canting and viewer physical

height on brand power and behavioral intention, using different

brand stimuli and different contexts (see Figure 1). The first study

establishes the effect of head canting—conditional upon a person's

height—on brand power and attitude toward an unknown brand, with

consumers in a standing position. The second study aims to replicate

these findings using 30 brand logos with consumers in a seated po-

sition. Both studies rule out the construal level as a process mediator.

The third study employs a field experiment with brand packages

positioned higher versus lower on a store shelf. It provides further

evidence for the conditional head‐canting‐physical‐height effect and
suggests that this effect is driven by CBI. Together, these studies

support the moderating role of a person's height on the effects of

verticality and provide marketing managers with a better under-

standing of how to effectively display brand cues to audiences

varying in stature and viewing perspective.

F IGURE 1 Conceptual model and its operationalization in the empirical studies
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2 | CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND
DEVELOPMENT OF HYPOTHESES

2.1 | Embodied cognition

To answer the question of how canting one's head can influence the

evaluation of brand power, we draw from embodied cognition litera-

ture (Barsalou, 1999). A substantial amount of research shows that

cognition is in many ways embodied, that is, bodily behavior and

cognition are closely related (for reviews see Neumann, Förster, &

Strack, 2003; Niedenthal et al., 2005; Pecher, 2018). Through embo-

diment, sensorimotor experiences such as movements of the head

provide input to cognitions, evaluative judgments, and choice (e.g., Van

Kerckhove et al., 2015). Important to our study, researchers have

identified three mechanisms linking sensorimotor experiences to

evaluative outcomes, including sensorimotor simulation, modal prim-

ing, and direct state induction (Körner, Topolinski, & Strack, 2015).

In sensorimotor simulation, bodily manipulations evoke cognitions

directly by making concepts normally associated and congruent with that

bodily movement more readily available. For example, moving the head

to look down at a computer screen evokes the simulation of a bird's eye

perspective on a product displayed on that screen (Ardelet, 2018).

Accordingly, abstract concepts (mental representations), such as power,

are simulations of sensorimotor experiences which share processing

mechanism with perception and action (Barsalou, 1999). An important

aspect of this view is that, although higher‐level association areas exist,

these by themselves do not represent meaning. Rather, the lower level

sensorimotor systems provide the content for mental representations

(Barsalou, Simmons, Barbey, & Wilson‐Mendenhall, 2003). Cognitions,

thereby, become close correlates of previous sensorimotor experiences

(Pecher & Winkielman, 2013).

In modal priming, sensorimotor states activate (often abstract)

concepts (Körner et al., 2015). Operating similar to priming in general,

modal priming through bodily behavior increases the accessibility of

associated concepts, making them more likely to be used in subsequent

tasks. Modal priming effects have received much attention through re-

search linking bodily states with abstract concepts via conceptual

metaphors (Landau, Meier, & Keefer, 2010; see Pecher, 2018, for a

review). Metaphors serve the purpose of making abstract concepts more

concrete (Lakoff & Johnson, 1999). Important to the present context,

verticality, a higher versus lower position on a vertical axis, has been

consistently linked to power both in social cognition (e.g., Giessner, Ryan,

Schubert, & van Quaquebeke, 2011; Meier & Dionne, 2009) and within

marketing contexts (e.g., Guido et al., 2016; Machiels & Orth, 2017;

Sundar & Noseworthy, 2014; Van Rompay et al., 2012).

The third embodiment process, direct state induction, involves

processing styles that influence cognitive functions across domains

(Körner et al., 2015), rather than sensorimotor activation that impacts

distinct concepts and evaluations (such as in modal priming). Promi-

nent among the processing styles linked with the embodiment in direct

state induction is a person's construal level (e.g., Slepian et al., 2015).

People can construe objects, actions, and events at concrete or ab-

stract levels (Liberman, Trope, & Wakslak, 2007). For example, some

consumers may construe power in relatively concrete terms by

thinking of lifting a heavy weight or getting someone to fetch coffee.

Others might construe that same concept more abstractly as having

executive power as a manager or charisma as a politician. Descriptions

of brands might likewise vary (Sundar & Noseworthy, 2014) and prime

abstract or more concrete processing. The inference from embodiment

research as a whole is that—regardless of the specific mechanism, or

mix of mechanisms at work (Körner et al., 2015)—the body in the

sense of sensory and motor properties plays a role in forming cogni-

tions and evaluative judgments including power.

2.2 | Head canting and brand power

Only a few studies have examined the effects of head canting, as a

sensorimotor experience, on consumer response. For example,

Ardelet (2018) reported that canting the head downward (rather than

keeping it level) to look at a tablet computer led to higher purchase

intention for a product advertised online. Mental simulation mediated

this effect. Van Kerckhove et al. (2015) found that consumers choose

more feasible (desirable) products when looking down (up). Their pro-

cess explanation centered on construal level, specifically, a more con-

crete processing style evoked by looking down, and a more abstract

processing style when looking up. While these studies provide evidence

for the capacity of head canting to induce embodied cognition and

influence consumer behavior, they do not link the sensorimotor ex-

perience to the concept of power, specifically, in a brand context. (As an

aside, they also do not account for individual differences in physical

characteristics.) We thus turn to the literature on metaphor processing,

which has solidly grounded the concept of power in verticality.

A substantial body of research on personality and social cogni-

tion suggests that observers link someone's physical height to as-

sessments of power (e.g., Blaker & van Vugt, 2014), dominance (e.g.,

Sharoni, 2006), and success (Judge & Cable, 2004). Similarly, research

in marketing and consumer behavior has linked perceptions of power

to a vertical position, employing theories of both metaphor (Lakoff &

Johnson, 1980) and embodiment (Barsalou, 2008).

Drawing from Lakoff and Johnson's (1980) metaphorical per-

spective, research on the vertical theory of dominance‐submission

has reported the positive effects of vertical position on power for a

diverse range of evaluative outcomes (Robinson, Zabelina, Ode, &

Moeller, 2008). For example, powerless and disadvantaged people

are thought to have “low” status, whereas the powerful and influ-

ential are thought to have “high” status (Lakoff & Johnson, 1999), a

view similarly reflected in the concept of “upper” versus “lower” class.

Anecdotally, people move “up” or “climb” the career ladder to gain

power, whereas others “head for a fall” or get 'de'moted. In compe-

tition, “top” dogs, as opposed to “under”dogs have more power and

are slated to win. Social cognition research finds the power to be

positively correlated to vertical posture (Tracy & Robins, 2004), with

higher vertical positions representing more powerful entities (Meier

et al., 2007). Similarly, when taking a self‐portrait for display in a

dating app, individuals intuitively manipulate the vertical camera

ORTH ET AL. | 1197



angle to embody how they want to be perceived by the opposite sex,

specifically, to provide cues of physical height and impressions of

power to the viewer (Sedgewick, Flath, & Elias, 2017). Adding an

implicit perspective, Schubert (2005) showed that dominant stimuli

were judged faster when presented higher on a computer screen,

whereas less powerful cues were evaluated faster when presented

lower on a screen. Embodiment research also indicates that human

head canting is homologous to animal dominance displays: When a

head is bowed, the person is perceived as submissive, displaying in-

feriority; and a head canted back is perceived as more dominant,

displaying superiority (Mignault & Chaudhuri, 2003).

Research in marketing and consumer behavior offers additional

evidence for the positive association between verticality and power.

Consumers judged products placed at the bottom (vs. the top) of a shelf

to be less expensive and of lower quality (Valenzuela & Raghubir, 2015).

For advertisements, Goodrich (2010) finds that lower page placement

significantly lowers brand attitudes, compared with higher page place-

ment. In retailing, consumers believe that retailers place expensive

(dominant) brands on top shelves, while affordable (less dominant)

brands are displayed on the bottom shelves (Valenzuela, Raghubir, &

Mitakakis, 2013). Although previous studies have examined verticality

in a marketing context, no study has examined the impact of sensor-

imotor verticality on evaluations of brand power or the dependence of

these evaluations on consumers' physical characteristics.

Integrating and extending the insights obtained from research on

embodiment and metaphors, it can be hypothesized that the sen-

sorimotor experience of canting one's head will impact the evaluation

of a brand's power. More specifically, behavior that is compatible

with power should facilitate evaluating a brand as more powerful,

whereas sensorimotor experiences that are incompatible with power

should facilitate evaluating a brand as less powerful. This prediction

is additionally supported by Förster and Strack (1996) and Förster

and Stepper's (2000) findings that performing bodily behaviors (such

as nodding one's head) facilitates the cognitive processing of com-

patible (positive rather than negative) stimuli. Greater compatibility

between motor behavior and cognition facilitates processing by

freeing mental capacity, while lower compatibility between motor

behavior and cognition generates a mental load. In sum, bodily ac-

tions can facilitate compatible mental processing, including perhaps

compatible evaluations. As discussed previously, looking up is com-

patible with power, whereas looking down is not. Consequently, it

can be expected that looking up will cue associations of power-

fulness. Extending these findings to a brand context, we expect:

H1. Canting the head to look up (down) will be associated with evalu-

ating a brand as more (less) powerful.

2.3 | Self‐referencing and the effect of physical
height

While we expect that head canting should influence brand power in

general, this effect might be qualified by individual characteristics.

Specifically, we expect that the effect will depend on a person's

physical height due to self‐referencing.
Consumers' self‐concepts influence consumption (Belk, 1988;

Sirgy, 1982) in myriad ways, including by influencing brand evaluations

(Swaminathan, Page, & Gürhan‐Canli, 2007). Salient aspects of the self

include personality traits and body characteristics (Mittal, 2006),

such as a person's height (McGuire & Padawer‐Singer, 1976;

Valtonen, 2013). Brand cues, moreover, can activate physical aspects

of the self, such as ethnicity (Kipnis et al., 2013), body shape

(Venkatesh et al., 2010), and verticality (Van Rompay et al., 2012).

In attempting to maintain a clear and functional sense of who they

are (Baumeister, 2010) and a stable and consistent sense of self, people

reflexively assess the similarity between their self‐perceptions and their

sense of the brands they encounter (Escalas & Bettman, 2003; Kleine,

Kleine, & Kernan, 1993). This self‐referencing process captures the

projective mental representation of oneself in an event, including ima-

gining oneself utilizing a product or brand (Escalas, 2004), expressing

self‐identity in usage simulation, and developing vivid imaginative pic-

tures of the self during the simulation process (Escalas, 2007). As such,

self‐referencing impacts the persuasive functioning of brand cues and

ultimately consumer–brand relationships (Burnkrant & Unnava, 1995).

Grounded in self‐referencing is the “underdog” (vs. “top dog”)

effect (Paharia, Keinan, Avery, & Schor, 2011), a phenomenon where

consumers react positively when they see underdog aspects of their

own life (i.e., being at a disadvantage) being reflected in brands. Key

to the underdog–top dog distinction is the concept of power (Jin &

Huang, 2019). Extending beyond mere economic characteristics,

types of disadvantages can include personality traits, and additionally

physical and body characteristics (Kim et al., 2008). Brands posi-

tioned as underdogs against large competitors (“top dogs”) can fa-

vorably influence consumer perceptions (Goldschmied, McDaniel, &

Ramirez, 2017) and compensate for perceived shortcomings in other

aspects (Kirmani, Hamilton, Thompson, & Lantzy, 2017; McGinnis &

Gentry, 2009). Through self‐referencing, consumers place themselves

in the position of the underdog; they describe themselves as having

been or as currently being an underdog in some contexts and recall

times when they too felt “less than” (McGinnis & Gentry, 2009).

Integrating a self‐referencing perspective with the previously

posited effect of head canting, we expect that a person's height will

interact with their sensorimotor experience when viewing a stimulus

to influence brand power perceptions. Assuming that short and tall

people hold similarly positive views of themselves and do not vary in

their self‐attributed power (e.g., Duguid & Goncalo, 2012; Knapen

et al., 2018), we expect that shorter consumers will project their own

perceived power and strength to brands requiring a downward cant

of the head to look upon. Conversely, consumers of tall stature

should attribute greater power to brands that require upward head

canting, because their taller stature predisposes them to see them-

selves in a similar position. Summarizing the above discussion leads

to our supposition that the power consumers attribute to brands

positioned high (upward head canting) versus low (downward head

canting) depends on their physical height. Hence, modifying and

qualifying our initial expectation (H1), we posit that:
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H2. A person's physical height will moderate the effect of head canting

on brand power such that taller (shorter) consumers will evaluate a

brand as more (less) powerful when looking up as compared with

when looking down.

2.4 | Consumer–brand identification

Critical for self‐referencing and the underdog effect is the contention

that consumers strongly identify with underdogs, especially those

with characteristics matching and mirroring their own disadvantages

and struggles (Kim et al., 2008). Consumers identify with “underdog”

brands for a variety of reasons, including counter‐conformity, the

desire for uniqueness (McGinnis, Gao, Jun, & Gentry, 2017), keeping

the top dog brand(s) at bay (Folger & Kass, 2000), and self‐similarity

(McGinnis & Gentry, 2009).

Brands generally establish and confirm a consumer's self‐concept
and identity through their ability to embody, inform, and communicate

desirable identities (Escalas & Bettman, 2005; Fournier, 2009; Lam

et al., 2010). A key concept for understanding how, when, and why

brands help consumers articulate their identities is CBI (e.g., Chernev

et al., 2011; Lam, Ahearne, Mullins, Hayati, & Schillewaert, 2013; Lam

et al., 2010), which has been conceptualized and tested using many

diverse perspectives (see Stokburger‐Sauer et al., 2012, for an overview),

including self‐similarity (Lam et al., 2013). While CBI research has em-

phasized the important role of the perceived similarity between a brand

and the self in terms of personalities (Lam et al., 2013), the previously

discussed self‐referencing literature suggests that the same principle

may also apply to physical characteristics such as a person's height.

People are generally motivated to maintain a positive view of

their self/identity (Baumeister, 2010). Specific identity motives

include distinctiveness, self‐continuity, and self‐congruity (Vignoles,

Chryssochoou, & Breakwell, 2000). Important to our context, the

self‐continuity motive suggests that people strive to maintain a sense

of continuity in self over time (Roccas & Amit, 2011). In addition,

the congruity principle suggests that consumers should identify with

brands that match their self‐perceptions, with taller people identifying

with brands positioned for people to look up to and shorter people

identifying with brands requiring people to look down. Self‐congruity
research shows that making a specific aspect of the self accessible

leads to brand intentions and behaviors consistent with that aspect of

the self (Lam et al., 2013). Integrating the CBI literature with research

on embodiment and self‐referencing we expect that:

H3. The moderating effect of a viewer's personal height on the head

canting‐brand power relationship will be mediated by CBI.

2.5 | Controls

A number of additional factors may influence how head canting,

conditional on viewer height, influences brand power, through CBI.

Important among those factors is the previously reviewed

mechanism (modal priming) involving changes in the construal level.

Underdog orientation, power distance, mood, category knowledge,

and brand familiarity may also play a role. Thus, we discuss and

empirically examine these variables as possible influencers to en-

hance the robustness of our framework.

Some studies in the previously discussed literature on embodi-

ment effects and consumer evaluations have posited that these ef-

fects may occur due to changes in viewers' construal level (e.g.,

Aggarwal & Zhao, 2015; Slepian et al., 2015). To rule out the possi-

bility that a subconscious link between physical height and proces-

sing style exists, our study should account for the construal level.

Similarly, our review of the literature on the “underdog” effect (Kim

et al., 2008; Paharia et al., 2011) suggests that a consumer's under-

dog orientation should be examined.

Additional research finds that high‐power (tall) individuals tend

to experience and express more positive and fewer negative

emotions than low‐power (short) individuals (Schoel, Eck, &

Greifeneder, 2014). Moreover, high‐power individuals differ from

low‐power individuals in their baseline emotions, exhibiting fewer

negative emotional reactions and physiological stress responses (Van

Kleef et al., 2008). The sensorimotor experience of canting one's

head may also impact mood, facilitating its application in cases of

clinical depression (Gjelsvik, Lovric, & Williams, 2018). Thus, our

study accounts for an individual's mood to minimize the possible

distorting effects of mood state on the effects of head canting.

Perceptual content is an input to the representations of concepts

in memory (Schubert, 2005). From an embodied cognition perspec-

tive, fresh perceptual content activates mental representations

stored in memory (Higgins, 1996), which influence cognitive

processes, such as perception, categorization, and judgment

(Barsalou, 1999). Categorization theory (Sujan, 1985) suggests that a

consumer's prior category knowledge affects their information pro-

cessing. In brand contexts, more (rather than less) knowledgeable

consumers process brand cues more easily, resulting in more favor-

able evaluations and more favorable behavioral responses (Hong &

Sternthal, 2010). Similarly, a person's familiarity with a specific brand

can facilitate processing, as those who are familiar with a brand are

more likely to extract meaning (such as power) by activating their

prior knowledge structures. As familiarity with a brand increases,

evaluations of power should thus be based more on existing knowl-

edge structures than on external cues, including head canting. Our

study will thus account for the possible effects of knowledge and

familiarity.

Finally, the concept of distance plays an important role in how

people relate to brands (Huang, Li, & Zhang, 2013). Discriminating

not only among cultures, but additionally among individuals (Yoo,

Donthu, & Lenartowicz, 2011), power distance captures the extent to

which a person accepts inequality. Specifically, individuals who are

high (rather than low) in power distance tend to emphasize power in

shaping boundaries and vertical relationships (Hofstede, 1984).

Given that individual power distance can affect brand evaluations

(Foscht, Maloles, Swoboda, Morschett, & Sinha, 2008), this concept is

also accounted for in our research.
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3 | EMPIRICAL STUDIES

Three studies tested the effects of head canting and a viewer's

physical height on brand power and behavioral intentions with di-

verse groups of consumers and in a variety of contexts. The first

study examines the main and interactive effects of height and head

canting with a student sample in the context of a text description of

an unknown craft beer brand. The second study employs a consumer

sample viewing computer‐screen projections of a variety of brand

logos. It attempts to replicate the findings and test the robustness of

the effects found in Study 1, while accounting for a number of the-

oretically important control variables. The third study further re-

plicates these effects in a field setting, while evaluating the mediating

role of CBI as an explanatory mechanism.

3.1 | Study 1

Study 1 employed a 2 (head canting: up vs. down) × 2 (physical height:

short vs. tall) between‐subjects experimental design. Prescreening

ascertained that 111 participants (71% females, age: M = 24.9 years,

standard deviation [SD] = 6.88 years) with normal or corrected‐to‐
normal vision fit the categories of either “short” (females: <160 cm,

males: <172 cm) or “tall” (≥160 cm, and ≥172 cm, respectively), in

accordance with the gender‐specific average physical height of the

German general population (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2017). Physical

height (without shoes) was measured using a wall‐mounted full‐
length stadiometer. A short text (155‐words) introduced And Union™,

a little known1 craft beer brand, as a stimulus. Beyond testing for the

effects of head canting and height, the study probes downstream

effects on attitude towards the brand and controls for construal

level, a person's mood, and underdog orientation.

3.1.1 | Method

Following Van Kerckhove et al. (2015), participants stood on a cross

(taped on the floor) to face a height‐adjustable screen holder, posi-

tioned exactly 100 cm from their eye level. Participants fixated on a

cross projected on a 20 in. computer screen with a level gaze.

Accounting for a person's height, the vertical position of the screen

was adjusted so that participants were either looking up or down

(depending on the experimental group) at a 30° angle.

Before assuming the position in front of the screen, participants

indicated their mood state on a 7‐point 4‐item scale adopted from

Peterson and Sauber (1983). Having assumed the head up/down

position, participants viewed the text on And Union™ displayed on the

screen. With the text still on display, they evaluated the brand's

power (This brand is strong/dominant/luxurious/successful/attrac-

tive) and their attitude towards the brand (good, favorable, and

likable) without changing position. Seated slightly behind and to the

side of the participant, an experimenter logged the scores in a data

sheet. After evaluating the brand, participants submitted scores on

the behavioral identification form (BIF), an indicator of construal

level (Vallacher & Wegner, 1989). Except for construal level, all

measures were assessed on 7‐point Likert type scales. Table 1 holds

scale items and key statistics.

3.1.2 | Analyses and results

To test the influence of head canting on brand power (H1), including

the moderating role of a person's height (H2), we conducted mod-

erated mediation analyses (Hayes, 2013, PROCESS Model 7, number

of bootstrap samples = 5,000). Head canting (dummy coded

0 = looking down, 1 = looking up) was the independent variable;

brand power the mediator, height the moderator, with brand attitude

as the dependent variable. Mood, construal level, and underdog or-

ientation (two dimensions: passion and determination and external

disadvantages) were included as covariates. All continuous variables

were mean‐centered (Hayes, 2013). See Table 2 for the results.

The results indicated that the head canting × height interaction

term significantly influenced brand power (B = 0.97, SE = 0.36,

p = .009). In turn, brand power (B = 0.94, SE = .09, p = .001) and

(marginally) head canting (B = 0.34, SE = .17, p = .053) influenced

brand attitude. No other effects were significant.2 These findings

support H2, but not H1. Importantly, the direct effect of head canting

on brand attitude was marginal (Bdirect = 0.34, SE = 0.17, 95%

confidence interval [CI] [−0.01, 0.69]), whereas the indirect effects

were significant and negative with short people (Bootstrap [5,000];

Bindirect = −0.54, SE = 0.25, 95% CI [−1.08, −0.10]), and significant but

positive with tall people (Bootstrap [5,000]; Bindirect = 0.37, SE = 0.31,

95% CI [.20, 1.01]).3

When discovering a significant interaction of a measured vari-

able X (here: height) with a manipulated variable Z (here: head

canting) researchers commonly examine the simple effects of Z at

different levels of X. To overcome shortcomings of these “spotlight”

tests, Spiller, Fitzsimons, Lynch, and McClelland (2013) recommend

reporting ranges of significance using a version of Johnson and

Neyman's test, termed “floodlight” analysis. Results of such a more

detailed floodlight analysis over the full range of physical height

scores illustrates that looking up (vs. down) has a negative effect on

brand power at very low levels (i.e., with short people), whereas the

effect becomes first nonsignificant (when height exceeds 157 cm) and

then strong and positive (when height exceeds 180 cm) as physical

1The brand was originally launched in 2007 but remained largely unknown until the year

2019. No mention was made of power.

2Testing an alternative model where construal level mediated the moderated effects of head

canting and height on brand power yielded nonsignificant (p > .10) indirect and direct effects

of construal level.

3Accounting for possible weaknesses of our 5‐item measure of brand power, we repeated

analyses with a 3‐item measure (strong, dominant, and successful; α = .80). Consistent with

the strong correlation between the short and the original measure (r = .94), results of the

conditional process model did not change substantially (i.e., effect of head canting × height

on power: B = 0.94, SE = 0.35, p = .010).
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TABLE 1 Scale items and summary statistics for multi‐item construct measures

Cronbach's alpha mean (SD) variance extracted IFC>

Model constructs Study 1 Study 2 Study 3

Brand powera (Machiels & Orth, 2017) .84 .82 .75

This is a … brand 4.70 (0.96) 4.54 (1.18) 3.92 (1.09)

• Strong

• Dominant

• Successful

• Luxurious

• Attractive

58% 65% 69%

.57 .73 .63

Brand attitude (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) .95 .94 .94

This brand is … 4.49(1.26) 4.23 (1.63) 3.13 (1.72)

• … favorable/unfavorable

• … good/bad

• … positive/negative

90% 78% 90%

.94 .71 .92

Mood (Peterson & Sauber, 1983) .94 .88 –

Right now, I am … 5.21 (1.10) 5.60 (0.88)

• …sad/happy

• …in a bad mood/good mood

• …depressed/cheerful

85% 75%

.91 .84

Construal level (Vallacher & Wegner, 1989) NA NA –

10 Items Behavioral Identification Form .80 (0.33) .50 (0.23)

Underdog orientation (Paharia et al., 2011) – – .83

External disadvantages 2.78 (1.18)

• I started from a disadvantaged position in meeting my goals compared with my

peers

• There are more obstacles in the way of me succeeding compared with others

• I've had to struggle more than others to get to where I am in my life

• It was harder for me to get where I am today compared with others in my position

• I've often felt like I'm a minority trying to break in

• I feel like the odds are against me in pursuing my goals compared with my peers

• I often feel I have to compete with others who have more resources than me

• I often feel I have to fight against more discrimination compared with others

• Some people are jealous of me because of my privileged background

41%

.65

Passion and determination .86

• I always stay determined even when I lose

• I show more resilience than others in the face of adversity

• Compared with others I am more passionate about my goals

• When others expect me to fail I do not quit

• Compared with others I do not give up easily

• Even when I've failed I have not lost my hope

• Compare to others my dream is more important to the meaning of my life

• I fight harder compared to others to succeed when there are obstacles in my way

• When I encounter obstacles I usually quit

5.10 (1.16)

24%

.51

Individual power distance (Yoo et al., 2011) – .75 .76

• People in higher positions should make most decisions without consulting people

in lower positions

• People in higher positions should not ask the opinions of people in lower positions

too frequently

• People in higher positions should avoid social interaction with people in lower

positions

• People in lower positions should not disagree with decisions by people in higher

positions

• People in higher positions should not delegate important tasks to people in lower

positions

2.02 (0.77) 2.05 (1.05)

61% 68%

.67 .67

Store atmosphere (after Grewal et al., 2003) – – .79

• This department has a pleasant atmosphere 4.04 (0.83)

(Continues)
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height increases (Figure 2). Specifically, when very short people

(height = 149 cm) cant their head up to look at the brand, they

evaluate it as having significantly lower power (2.8) than when they

cant their head down (power = 4.1). Conversely, very tall people

(height = 203 cm) evaluate the brand as significantly more powerful

when looking up (power = 4.6) versus down (power = 3.5).

3.1.3 | Discussion of study 1 findings

Taken together, study 1 findings support the claim that tall, but not

short people evaluate brands as more powerful when looking up.

Those differences in evaluative outcomes extend to brand attitude.

Short people exhibit a more favorable attitude towards the brand

when looking down versus up, whereas tall people show a more fa-

vorable brand attitude when looking up at the brand. While those

results are noteworthy and in line with expectations, at least three

aspects need further investigating: First, across participants, head

canting had no effect on brand power, providing no evidence in

support of H1. Second, the study 1 findings were obtained with a

textual stimulus of a single unknown brand, thereby lacking evidence

of robustness and generalizability. Third, the study had participants

evaluate the brand from a standing position, leaving open

the question as to whether the effects of head canting and verticality

are similar when subjects are in a seated position. These possible

limitations motivated the second study.

3.2 | Study 2

Study 2 had a 2 (head canting: up vs. down) × 2 (height: short vs.

tall) × 30 (brand logos) mixed factorial design. The stimuli consisted

of high‐resolution images of brand logos from 15 categories (auto-

mobiles, beer, body care, bottled water, breakfast cereals, choco-

lates, coffee, consumer electronics, dairy products, frozen foods,

fruit juices, sweet and salty snacks, spreads, and tissues). The study

employed a student sample (N = 121, 79.1% females, age: M = 24.7

years, SD = 4.23 years; height: M = 172.3 cm, SD = 7.89 cm) to retest

the effect of head canting on brand power (H1) and the assertion

that head canting and physical height interact to influence per-

ceptions of brand power (H2) and brand attitude. This study further

controls for several individual difference variables, including con-

strual level, brand familiarity, individual‐level power distance,

and mood.

3.2.1 | Method

An extensive pilot (N = 40) preceded the main experiment to cali-

brate equipment and procedures. Specifications included using a

height‐adjustable chair with headrest to make sure that head canting

(looking up vs. down) and distance to the brand display were equal

across participants. Closely following Van Kerckhove et al. (2015),

participants were seated in an office chair with a seat back angle of

TABLE 1 (Continued)

Cronbach's alpha mean (SD) variance extracted IFC>

Model constructs Study 1 Study 2 Study 3

• The noise level in this store is very high (r)

• Right now there are many people in this store
• The ambient scent in this environment is pleasant

55%

.68

Category knowledge (Flynn & Goldsmith, 1999) – – .80

• I know pretty much about wine

• Among my circle of friends, I'm one of the “experts” on wine

3.47 (1.45)

73%

.79

Compared to most other people, I know less about wine (r)

Wine preference (after Loose & Szolnoki, 2012) – – .72

• My preference for red wine is very high

• My preference for wine from Italy is very high

• My preference for this wine type (varietals) is very high

• My preference for this wine making method is very high

3.98 (1.55)

69%

.79

Consumer–brand identification (Stokburger‐Sauer et al., 2012) – – .93

• I feel a strong sense of belonging to this brand

• I identify strongly with this brand

• This brand embodies what I believe in

• This brand is like a part of me

• This brand has a great deal of personal meaning for me

2.06 (1.27)

80%

.85

Note: “r” refers to reverse‐coded items.

Abbreviations: IFC, item‐to‐factor correlations; SD, standard deviation.
aAdditional analyses employed a 3‐item measure of brand power (strong, dominant, and successful). See the results sections for Studies 1, 2, and 3.
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90°, arm rests and a head restraint. Depending on the condition,

participants had the head restraint adjusted to either a 30° up or

30° down angle so that their heads were in a position where a

straight gaze pointed either up or down. On the wall opposite the

chair (in a distance of exactly 115 cm) was a 20 in. computer

screen. Participants were instructed to fixate on a cross pro-

jected on the screen with a level gaze. Importantly, the fixation

distance (from the eyes to the cross) was maintained at a con-

stant 180 cm.

At the beginning of the main study, before being seated, parti-

cipants indicated their mood state on a 7‐point 4‐item scale adopted

from Peterson and Sauber (1983). When properly seated, partici-

pants viewed eight randomly selected brand logos, displayed in a

random sequence on the screen. For each brand, they evaluated its

power (This brand is strong/dominant/luxurious/successful/attrac-

tive) and their attitude towards the brand (good, favorable, and lik-

able), without changing the position. Seated slightly behind and to the

side of the participant, an experimenter logged the scores in a data

sheet. After evaluating the brands, participants indicated how com-

fortable they felt sitting in the chair (Van Kerckhove et al., 2015), and

responded to the BIF (Vallacher & Wegner, 1989). Then, participants

moved to another room where they completed measures of famil-

iarity of the brand they had viewed (7 = very familiar to 1 = not at all

familiar; M = 6.44, SD = 1.50), individual power distance (Yoo

et al., 2011), and personal information including gender. As with

Study 1, physical height was measured using a full‐length stadiometer

(M = 1.72, SD = 7.89). Scale items and key statistics are listed in

Table 1.

3.2.2 | Analyses and results

As with Study 1, the effects of head canting and height were tested

by moderated mediation analysis (Hayes, 2013, PROCESS Model 7).

Head canting (dummy coded 0 = looking down, 1 = looking up) was

the independent variable; brand power the mediator, height the

moderator, and brand attitude the dependent variable. Mood, con-

strual level, individual power distance, and brand familiarity were

included as covariates. All continuous variables were mean‐centered
(Hayes, 2013). Table 3 summarizes the results.

Brand power was significantly influenced by the head

canting × height interaction term (B = 0.30, SE = 0.08, p = .001), as

well as by a person's mood state (B = 0.16, SE = 0.04, p = .001) and

power distance (B = 0.12, SE = 0.05, p = 0.012). Brand attitude, in

turn, was influenced by brand power (B = 0.60, SE = 0.04,

p = .001), mood (B = −0.12, SE = 0.05, p = .035), and seat comfort

(B = 0.10, SE = 0.04, p = .013). No other effects were significant.4

These findings, again, support H2, but not H1. Importantly, the

direct effect of head canting on brand attitude was nonsignificant

(95% CI [−0.30, 0.10]), whereas the indirect effects were

significant and negative with short people (Bootstrap [5,000];

Bindirect = −0.16, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [−0.29, −0.04]), and significant

but positive with tall people (Bootstrap [5,000]; Bindirect = 0.20,

SE = 0.07, 95% CI [0.06, 0.34]).5

“Floodlight” analysis (Spiller et al., 2013) illustrated that

looking up (vs. down) had no significant effect on perceived brand

power with shorter people (height < 181 cm), while the effect

became significant and positive for taller individuals (see

Figure 3). Specifically, with people measuring 182 cm in height a

brand's power was evaluated as lower (power = 3.4) when

they canted their head down and was evaluated as higher

(power = 3.7) with their head canted up, a significant (p > .05)

difference. Even greater (and significant) were the differences

between head canted down (power = 3.4) and head canted up

(power = 4.0) with very tall people (height = 198 cm).

3.2.3 | Discussion of study 2 findings

Taken as a whole, the findings of study 2 provide further evidence

supporting the claim that taller (but not shorter) people evaluate

brands as more powerful and evaluate those brands more positively

when looking up at the brand. Short people, in contrast, do not

TABLE 2 Testing for moderated mediation (Study 1)

Predictors B SE t p

Outcome: Brand power (R2 = .30)

Head canting −0.12 0.19 −0.65 .520

Height −0.27 0.19 −1.42 .158

Head canting × height 0.97 0.36 2.67 .009

Mood 0.15 0.09 1.69 .095

Construal level 0.03 0.29 0.09 .929

Underdog orientation ‐ XD 0.02 0.08 0.19 .852

Underdog orientation ‐ PD −0.02 0.12 −0.17 .869

Outcome: Brand attitude (R2 = .53)

Brand power 0.94 0.09 10.57 .001

Head canting 0.34 0.17 1.96 .053

Mood −0.03 0.08 −0.40 .692

Construal level 0.04 0.27 0.15 .878

Underdog orientation ‐ XD −0.03 0.08 −0.38 .704

Underdog orientation ‐ PD 0.10 0.11 0.89 .375

Direct effect of head canting on brand attitude
B = 0.34, SE = 0.17, t = 1.96, p = .053, 95% CI [−0.01, 0.69]

Conditional indirect effect at values of moderator

Low height: B = −0.54, SE = 0.25, 95% CI [−1.08, −0.10]

High height: B = .37, SE = 0.31, 95% CI [.20, 1.01]

Note: N = 111. Bootstrap sample = 5,000. Significant (p < .05) coefficients

in bold.

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; SE, standard error.

4Testing an alternative model including construal level as a process mediator yielded

nonsignificant (p > .10) direct and indirect effects of the variable on brand power.

5As with Study 1, we repeated analyses with a 3‐item measure (strong, dominant, and

successful; α = .79). Consistent with the strong correlation between the short and the

original measure (r = .96), results of the conditional process model did not change

substantially (i.e., effect of head canting × height on power: B = 0.30, SE = 0.08, p = .001).
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evaluate brands as more powerful or exhibit more positive attitudes

when looking up.

The process underlying these effects, however, needs further

investigation. Given our replicated finding of nonsignificance for the

effects of construal level in studies one and two, we examined the

potential mediating impact of CBI in study three. In addition,

differences in brand power evaluations (due to head position and

height) in our laboratory experiments may not extend to field

settings. These limitations motivated Study 3, which seeks to further

replicate the findings found in Studies 1 and 2, examines the

potential role of CBI as the suspected mechanism underlying short

versus tall people's differential responses to looking up (the “Reverse

Napoleon” Effect), and attempts to extend these findings to a field

setting.

3.3 | Study 3

Study 3 had a one‐factorial (head canting: up vs. down) between‐
subjects experimental design. Participants were 100 shoppers to the

wine section of a large supermarket (48% females, age: M = 49.2

years, SD = 17.1 years; height: M = 175.1 cm, SD = 8.78 cm) who

evaluated a brand positioned either high (inducing looking up) or low

(looking down) on a shelf. The field study aimed at re‐testing the

assertion that head canting and physical height interact to influence

brand power (H2), while also assessing the role CBI (H3) as a possible

mediator of the interactive effects on brand power, and its sub-

sequent impact on brand attitudes and choice. The study further

controls for several individual and situational difference variables

including a person's familiarity with the brand, wine preference, store

atmosphere, category knowledge, and underdog orientation.

3.3.1 | Method

Study participants were recruited from shoppers to the wine section

of a hypermarket in a large German city over a period of 8 days

during various days of the week and at various times of the day.6

A wine brand from Italy (Valpolicella Ripasso) served as a stimulus

in line with the organization of the store's wine section along

geographical origins. To ascertain angles of head canting (looking up

vs. down) similar to the previous studies, the wine was presented

either at the top or the bottom shelf with a cross taped on the floor

at a distance of 112 cm from the front of the shelf for participants to

position themselves.

Every tenth shopper to the wine section was intercepted and

invited to participate in exchange for a 10€ coupon valid in the store.

Upon agreement, participants positioned themselves on the mark in

front of the shelf; the experimenter pointed to the brand and re-

corded their responses to questions that assessed brand power

(Machiels & Orth, 2017), CBI (Stokburger‐Sauer et al., 2012), brand
attitude (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), and wine preference. Before

stepping away from the floor mark, participants indicated their

F IGURE 2 Results of Study 1 floodlight analysis [Color figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

6The authors gratefully acknowledge cooperation and nonfinancial support provided by

CITTI Markets GmbH & Co. KG, especially Daniel Kurz.
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choice (“I chose this wine instead of the coupon,” coded 0 =No and

1 = Yes). Consumers then moved over to a small table to complete

measures of individual and situational difference variables, including

category knowledge (Flynn & Goldsmith, 1999), store atmosphere

(Grewal, Baker, Levy, & Voss, 2003), wine preference (Loose &

Szolnoki, 2012), underdog orientation (external disadvantage,

passion, and determination; Paharia et al., 2011), individual power

distance (Yoo et al., 2011), and personal information including

height, gender, and age. Table 1 holds scale items and key statistics.

3.3.2 | Analyses and results

A manipulation check yielded a significant effect of the manipulated

stimulus position on mean‐centered perceived head canting

(F[1, 99] = 4.54, p = .036), with the stimulus positioned high scoring

higher (M = +0.22) than the stimulus positioned low (M = −0.22). As an

initial test of our core proposition, additional analysis of variance

results indicate a marginal effect of head canting on brand power

(F[1, 97] = 2.82, p = .096) with scores higher for the brand in the “looking

up” rather than the “looking down” position (M = 4.10 vs. 3.69).

We conducted moderated mediation analyses to test the med-

iating role of CBI, between the influence of head canting, conditional

upon a person's height and brand power (Hayes, 2013, PROCESS

Model 7, number of bootstrap samples = 5,000). More specifically,

head canting (dummy coded 0 = looking down 1 = looking up) was the

independent variable; CBI was the mediator, individual height the

moderator, and brand power the dependent variable. Brand famil-

iarity, store atmosphere, category knowledge, wine preference, in-

dividual power distance, and the two dimensions of underdog

orientation were included as covariates. All continuous variables

were mean‐centered (Hayes, 2013). The results are summarized in

Table 4.

Bootstrap results indicate that the overall effect of head canting

on brand power is significant (Index of Moderated Mediation = 0.22,

SE= 0.15, 95% CI [0.01, 0.60]); with a nonsignificant direct effect

(B = 0.15; SE = 0.20, 95% CI [−0.24, 0.54]), and a significant indirect

effect through CBI for tall people (B = 0.22, SE = 0.14, 95% CI [0.02,

0.55]), but not for short people (B = 0.01, SE= 0.07, 95% CI [−0.15,

0.16]). More specifically, CBI is influenced by a person's wine pre-

ference (B = 0.79, SE = 0.07, p = .001), the head canting × height inter-

action term (B = 0.64, SE= 0.30, p = .036), and (marginally) by head

canting (B = 0.30, SE= 0.15, p = .059). Brand power, in turn, is influ-

enced by CBI (B = 0.35, SE = 0.13, p = .008), category knowledge

(B = −0.19, SE = 0.06, p = 0.003) and (marginally) by external dis-

advantages (B = 0.16, SE = 0.08, p = .059). All other effects are non-

significant.7 Additional regression analysis found that brand power is a

significant predictor of choice (B = 0.37, t = 3.99, p = .001, R2adj. = .13),

further corroborating the important role of our focal concept.

Conducting a floodlight analysis (Spiller et al., 2013) of the con-

ditional indirect effects at different values of personal height (stan-

dardized deviations from mean height) further established that the

effects of head canting on CBI (and thus on brand power) were sig-

nificant only for people measuring 1.64 cm or more above the average

height (see Figure 4). For example, tall people (height =mean + 21 cm)

identified more with the brand when it was positioned high (4.2), and

identified less with it when it was positioned low (2.7). No differences

in CBI were found for shorter people (height =mean − 1.64 cm).

4 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

This study integrates the embodied cognition framework with a self‐
referencing perspective to show that the sensorimotor experience of

canting one's head interacts with a person's physical height to influence

brand power evaluation. Empirical evidence is provided in three studies

using a variety of brand cues in both laboratory and field contexts.

Together, the findings indicate that tall (short) individuals evaluate a

brand as more powerful when looking up (down) at a brand. Consumer‐
brand identification mediates sensorimotor interaction effects as tall

people identify with brands they look up to, while short people identify

with brands they look down upon.

TABLE 3 Testing for moderated mediation (Study 2)

Predictors B SE t p

Outcome: Brand power (R2 = .21)

Head canting 0.03 0.08 0.32 .746

Height 0.04 0.04 1.15 .252

Head canting × height 0.30 0.08 3.87 .001

Mood 0.16 0.04 3.78 .001

Construal level −0.08 0.17 −0.45 .653

Seat comfort 0.01 0.03 0.34 .731

Power distance 0.12 0.05 2.52 .012

Brand familiarity 0.05 0.07 1.05 .271

Outcome: Brand attitude (R2 = 0.46)

Brand power 0.60 0.04 14.87 .001

Head canting 0.10 0.10 0.97 .330

Mood −0.12 0.05 −2.11 .035

Construal level −0.25 0.21 −1.17 .241

Seat comfort 0.10 0.04 2.49 .013

Power distance 0.10 0.06 1.64 .101

Brand familiarity 0.10 0.05 1.67 .099

Direct effect of head canting on brand attitude

B = 0.10, SE = 0.10, 95% CI [−0.10, 0.30]

Conditional indirect effect at values of moderator

Low height: B = −0.16, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [−0.29, −0.04]

High height: B = 0.20, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [0.06, 0.34]

Note: N = 968. Bootstrap sample = 5,000. Significant (p < .05) coefficients

in bold.

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; SE, standard error.

7Repeating analyses with a 3‐item measure of brand power (α = .78) yielded very similar

results. Specifically, the 3‐item measure correlated strongly with the 5‐item measure

(r = .98), leaving the significant impact of CBI on brand power essentially unchanged

(B = 0.35, SE = 0.12, p = .008).
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4.1 | Implications for research

Our findings contribute to the literature in at least four ways. First, we

examine sensorimotor effects on an outcome variable that has re-

ceived little attention in the context of embodied cognition, but which

is highly relevant for scholars and practitioners alike: brand power. By

focusing on brand power (including its subsequent effects on attitude

and intention), we add a brand management perspective to previous

consumer embodiment research, which has focused more broadly on

product attitudes, intentions, or choice (e.g., Ardelet, 2018; Van

Kerckhove et al., 2015). We also extend social psychology

research, which has focused on sensorimotor effects that impact

power perceptions in the context of people rather than brands (e.g.,

Schubert, 2004). Furthermore, our focus on head canting adds a sen-

sorimotor perspective to the many marketing and consumer studies

that have examined verticality effects in terms of metaphors rather

than actual bodily behavior (e.g., Guido et al., 2016; Machiels &

Orth, 2017; Roose et al., 2019; Sundar & Noseworthy, 2014; Van

Rompay et al., 2012; Van Rompay et al., 2019).

Second, we offer a novel perspective on when brand power

perceptions may diverge. Research on embodied cognition has only

recently began to explore boundary conditions (Cian, 2017; Sundar &

Noseworthy, 2014). Extant literature has almost exclusively

examined effects in terms of a direct association between bodily

behavior and individual response with little attention to possible

boundary conditions (Meier et al., 2012). Thus, we break new ground

both in the embodiment literature and in the literature on consumer

self by demonstrating that the effects of head canting are contingent

on a person's physical height.

Third, except for the construal level (e.g., Van Kerckhove

et al., 2015), embodied cognition research, especially in marketing,

has shown little interest in specifying intervening variables in the

relationship between sensorimotor experiences and perception. Our

study begins to provide more detailed process insights by identifying

an intervening variable of substantial relevance in a marketing con-

text: CBI. By doing so our work extends previous research to show

that CBI mediates the effect of head canting, conditional upon a

person's height, on brand power perceptions. Emphasizing the role of

CBI adds a consumer–brand relationship perspective to embodiment

research and advances a novel explanation for some of the well‐
established bodily behavior and verticality metaphor effects on

perceptions and behaviors.

Along similar lines, our study extends research on consumers'

self, especially self‐referencing (Burnkrant & Unnava, 1995;

Escalas, 2004) and CBI (Stokburger‐Sauer et al., 2012) by showing

how physical characteristics can affect consumers' identification with

a brand and consequently behavioral intentions. Research into dri-

vers of CBI has almost exclusively focused on the personality aspects

of the self (Aaker, 1997; Grubb & Grathwohl, 1967; Sirgy, 1982). The

present study adopts the view that body image, specifically a per-

son's physical height (McGuire & Padawer‐Singer, 1976), is an im-

portant facet of the self (Mittal, 2006), and views self‐similarity as an

F IGURE 3 Results of Study 2 floodlight analysis [Color figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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important driver of CBI (Stokburger‐Sauer et al., 2012). Previous

research is further extended by showing that the level of a

consumer's identification with a brand can trace back to similarity in

physical attributes, especially height.

Last, our work provides initial evidence for the robustness of the

effects of head canting on brand power. Extant research points to

four individual and situational difference variables as possible influ-

encers of sensorimotoric head canting effects: underdog orientation

(Nariswari & Chen, 2016; Paharia et al., 2011), power distance (Yoo

et al., 2011), mood (Adaval, 2003; Schoel et al., 2014; Schubert, 2004;

Slepian et al., 2015), and knowledge (Schubert, 2005). By accounting

for these variables, we provide further insight into the robustness of

the effects of head canting on brand power perceptions in the pre-

sence of other possible influencers.

4.2 | Managerial implications

The major managerial implication of this study is that higher may not

always be better. Although taller individuals infer greater power from

brand cues placed higher (rather than lower), shorter individuals do

not consistently exhibit this preference. Apparel marketing provides

the most obvious implication. Other implications are related to ad-

vances in technology, including behavioral targeting and tracking, in‐
store beacons, and even facial recognition, which all potentially allow

marketers to obtain and cross‐reference information on people's

height.

The extent of head canting is also relevant in several marketing

communication platforms. Users typically look down when using a

tablet computer, viewing a smartphone or reading a magazine,

which may make taller individuals less receptive to brand commu-

nications. Movie theaters provide another example where viewers

generally look down, while individuals generally look up at

billboards and transit advertising. The extent of head canting in

other mediums, like in‐flight entertainment varies by the height of

the individual, and marketers could utilize the findings from this

study in combination with other factors to predict receptivity to an

advertisement.

This study also documents the importance of self‐brand simi-

larity in general and of physical factors in specific in influencing

consumers. Other physical factors, such as a person's weight and

body type may additionally influence their receptivity to different

types of packaging and displays.

Finally, combining our results again with Sundar and Noseworthy

(2014) provides another interesting area for managerial exploration.

Situational variables such as time pressure and perceived control may

impact an individual's identification and liking for a brand, similar to the

identification found between taller individuals and brands when looking

up. In sum, the current study demonstrates the important interaction

between a physical individual difference, a person's height, and verti-

cality, and the impact of this interaction on brand attitudes and pre-

ferences. Additional research could highlight additional individual

differences that drive self‐brand connections and related managerial

implications and consequences.

4.3 | Directions for future research

There are several limitations to our work, opening avenues for fu-

ture research. First, we focused on a limited set of independent

variables, head canting and height. Future research could examine

additional variables that interact with height, such as self and body

image, as well as the ability of various types of products, brands, and

marketing communications to cue self‐brand associations.

Future research, moreover, could further assess the interaction

between category dominance/lack of dominance (Sundar &

Noseworthy, 2014), brand personality and verticality. Can market-

ing communications that cue self‐brand identification strengthen

the impact of the verticality effects found in this study? Are certain

brand personalities, visual images, and types of copy, more (less)

conducive to higher versus lower placements? Research could also

re‐examine many of the verticality effects shown in social psy-

chology in conjunction with the impact of height and head canting,

as well as other individual difference variables, such as the need for

TABLE 4 Testing for moderated mediation (Study 3)

Predictors B SE t p

Outcome: Consumer–brand identification (CBI; R2 = .70)

Head canting 0.30 0.15 1.91 .059

Height −0.07 0.16 −0.46 .648

Head canting × height 0.64 0.30 2.14 .036

Brand familiarity 0.11 0.11 1.07 .286

Store atmosphere 0.01 0.01 0.57 .570

Category knowledge −0.02 0.05 −0.30 .762

Wine preference 0.79 0.07 11.54 .001

Underdog orientation PD 0.07 0.07 0.99 .323

Underdog orientation XD −0.02 0.07 −0.35 .730

Power distance 0.03 0.09 0.39 .696

Outcome: Brand power (R2 = .41)

CBI 0.35 0.13 2.70 .008

Head canting 0.12 0.19 0.65 .518

Brand familiarity 0.01 0.13 0.10 .918

Store atmosphere 0.01 0.01 1.48 .143

Category knowledge −0.19 0.06 −3.02 .003

Wine preference 0.13 0.13 0.98 .329

Underdog orientation PD 0.07 0.08 0.92 .358

Underdog orientation XD 0.16 0.08 1.91 .059

Power distance −0.05 0.10 −0.48 .630

Direct effect of head canting on CBI

B = 0.15, SE = 0.20, t = 0.77, p = 0.444, 95% CI [−0.24, 0.54]

Conditional indirect effect at values of moderator

Low height: B = 0.01, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [−0.15, 0.16]

High height: B = 0.22, SE = 0.14, 95% CI [0.02, 0.55]

Note: N = 100. Bootstrap sample = 5,000. Significant (p < .05) coefficients

in bold.

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; SE, standard error.
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dominance, deference, affiliation, and agreeableness. Further ex-

amination of stimulus‐related and situational variables appears

warranted.

Further noteworthy are the critical values (Johnson–Neyman

points) where effects switch from being significant to nonsignificant

or vice versa, identified in our three studies. A physical height of

182 cm appears to be a critical value in both Study 1 and Study 2,

whereas the corresponding value in Study 3 is ∼172 cm. In addition,

Study 1 identifies a second inflexion point at 157 cm. We speculate

that the values may be context‐dependent, especially varying with

characteristics of the physical environment (i.e., interior space can

make people feel smaller: Bellizzi & Hite, 1992), social presence

(standing next to taller/shorter people may impact self‐perception:
Turley & Milliman, 2000), and culture (e.g., Valtonen, 2013). Thus,

additional characteristics of the person‐within‐a‐situation may in-

teract with the sensorimotor experience × physical height effect,

subsequently impacting brand power, attitudes and behaviors.
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