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“Animal Welfare” Practices along the Food Chain:
How Does Negative and Positive Information Affect @nsumers?

Domenico Dentoni, Glynn Tonsor, Roger Calantonetdn@hristopher Peterson

1. Introduction

Managing a global brand means developing its egbily also protecting it from global

challenges (Shocker et al., 1994) and from the ofskegative shocks that may affect a brand
(Okada and Rubstein, 1998), a multi-national comp@tein and Dawar, 2004) or a whole

industry (Roehm and Tybout, 2006). Negative infarorashocks may arise because of sudden
product-harm crises or scandals (Klein and Daw@042 Roehm and Tybout, 2006), such as
food-borne disease outbreaks or environmental tmigoractices. In these situations, providing
positive brand information can mitigate the effethegative information shocks on consumers’
brand evaluations and buying intentions (Smith ®ogt, 1995; Okada and Rubstein, 1998;

Klein and Dawar, 2004; Roehm and Tybout, 2006).

In the latest thirty years, many researchers haadyaed the effect of positive information
counteracting negative information shocks on coreghperceptions and actions (Tybout et al.,
1981; Smith and Vogt, 1995; Okada and Rubstein3;18%in and Dawar, 2004; Roehm and
Tybout, 2006). They found that the effect of pesitbrand information largely varies depending
on the order that the information is provided tmsuamers (Smith and Vogt, 1995) and on the
content of the positive information (Tybout et al981; Okada and Riebstein, 1998).
Specifically, providingex post positive information aiming at denying that thearmd was
involved in the scandal or product-harm crisis rbayineffective or even harmful to the brand

(Okada and Riebstein, 1998; Roehm and Tybout, 2006)the other hand, providing brand



information that creates brand associations thedetant from the negative brand associations
mitigates the effect of the negative informatioroat) as consumers are “distracted” from the
negative information (Smith and Vogt, 1995; Okacda &iebstein, 1998; Klein and Dawar,

2004).

In some circumstances, however, a global brand finayappropriate to anticipate the risk of
future negative shocks with ex ante positive infation. This may be the circumstance where
the brand is affected initially by negative rumosshich are defined as word-of-mouth
communications without secure standards of evidebesg present and a well-defined
information source (Kamins et al. 1997). Only latiee brand may be affected by a negative
shock, which provides strong unambiguous evidengainat the brand. For example,
McDonald’s has been recently affected by rumorg tteanimals suffer enormously when
raised, handled, transported and slaughtered béfeie meat being processed and sold at the
fast food restaurant. Only later, a well-definedirse of information - a Non-Governmental
Organization (NGO) called People for the Ethica¢diment of Animals (PETA) - has started
providing strong evidence of animal welfare viatas to consumers by circulating under-cover
videos recorded in some of its chicken supplietahts. How should a multi-national company
react in a situation where consumers received nvegaimors about a global brand, but not a
negative shock yet? Should the company releasenation that “distracts” consumers and
create positive associations? Or should the compaekte the problem frontally by providing

positive information that is strictly related tethegative shock argument?

This pattern of “waves” of negative informationorn rumors to shocks, has recently hit the
image of many brands owned by multi-national congmnsuch as Monsanto, Unilever or

Nestle’, as well as smaller brands competing iir tteeme industry. Therefore, understanding the
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impact of providingex ante positive information that mitigates future negatishocks might

have important managerial implications.

The strategic option of anticipating a future negatshock by releasingx ante positive
information that is strictly related to the futuregative shock has not been fully explored in the
literature so far. In this study we start fillingg gap by analyzing #x ante positive information
that is strictly related to the future negative gdheffectively protects the brand from the risk of

declining consumers’ attitudes.

This paper is organized as follows. In section € present a literature review of our variables of
interest and their interaction. We introduce oupdtheses in section 3, while we describe our
research methods in section 4. We present ourtsesusection 5 and in section 6 we draw our

conclusions and recommended directions for futesearch.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Negative Information Shocks

Negative information shocks can be defined as gtendence from a well defined source that
suddenly makes a negative attribute salient to woess. Negative information shocks can
create negative brand associations (Klein and Da2@04), affect consumers’ attitudes toward
the brand and ultimately harm brand equity (Dawat Rillutla, 2000)In the literature, negative

information shocks have also been referred as staifBoehm and Tybout, 2006) or product-
harm crises, which are well-publicized instancesefective or dangerous products (Dawar and

Pillutla, 2000).



Negative shocks can stem from media informatiorbad outcomes of the consumption of a
brand’s product, in the case product-harm crisdsiifkand Dawar, 2004) such as food-borne
disease outbreaks, or from negative publicity oh-governmental organizations (NGOSs)
advocating against an industry or company practisash as unethical treatment of workers
(Elliott and Freeman, 2003). However, negative nimfation can also come from word-of-mouth
(Scott and Tybout, 1981; Tybout et al., 1981; Snaitid Vogt, 1995) and rumors, when the
source of information transmitted through the wofdnouth is not well defined (Kamins et al.,
1997). There is evidence that word-of-mouth hadranger negative effect on consumers’

evaluation of an object than rumors (Smith and Y&§95).

The magnitude of the effect of negative informatghocks on consumers’ brand evaluations
depends on various factors. First of all, it degeoi the content of the information shock, which
means whether the negative information is a pretaomn crisis (Klein and Dawar, 2004) or a
scandal (Roehm and Tybout, 2006). In the case adymt-harm crises, such as the consumer
outrage at contaminated Coca-Cola cans in BelgindnFaance in 1999The Economist 1999),
consumers may perceive a threat for themselvestllegtwere unaware of (Klein and Dawar,
2004), experience fear and develop have responsaspe with it (e.g., Rogers, 1975; Floyd et
al., 1990; Tanner et al. 1991). In the case of dalsnthat harm other entities, such as other
people (Elliott and Freeman, 2003), animals, or ém@ironment, consumers may perceive
compassion or solidarity (Batson, 1998), as welbi#f®rent levels of company egregiousness
(Klein et al., 2003; Klein et al., 2004), and ulétaly start boycotting the brand (e.g., Klein et al
2004).However, negative information shocks affect consismgerceptions also depending on

the presence of contextual information, which mawgtdbute to clarify who is responsible for



the crisis or scandal (Folkes and Kotsos, 1986)roiconsumer characteristics, such as their

information processing style (Monga and John, 2008)

A second important factor that explains variatinrihe effect of negative information shocks on
a brand is the target of the information shockt teawvhether the information shock hits the
brand directly or one of its competing brands witlihe same industry (Roehm and Tybout,
2006). In some circumstances, the negative infaomashocks targeting a competing brand
(Brand B) may have a negative effect on Brand Ahla case, an information shock on Brand B
has a “negative spillover” on Brand A (Roehm andodwt, 2006), whereas “spillover” is

commonly defined as any phenomenon in which infoionainfluences beliefs that are not

directly addressed in a communication (Ahluwalialet2000; Balachander and Ghose 2003).

A third key factor driving the magnitude of the exft of negative information shocks on
consumers’ brand attitudes is the initial equitytloé targeted brand (Ahluwalia et al., 2000;
Dawar and Pillutla, 2000; Pullig et al., 2006). particular, when consumers have a strong
positive attitude towards the targeted brand (Pettgg Krosnick, 1995) or commitment for it
(Ahluwalia et al., 2000), negative information sk®chave a weaker effect. Moreover,
differentiation of a brand from competitors can itinhe negative spillover from information
shocks targeting a competing brand (Roehm and Tyl2006). For example, the presence of
strong consumers’ beliefs that a brand owner falawerporate social responsibility (CSR)
principles is likely to mitigate the effect of neya information shocks about that brand, when

the negative information is unrelated to the CSiRqiples.



2.2. Positive Brand Information

Positive information about the brand can stem frbm branding firm, through advertising
(Weinberger et al., 1981), or from external soutbas are related to the firm, as sponsorships or
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) activitieslgid and Dawar, 2004). Positive brand
information usually has the effect of creating @relsgthening positive brand associations
(Keller, 1993) but it has also the role of modergtthe effect of negative information shocks
about the same brand (Weinberger et al., 1981; ®&kad Reibstein, 1998). In the agricultural
economics literature, many recent studies on therantion between negative and positive
information has been applied to the case of gesitimodified food products (Fox et al., 2002;

Rousu et al., 2002; Lusk et al. 2004; Wachenheidh\éanWechel, 2004; Nayga et al., 2005)

Positive information usually has a weaker impaentinegative information shocks (Smith and
Vogt, 1995; Fox et al.,, 2002), as it is recognizedattract less attention than negative
information shocks (Scott and Tybout, 1981; Tybaait al, 1981). Moreover, negative
information is usually presented in a highly expstial context to consumers (Tybout et al,

1981).

Positive brand information has a different modegtffect of negative information shocks on
consumers’ brand evaluations according to two mdjorensions: the order the information is
received (Smith, 1993Smith and Vogt, 1995) and the distance betweerptsitive and the
negative brand information, i.e. whether the twecps information contradict each other or are
about different brand attributes (Tybout et al.3190kada and Reibstein, 1998; Klein and
Dawar, 2004). With different levels of these twandnsions, the mitigating effect of positive
brand information may vary significantly. First, & providedex ante, positive information

generally mitigates the negative effect of wordawduth (Smith and Vogt, 1995) and negative
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product trial (Smith, 1993), even if the positivadathe subsequent negative information
contradict each other. Second, when the positif@nmation is provided post and denies a
negative information shock or a rumor, it mightibeffective in moderating the negative brand
association or even strengthening it (Tybout et ¥981; Okada and Reibstein, 1998). Third,
when creating positive associations that are diskaam the negative associationss post
positive information moderates the effect of nagainformation shocks (Tybout er al., 1981,

Klein and Dawar, 2004).

A third factor explaining variability of the posig information in mitigating negative shocks to
competing brands is the initial brand differentatiRoehm and Tybout, 2006), which means
having strength and uniqueness of brand assocgijeller, 1993). When Brand A is not
clearly differentiated from the brand targeted bg hegative shock (Brand B) and the positive
information on Brand A is aex post denial message - such as “the bad thing happengchhd

B has not happened to our Brand A” — then the pesibformation can reduce or eliminate the
negative spillover effect (Roehm and Tybout, 206&wever, in the same circumstance, when
Brand A is clearly differentiated from Brand B, pio® information on Brand A that denies
what happened to Brand B can create a negativiowgilthat would not otherwise exist and

ultimately damage Brand A (Roehm and Tybout, 2006).

Although much has been written about the interadbietween positive and negative information
about a brand, there are contexts that are inorglgstommon to global brand owners and that
have not been fully addressed by this literatunest[Hin some circumstances, brand owners are
able to expect with a high degree of confidencé ahaegative shock will hit the majority of its
consumers regarding one specific attribute of tpeaduct or production process. This is often

the case when an advocacy group targets a braralseof practices in the brand owner’s
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production process that are against the principfesustainability (Klein et al., 2004, Teegen et
al., 2004). In this case, does an ex ante positif@mation that denies a subsequent negative

information shock mitigate the negative impact onsumers’ attitudes towards the brand?

Furthermore, in the case that the brand is nolhjitdifferentiated from its competitors, does
the ex ante positive brand information isolate bih@nd from the competing brands, or do its

positive spillovers impact the competing brandsveli?

In the attempt of filling this gap, this paper agkbes these two questions by proposing and
testing a conceptual framework that builds upontkie®ry of attitude formation (Fishbein and
Ajzen), the theory of prior beliefs (Russo et 4B98; Carlson and Pearo, 2004; Carlson et al.,

2006) and the theory of information spillover asrbsands (Roehm and Tybout, 2006).

2.3. Consumers’ Brand Beliefs, Attitudes and Buyingntentions

Consumers’ cognitive process to create their dsutowards brands and ultimately to establish
their buying behavior usually starts from evalugtinrand attributes (Fishbein, 1967). By
processing information about the attributes ofantdy consumers establish both evaluations and
belief strengths for each attribute, such thatcthrabination of the two determines their attitudes
towards the brand (Fishbein, 1967). Brand attribate a category of brand associations, which
in turn are a key dimension of brand equity: whebrand has strong, favorable and unique
associations, then it is clearly differentiatednir@ther brands (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993).
Brand attributes may be observed before consumpfgearch attributes) or only after
consumption (experience attributes, Nelson, 1990 some of them may not be visible neither
before nor after consumption (credence attribuRaby and Karni, 1973). In the case of

credence attributes, consumers’ belief strengthg alcrucial role in establishing their attitudes
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towards products, and brand information has a afrumiportance in determining consumers’

beliefs.

However, consumers’ attitude towards a brand doas always predict buying behavior
(Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). On the other hand, worss’ attitudes towards buying the brand,
moderated by their subjective norms, predict buyimgntions much more accurately (Fishbein
and Ajzen, 1975; Sheppard et al., 1988). In tumnyirg intentions predict behavior “unless
intent changes prior to performance” or “unlessitiention measure does not correspond to the
behavioral criterion in terms of action, targetntxt, time-frame and/or specificity”. The
intention of buying a brand has various measurdbigensions. The most general one is the
willingness to do an effort to perform to the buyiaction (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Eagly and
Chaiken, 1993), whereas the nature of the effost waay according to the context: it may be the
willingness to pay to obtain a product from thatrd, the likelihood to pay a premium for that
brand, or the likelihood to buy the product eveit is not sold in the most favorite purchasing
location. A second key dimension of buying intensiois the choice of the brand among
alternatives (Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein and Ajz&8Q), which is the process of comparing and

selecting among the intentions associated with aielnatives in the choice set.

In this study, we borrow from these theories prigdlicthe formation of attitudes and buying
intentions to use the concepts of consumers’ Iseliethe presence of an attribute associated to

the brand (Fishbein, 1967) and attitudes towaroisad (Fishbein, 1967).
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3. Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses

3.1. The Mitigating Effect of Ex Ante Positive Information

The conceptual framework of this study is built ngbe theory of attitude formation (Fishbein,

1967; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), the role of pgonsumers’ beliefs on consumer attribute
perceptions and product evaluations (Russo et1@98; Carlson and Pearo, 2004; Carlson et al.,
2006) and the recent literature on the role of tiegapillover effects across brand in the same

industry (Roehm and Tybout, 2006) (Figure 1).

First of all, when analyzing the interaction betweke negative shocks and the positive brand
information, we assume thax ante positive information has a larger effect on mitigg the
effect of the negative shock thar post positive brand information, consistently with mast
the extant literature (Smith, 1998mith and Vogt, 1995; Klein and Dawar, 2004). This
assumption is also consistent with the theory enlg the impact of prior beliefs and the order
of information on consumers’ evaluations of obje@®isso et al.,, 1998; Carlson and Pearo,

2004; Carlson et al., 2006).

Starting from this assumption, we hypothesize thdten it is strictly related to the negative
shock, positive information providedx ante mitigates the effect of subsequent negative
information shocks on consumers’ perceptions atitl@ées towards the brand. In order words,
when some positive information about Brand A isvided at timet, a negative shock at time
t+1 that is strictly related to the positive infornzati will have a lower effect on consumers’
attitudes towards Brand A. This hypothesis juxtasowith findings from previous literature
suggesting thagx post positive information is more effective when “distts’ consumers from

the negative shock (Tybout et al., 1981; OkadaReitbstein, 1998). At the same tinex, ante
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positive information related to the negative sheekms be considered by various companies as
an effective option to respond to the risk of fetmegative information (e.g., McDonald’s 2009;

Nestle’ 2009). Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H1. When strictly related to a negative information slock, ex ante positive information
mitigates the negative effect of information shocksabout the brand on consumers’

attitudes.

Moreover, we hypothesize thet ante positive information not only does mitigate the atee
effect of information shock about the brand, bualgo makes the negative information shocks
having a positive effect on attitudes towards ttentl. The major reason why this may happen is
thatex ante positive information strongly differentiates theabd from its competitors, such that
the brand is not considered similar to the othket are part of the same industry. Therefore,
when compared to an alternative brand that is i Inegative shock, consumers may increase
their attitudes towards the differentiated brandisThypothesis is consistent with the theory of
positive effects of CSR on future consumers’ bsli@flein and Dawar, 2004). Moreover, it
integrates the evidence that negative shocks orpeting brands within the same industry do
not have a negative effect on a brand attitude wherbrand is strongly differentiated (Roehm

and Tybout, 2006). Stated in other words, we hypsitte that:

H2. When the ex ante positive information is given, the negative information about

industry practices has a positive effect on attituds towards the brand.

3.2. The Effect of Ordering Negative Information Slocks

We hypothesize that changing the order of negatifegmation shocks results in a significantly
different consumers’ attitudes towards a brand.cBpally, when the negative information

13



about industry practices hits consumers before gathe shock about the brand, then final
attitudes towards that brand will be significantigher than when the negative information
about the brand comes first. We believe that thiddcbe observed both in the case wheante

positive information is provided and when it is pobvided. This is consistent with the theories
of information ordering on consumers’ evaluationobfects (Russo et al., 1998; Carlson and
Pearo, 2004; Carlson et al., 2006) but it is appitea context where multiple pieces of negative

information with different impact magnitude is prded. In other words, we hypothesize that:

H3. When Negative Information about Industry Practices is given before Negative
Information about the Brand, the Negative Effect of Brand Negative Shock on

Consumers’ Attitudes is mitigated.

3.3. The Spillover Effect ofEx Ante Positive Information

Finally, we hypothesize that givingx ante positive brand information has also a positive
spillover effect on consumers’ attitude towards petmng brands that are not strongly
differentiated from the brand receiving the postiaformation. Specifically, if a brand releases
ex ante positive information that protects itself from tebock, then this positive information

would protect its competitors from information ske@bout industry practices when these are
not perceived to be different from that brand. Thygpothesis is consistent with the negative
spillover effects of negative information acrosartits (Roehm and Tybout, 2006), but rather
analyzes the positive spillover effects of positiméormation across brands. Therefore, we

hypothesize that:
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H4. When Brand A and Brand B are not strongly differertiated, Ex Ante Positive
Information about Brand A mitigates the negative efect of Information Shocks about

Industry Practices on Consumers’ Attitudes towardsBrand B.

4. Methods

4.1. Sample and Product Selection

To test our hypotheses, we collected data from rasfine experiment on fast food boneless
chicken sandwiches and animal welfare issues adtanmed to 394 undergraduate and graduate

students from Michigan State University in Marcl920

Fast food restaurants, as well as other privateracivithin the meat industry, including
producers, transporters, slaughters, processdi@jers and restaurants, represent a case of
industry recently targeted by negative informat&rock about their animal welfare practices.
Although other negative information hit both fasbdls and other actors competing in different
industries, we chose the case of animal welfarefastdoods because it is a relatively new issue,
where respondents are less likely to have strofigfeerior to the experiment. Therefore, we
expect to find more variation after each informaticeatment on animal welfare than for after
treatments on, say, environmental issues, laboessr genetically-modified issues. On these
latter issues, US respondents received a much dremformation load in the past five to ten
years and so they are likely to have stronger rediefs (Fox et al., 2002; Rousu et al., 2002;
Lusk et al. 2004). Furthermore, fast food restaisrave been already object of previous studies
on negative information regarding different atttdsi (Roehm and Tybout, 2006), that they
helped as a reference to build our experimentalquiore.
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We chose chicken boneless sandwiches as the proflunterest because various fast food
brands offer a similar product. Therefore, we asstinat respondents’ initial attitudes towards
the fast food brand product do not vary signifibardcross brands. As regards brands, we
selected McDonald’s as our brand of reference ribaives both the positive and the negative
brand information. Moreover, we choose a meat seippf the Kentucky Fried Chicken (KFC)
brand as the references for the negative informatimout industry practices. Finally, we selected
Burger King as the brand of reference receiving spélover effects from the positive and
information on McDonald’s. In a pre-test perfornadhe start of the survey, we made sure that
McDonald’s and Burger King were not strongly diéfatiated from each other from a set of

brand equity measures as described in the nexgagia

We chose students from Michigan State Universityoas population sample since fast food
restaurants represent a relevant product categorthém. Hence, we hope that students would

generally have enough involvement on this subgecindertake a fairly complex questionnaire.

4.2. Research Design

The on-line experiment involved two treatments, exante positive brand information and one
sequence of negative information shocks. €ente positive information treatment had two
levels, which are present and absent. The poshiramd information consisted of a set of
reported declarations from differences sourcesadrocating NGO (Greenpeace), a certifying
NGO (Animal Welfare Society), a university expentmeat and animal welfare and a self-claim
from McDonald’s. The treatment that gave a sequa&faggative information shocks had two

levels too: the first level was negative informatiabout industry practices followed by the
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negative information about McDonald’s, while thesed level was negative information about

McDonald’s followed by negative information abontlustry practices.

The combination of the two levels for each treattmeresulted in four different pair of

treatments. Therefore, out of 394 students, fowups of approximately 100 people each
undertook a questionnaire with only one pair oatineents. Students were recruited by e-mail
through the university student lists. Those acogpto participate were directed with a web-link

to the on-line experiment, which took on averagenlffutes.

Each respondent undertook a questionnaire withnérali demographics section plus three
following sections. In the initial demographics &e, along with a few preliminary questions
about age, gender, ethnic group and nationalispaedents were asked how often they go to
fast foods, how much they consider themselves kedgedable about fast foods and about animal

welfare issues, as well as two questions meastomgmuch they value animal welfare.

In the first section of the questionnaire, we depetl measures of dimensions of initial brand
equity of McDonald’s and Burger King, such as braadiareness, brand beliefs and
differentiation in terms of animal welfare pracscand brand attitudes. Brand awareness was
measured by asking respondents what the firstfige food brands coming to their mind are.
Brand differentiation in terms of animal welfaresasiations was measured by asking “do you
believe that McDonald’s takes more, equal or |lggscve measures to provide proper animal
welfare to chickens and hens raised, transportedl paocessed for production of food products
sold in their restaurants relative to its competitd. Respondents’ belief strength in the
association between animal welfare and the braras measured with a seven-point Likert-

scale, where the respondents are asked to straingggree/strongly agree with the following
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statement: “I believe that Burger King takes effieximeasures to provide proper animal welfare
to chickens and hens raised, transported, and ggedefor production of food products sold in
their restaurants.” Respondents’ attitudes towahnésbrands were measured with one seven-
point Likert-scale question asking “How would youesdribe your attitudes towards

McDonald’s/Burger King?” where the scale was froemywnegative to very positive.

In the second section of the questionnaire, twauggsoof respondents were first shown the
positive information about McDonald’'s treatment]ldwing by a similar set of questions

measuring their beliefs and attitudes. The other gwoups did not undertake this section of the
guestionnaire. In the third section, all the founugps of respondents were administered the two
negative information shocks. After each informat&hmock, the measurement of respondents’

beliefs and attitudes was repeated.

At the end of the experiment, to compensate respasdor their time spent undertaking the
survey, each respondent’s name is included in wriotorganized by the researcher where

respondents could win up to five 50$ Amazon.corhagfds.

4.3. The Model

In order to capture the panel nature of the datshaxee collected, we performed an analysis
through a set of latent growth models (LGMs) (Duneaal, 1999). LGMs can be considered a
specific category of structural equation modelsNISEwhere the latent factors are the intercept
and the slope of the growth of a variable acrogsoap of individuals. Compared to longitudinal
panel modes, LGMs have the advantage of both dksgrisingle individual's development
trajectory of variables and capturing individuaffetiences in these trajectories over time

(Duncan et al, 1999). In particular, the latterreleteristic allows the researcher to explore the
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factors moderating the intercept and slope of teeebpment trajectory. Similarly to SEMs,
limitations of LGMs include the assumption of muitrmally distributed variables and the

necessity of large samples (Duncan et al, 1999).

We apply LGMs to analyze the change of consumetsfudes towards a brand and its
competitors after different negative informatiorosks and to analyze the effect of adding a
treatment such asx ante positive brand information. From our data collectiwe obtain from
each group at least three measured variables oner initial attitudes at the start of the survey
(time 0), attitudes after one negative informatshrock (time 1), either about industry practices
or about the brand, and attitudes after the otfermation shock (time 2). Similarly, we obtain
three measured belief variables, at the initiaktiftime 0) and after the two information shocks
(time 1 and time 2). Each model has latent faatepsesenting the intercept and the slope of the
change of consumers’ beliefs and attitudes acmdisiduals. In the context of our study, the

slope factor measures a change created throughimgmal manipulations.

As commonly in use in LGMs (Duncan et al., 1999 fix the loadings from factors to the
measured variables at arbitrary values. We inshesedthe parameters of the factors’ mean and
the variance, as well as the co-variances amongri&aclhe factors’ mean indicates the expected
difference between the measurable variables atdifferent times, while the factors’ variance
indicates the inter-individual variability arounttetmean. Finally, the co-variance among factors
indicates weather the initial levels of beliefs attitudes are significantly associated with future

changes or not.

In formulas, the LGM we apply has the following gen form:

V1=l + b + & @
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Vo = loF + IR + & @)

V3 = gy + baFs + & ®
Fi=aM;+ bDy; 4
F, = &M, + bDo. ®)

In these expressions W, and \4 stand for the measured variables of intereshag 0, time 1
and time 2, Fand R represent respectively the intercept and the slagir, lij represent the
loadings from the factors to the measured variabiets ¢ are the errors. Moreover, ;Mind M
are the inter-individual means of the intercept dimel slope, while Dand B are the inter-
individual variances of the intercept of the slojpe be estimated. Finally, Cov(D,) is

estimated to understand if intercept and slopeigr@ficantly associated.

5. Results

5.1. The Mitigating Effect of Ex Ante Positive Information

To test the hypothesis thet ante positive information related to the negative stsooktigates

its effect on consumers’ attitudes (H1), we firahra multi-group LGM where one group
receivesex ante positive information (Figure 2) and the secondugraloes not receive it. This
LGM has three factors: one represents the inter@gptand the other two represent an upward
slope (k) and a downward slope ) Adding a third, downward slope was necessaryetber
capture the change of trajectory of attitudes d@wee caused by the second information shock.
As a matter of facts, for the group receiving txeante positive information, the mean of

respondents’ initial attitudes towards the brands Wa=3.31, growing to Y¥=4.36 after the
20



negative information shock about the industry ahdnt decreasing to 3¥3.63 after the

information shock about the brand (Table 1).

We test the significance of the change of consunagtitudes over time to analyze the effect of
positive information on consumers’ attitudes afereiving the negative shock about the brand
and the negative shock about industry practiceg.(W2 find that the mean and the variance of
the three latent factors are significant. This nseimt the negative information about the
industry after theex ante positive information has a positive effect on @sgent’s attitudes in
time 1 (W), while the negative information about the braratluces the brand attitudes
significantly from time 1 to time 2 (. However, whenex ante positive information is
provided, negative information about the brand ésaattitudes at a higher level;688.63) than

at time 0, before the positive information was give/;=3.31) (Table 1). When instead
respondents receive the sequence of negative iaf@m without the ex ante positive
information, their attitude towards the brand dases from time O to time 2 (Table 1) and the

pattern of growth and decrease is not significepagd k, Table 2).

Furthermore, by running a Lagrange Multiplier (LM}st, we found that the equality constraints
among parameters of the model for the treatmentpgemd the model for the control group, i.e.
the means and the variances of the factors andadvariances among them, should be released
as they reduce degrees of freedom without a sagmifiincrease of the overall fit of the model

with the data.

Therefore, the statistical significance of the pwsiand then negative change of respondents’
attitudes when ex ante positive information is jed and the significant difference with the

negative trajectory of respondents’ attitudes & ¢ontrol group provides evidence that:et)
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ante positive information mitigates the negative effe€tnegative information shock about the
brand (H1); when thex ante positive information is given, the negative infaton about

industry practices has a positive effect on congahadtitudes towards the brand (H2).

5.2. The Effect of Ordering Negative Information Slocks

To test the hypothesis that when negative inforomatibout industry practices is given before
negative information about the brand, the negagifect of brand negative shock is mitigated
(H3), we run a similar multi-group LGM where oneogp receives the negative information
about industry practices before the negative infdgrom about the brand, while the other group
receives the negative information about the brarstl fTherefore, we tested again the statistical
significance of mean and variance for each groyparsgely and then the difference across

groups with a LM test.

Results show that whesx ante positive information is provided, the orderingesff of the two
following negative information does not change final attitudes. Across the two groups with
inverted sequences of negative information shatiesmean of the initial attitudes {Ms very
similar (3.31 versus 3.38) as well as the meamefinal attitudes (Y (Table 3). Moreover, the
group receiving the negative information about ittdustry had a significant increase and then
decrease over time, asg,F~» and Rk are significant, while the group receiving the aigge
information about the brand has no significant sleffects (Table 4). Therefore, these results do
not provide evidence supporting our hypothesishmeffect of ordering negative information
(H3). By running a similar multi-group LGM acrodsettwo group that did not receive tbe

ante positive information, we found similar results. Wenclude that, in this context, the
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ordering of the negative information does not nattelependently whether aax ante positive

information is provided or not.

5.3. The Spillover Effect of Ex Ante Positive Infomation

To analyze the spillover effect @k ante positive information on competing brands, we run
another multi-group LGM where one group receives gk ante positive information about
McDonald’s and another group does not receivenithls model, the measured variablestd®/

V3 are respondents’ attitudes towards Burger King.

We first made sure that McDonald’s brand is noorsgty differentiated from Burger King in

terms of “animal welfare” associations and initand attitudes. Initial respondents’ belief
strength in the association between McDonald’s thed'animal welfare” practices is 2.96 on a
seven-point Likert-scale, against 3.10 points fardggr King. Also, only 4.3% of the respondents
initially thought that McDonald’s was taking moréeetive animal welfare practices than its
competitors, while only 3.4% thought the same allBurtger King. Also, respondents’ initial

attitudes towards McDonald’s are equal to 3.46 aewen-point scale, while initial attitudes
towards Burger King were equal to 3.52 points. Fitbese descriptive statistics, we conclude

that McDonald’s and Burger King are not stronglifetentiated.

We found that, wherx ante positive information about McDonald’s is providedspondents’
attitudes towards Burger King do not decrease timee (Table 5), as there is no significant
slope effect (Table 6). When insteaxl ante positive information about McDonald’s is not
provided, respondent’s attitudes decrease significaver time, as the slope effect is negative
(Table 6). The LM test suggests that all the etpabnstraints among parameters of these two

groups should be released. Therefore, we foundeaeil supporting the hypothesis that, when

23



two brands are not strongly differentiated to eatirer, ex ante positive information about a
brand mitigates the negative effect of informatshrocks about industry practices on competing

brands (H4).

6. Conclusions

In the marketing literature, a large amount of mscdhave analyzed the impact of negative
information on consumers’ buying intentions as wasl on the interaction between positive
information and negative information (Tybout et d981; Smith and Vogt, 1995; Okada and
Rubstein, 1998; Klein and Dawar, 2004; Roehm anably, 2006). One managerial implication
arising from previous studies was to respond torimftion shocks with positive information

that “distracts” consumers from the content of tlegative information message (Okada and

Rubstein, 1998; Klein and Dawar, 2004).

In this paper, we instead examine the rolexxdnte positive information that is strictly related to
the negative information shock. We found tlext ante positive information mitigates the
negative effect of information shocks about a brand even makes negative information about
industry practices have a positive effect on coragirattitudes. We also found that these results
are robust to the order in which the negative imfation about the brand and the industry is
provided and that positive information may haveipgs spillovers on competing brands that are
not strongly differentiated. These results sugdbat, if they are able to anticipate negative
information shocks, managers of global brands nitactvely protect their brand by tackling

the content of a negative shock with strictly retapositive information.
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However, in this study we have not compared thecefdf positive information whose message
is strictly related to the negative shock with #fiect of positive information that is distant from

the content of the negative shock, and so we ateable to recommend which of the two

contents of positive information is more effectieeprotect a brand from the risk of a negative
information shock. Therefore, to provide a more ptate recommendation to managers if global
brands, further research should compare the eftswss of different contents of positive
information. Also, further investigation on the esffiveness of different sources of positive
information would provide useful recommendations elaborate a strategy of response to

negative shocks.
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Appendix 1 — Figures & Tables

Figure 1 — The Conceptual Framework: The MitigatingEffect of Ex Ante Positive
Information on the Negative Information Shock

1 Treatment:

Ex Ante Positive
Information
Related to the
Negative Shock

2 Treatments: 2 Measures:
Negative Consumers
Shock on Industry Attitudes towards

Practices Brand
A 4 >
Negative Consumers
Shock about Attitudes towards
Brand Competing Brand
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Figure 2 — The Latent Growth Model

The Effect of Ex Ante Positive Information on Attitudes towards the Brard

Cov(F1,F3) = -0.003

M3=1.781*
D3=0.858*

M1=3.314*
D1=2.320*

N\

Cov(F1,F2) = 0.161
Cov(F2,F3) = 0.829

F1 D2=0.990*

Intercept

V1 V2 V3
Attitudes Attitudes Attitudes
(Time 0) (Time 1) (Time 2)

El E2 E3

LEGEND:

V1: Initial Attitudes; V2: Attitudes after Negativiafo about Industry Practices; V3: Attitudes afiegative Info about Brand;

*: Statistically Significant at a 5% Level.
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Table 1 - The Effect ofEx Ante Positive Information on Attitudes towards the Brard:
Descriptive Statistics

Group 1- Ex Ante Positive Information (Treatment), N=1

V1 (TimeQ V2 (Timel V3 (Time2
Mear 3.31 4.3¢€ 3.6
Std. Deviatiol 1.6¢ 1.75 1.64
Group 2- No Positive Information (Control), N=1

V1 (TimeQ V2 (Timel V3 (Time2
Mear 3.82 3.52 2.9t
Std. Deviatiol 1.67 1.64 1.64

LEGEND:
e The treatment Ex Ante Positive Information is adstered between Time 0 and Time 1.
« V1: Initial Attitudes; V2: Attitudes after Negativimfo about Industry Practices; V3: Attitudes afiéegative Info
about Brand.
«  * Statistically Significant at 5% Level.

Table 2 - The Effect ofEx Ante Positive Information on Attitudes towards the Brard:
Parameter Estimates from the Multi-Group LGM

Group 1- Ex Ante Positive Information (Treatment), N=1

F1 (Intercept F2 (Slope, Ur F3 (Slope, Dowr
Mean (Mi) 3.314 1.938* 1.781*
Variance (Di 2.320° 0.990* 0.858*
Group 2- No Positive Information (Control), N=1

F1 (Intercept F2 (Slope, Ur F3 (Slope, Dowr
Mean (Mi) 3.817* -.151 0.28¢
Variance (Di 2.320° 0.990* 0.858*

Uni-Variate LM Test: All Equality Constraints betweeno@ps shold be Releast

LEGEND:
¢ F1 has loadings 111=1, 112=1 and 113=1; F2 hasitggdl21=0, 122=1 and 123=2; F3 has loadings 13132=-0.5 and
133=-2.
e * Statistically Significant at 5% Level.

Table 3 - The Effect of Ordering Negative Informaton on Attitudes towards the Brand:
Descriptive Statistics

Group 1- Negative Information about Industry Practices filst 10~

V1 (Time O V2 (Time 1, V3 (Time 2
Mear 3.314 4.361¢ 3.628t¢
Std. Deviatiol 1.677¢ 1.7548 1.6365
Group 2- Negative Informéon about the Brand first, N=:

V1 (TimeO V2 (Timel V3 (Time2
Mear 3.3882 3.5882 3.6706
Std. Deviatiol 1.6554 1.6205 1.5916

LEGEND:
¢ In both groups, the treatment Ex Ante Positive fimfation is administered between Time 0 and Time 1.
« V1: Initial Attitudes; V2: Attitudes after first Nmtive Information Shock; V3: Attitudes after sedoNegative
Information Shock.
« * Statistically Significant at 5% Level.
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Table 4 - The Effect of Ordering Negative Informaton on Attitudes towards the Brand:

Parameter Estimates from the Multi-Group LGM

Group 1- Negative Information about Industry Practices finst 10~

F1 (Intercept F2 (Slope, Ur F3 (Slope, Dowr
Mean (Mi) 3.314 1.938* 1.781*
Variance (Di 2.732* 1.541* 0.89¢

Group 2- Negative Infor

mation about the Brand first, N:

F1 (Intercept F2 (Slope, Uy F3 (Slope, Dowr
Mean (Mi) 3.388* 0.25¢ 0.11¢
Variance (Di 2.732¢ 1.541* 0.89¢

Uni-Variate LM Test: Six Equality Constraints betweem@s should be Relea:

LEGEND:
¢ F1 has loadings 111=1, 112=1 and 113=1; F2 hasitggdl21=0, 122=1 and 123=2; F3 has loadings 13132=-0.5 and
133=-2.
«  * Statistically Significant at 5% Level.

Table 5 - The Spillover Effect ofEx Ante Positive Information on Attitudes towards a
Competing Brand: Descriptive Statistics

Group 1- Ex Ante Positive Information (Treatment), N=1

V1 (Time O V2 (Time 1 V3 (Time 2
Mear 3.3524 3.4286 3.3714
Std. Deviatiol 1.4410 1.4402 1.4023
Group 2- No Posiive Information (Control), N=1(

V1 (TimeQ V2 (Timel V3 (Time2
Mear 3.8056 3.5926 3.5278
Std. Deviatiol 1.6375 1.5165 1.5616
LEGEND:

« In both groups, the treatment Ex Ante Positive imfation is administered between Time 0 and Time 1.

« V1: Initial Attitudes; V2: Attitudes after Negativinfo about Industry Practices; V3: Attitudes aftéegative Info
about Brand.

« * Statistically Significant at 5% Levt

Table 6 - The Spillover Effect ofEx Ante Positive Information on Attitudes towards a
Competing Brand: Parameter Estimates from the MulttGroup LGM

Group 1- Ex Ante Positive Information (Treatment), N=1

F1 (Intercept F2 (Slope, Ur
Mean (Mi) 3.411* -0.09¢
Variance (Di 2.028° 0.92¢
Group 2- No Positive Infomation (Control), N=1C

F1 (Intercept F2 (Slope, Ur
Mean (Mi) 3.702* -0.485*
Variance (Di 2.028° 0.92¢

Uni-Variate LM Test: Three Equality Constraints betw&oups should be Relea:

LEGEND:

¢ Flhasloadings I11=1, 112=1 and 113=1; F2 hasitagl21=0, 122=0.20 and 123=0.40.

« * Statistically Signif

icant at 5% Lew
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