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1 | INTRODUCTION
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Philipp A. Rauschnabel®

Abstract

According to recent research in augmented reality (AR) marketing, AR-based product
presentations have the potential to create extraordinary shopping experiences
across the customer journey. However, the mechanisms that drive key marketing
metrics, such as brand evaluations or purchase intentions, are yet to be thoroughly
understood. Drawing on the Affect-as-Information Theory, this study placed affec-
tive responses, such as customers' enjoyment and inspiration, at the center of
decision-making and conducted two online experiments to empirically investigate (1)
the differences in the intensity of affective responses between AR and non-AR, (2)
the interplay between affective and cognitive responses in shaping behavioral out-
comes, and (3) the moderating role of customer-specific factors (customers' AR
familiarity and product knowledge) on affective responses. According to the results,
although the affective responses increase purchase and word-of-mouth intentions
directly as well as indirectly through product/brand attitudes, AR does not per se
guarantee more positive affective responses; rather, they depend on the technical

implementation of AR features and customers' AR expertise, among others.
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that consumers are highly interested in AR apps. For example, as of

today, 61% of global Internet users have a keen interest in using AR

Many retailers, such as Amazon.com, essie, and IKEA, have integrated
augmented reality (AR) features into their digital shopping environ-
ments, allowing consumers to see the virtual representations of their
products in the real world (Rauschnabel et al., 2022). For example,
consumers can place a virtual lamp in their homes or display virtual
colors on their fingernails. AR-based product presentations thus
substantially extend traditional online product presentation formats
that use pictures, videos, three-dimensional views, or text-based

product descriptions. Unsurprisingly, industry research has revealed

in the future for online purchases (Statista, 2021). According to
market forecasts, AR will play a highly dominant role in consumers'
lives in general and, consequently, in future marketing practices
(Singh, 2019). Thus, investigating consumers' decision-making in an
AR context has never been more salient and pressing (Qin
et al., 2021; Rauschnabel et al., 2022).

In recent years, research has focused on understanding the dri-
vers, mechanisms, and consequences of AR Marketing apps (for re-
cent reviews of the literature, see Kumar, 2021; Rejeb et al., 2021). In
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particular, academics have emphasized AR's potential to create out-
standing and inspirational experiences for users across the customer
journey (Heller et al., 2019b; Hilken et al., 2018, 2021; Javornik et al.,
2021; Rauschnabel et al., 2022). Consumers generally find AR fea-
tures to be entertaining (Hilken et al., 2018), inspirational (Hinsch
et al., 2020), and helpful (Hilken et al., 2017), leading to positive app
evaluations (Rese et al., 2014), positive purchase intentions (Beck &
Crié, 2018; Gatter et al., 2021; Hilken et al., 2017), higher willingness
to pay (Heller et al, 2019b), and higher brand perceptions
(Javornik, 2016; Rauschnabel et al., 2019). However, as recently
outlined by Kumar (2021), a better understanding of the experiential
value of AR is still lacking. Marketing researchers and practitioners
still face a crucial question: To what extent do affective responses to
this presentation format influence users' cognitive responses and
behaviors?

The extant research that compared AR- and non-AR-based
product presentations has mostly examined affective responses
(hedonic factors) at the same level as utilitarian aspects, indicating
that the former can compensate for a lack in the latter, and vice versa
(Hilken et al., 2017; Rauschnabel et al., 2019). The findings from the
Affect-as-Information Theory can complement these results. More
specifically, the Affect-as-Information Theory states that consumers
use affect as an essential source in their decision-making processes,
such that their general feelings drive their cognitive evaluations as
well as their behaviors (Chang & Pham, 2013; Pham, 1998; Pham
et al., 2013; Schwarz & Clore, 2007). The AR app by essie (which
allows users to put virtual nail polish on their hands) may serve as an
illustrative example. An essie app user might be excited to see a
fitting nail polish on their hands. In this case, the feeling is integral to
the judgment and, thus, is a valid indicator of product value. How-
ever, according to Schwarz (2012), although feelings are not always
valid information, they can still substantially influence object eva-
luation. If an evoked feeling is due to an incidental influence, it could
be misleading. Besides influencing product evaluations, the AR app
might be fun to use and/or “gimmicky” and, thus, create excitement.
In the latter case, the feeling is incidental. A user might mistake their
excitement to be stemming from the nail polish, which can positively
influence not only the evaluation of essie products but also the essie
brand. Unless peoples' attention is explicitly drawn to the incidental
source of their respective feelings, Schwarz (2012) and Schwarz and
Clore (2007) highlighted, the incidental influence of feelings will al-
ways occur.

In line with the Affect-as-Information Theory, several re-
searchers have recently emphasized the importance of affective re-
sponses in the context of AR and virtual reality (VR). van Berlo et al.
(2021), for example, suggested that people will potentially attribute
their excitement to the stimulus brand that launched a VR app. Wang
et al. (2020, p. 1) argued that people use emotions to make “colored”
judgments that influence their attitudes and behaviors. Pozharliev
et al. (2021) investigated the intensity of emotional responses in the
AR context and found that AR advertisements may enhance users'
physiological responses (in the form of arousal) as well as influence

their willingness to pay.

In this study, we argue that affective response is particularly
influential since it is a key driver or facilitator of inspiration, which has
been shown to affect evaluations of AR experiences (Rauschnabel
et al,, 2019). According to Thrash et al. (2014), whether inspiration
itself is an emotion remains an open debate. Since the boundaries of
the emotion concept are disputed, some theorists may see reason to
subsume inspiration within the field of affective responses. However,
we argue that inspiration is often based on and involves several
possible elicitor-focused emotions. In other words, the process of
being “inspired-by” resembles the elicitation of a discrete emotion,
such as enjoyment of the AR experience, whereas the process of
being “inspired-to” resembles an intentional component (Bo&ttger
et al.,, 2017). We focus on the “inspired-by” stage and treated in-
spiration as an affective response.

Therefore, our study seeks to account for the crucial role of
affect in evaluating AR experiences. More specifically, following the
Affect-as-Information Theory, we argue that even though the af-
fective responses evoked by different product presentation formats
might differ, cognitive and behavioral processes subsequently and
strongly depend on the level of affective responses evoked. By
drawing on the Affect-as-Information Theory and prior research on
AR, we propose a theoretical framework that explains how AR (vs.
non-AR) drives affective responses (including the “inspired-by”
component of inspiration) that then influence cognitive responses
and managerially relevant behavioral outcomes. Incorporating in-
sights from prior research on AR-related influencing factors of af-
fective responses (e.g., Heller et al., 2019a; Hinsch et al., 2020;
Rauschnabel et al., 2019), the model also theorizes that the strength
of the proposed effect of AR on affective responses differs between
consumers with varying levels of familiarity with AR and product
knowledge. We test the model in two studies using different AR
environments and products.

Our study contributes to the literature in multiple ways. First, we
bring the Affect-as-Information Theory to the attention of AR mar-
keting research. Second, our empirical findings suggest that enjoy-
ment, as an initial affective response, is important since it drives
inspiration (and downstream behavioral consequences). Third, we
show that AR does not always enhance users' affective responses.
More precisely, in Study 2, where we apply a fingernail app, we show
that consumers in the AR group experienced less enjoyment (most
likely because of their inconvenient handling of the app) than those in
the non-AR group. This finding complements prior research (e.g.,
Barhorst et al., 2021; Kowalczuk et al., 2021; Yim et al., 2017) with a
call to both scholars and managers not to generalize AR as a feature
that is always better. Fourth, Study 2 investigates whether AR fa-
miliarity and product knowledge are important moderators of the
affective response to AR-based product presentations — insights that
are particularly relevant to target consumers new to AR or new to a
product category.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In the next section,
we review the AR marketing literature, introduce the Affect-as-
Information Theory as a theoretical basis, and develop our theoretical

model. Section 3 outlines the design of our two empirical studies,
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data collection, and results. The article concludes with a general
discussion of the findings and their implications for future research

and practice.

2 | THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS AND
MODEL DEVELOPMENT

2.1 | Responses to AR-based product
presentations

Several researchers have explored how consumers engage with AR
shopping apps. Scholz and Duffy (2018), for example, offered quali-
tative insights into how consumers engage with an AR shopping app
to express themselves, and Jessen et al. (2020) examined how AR
enables consumer creativity. Several empirical studies have applied
experimental between-subjects designs and randomly assigned par-
ticipants to an AR and a non-AR group. As a general conclusion, these
studies showed that AR-based product presentations trigger more
positive responses — affective, cognitive, or behavioral — than other
forms of product presentations (Barhorst et al., 2021; Javornik, 2016;
Jiang & Benbasat, 2007; Kowalczuk et al., 2021; Smink et al., 2020;
Vonkeman et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2020; Yim et al., 2017). Kumar
(2021) summarized the extant AR research in a conceptual frame-
work, arguing that the link between AR and outcomes is mediated by
the value consumers experience (positive) and risk factors, such as
privacy concerns (negative).

The common approach of the extant studies was to treat the
affective or hedonic as well as cognitive or utilitarian constructs as
mediators at the same conceptual level between the used medium
(e.g., AR vs. an alternative) and the behavioral outcome (e.g.,
Kumar, 2021; Lavoye et al., 2021). In other words, if two users ex-
perience the same app differently — that is, user 1 has a positive
affective response (enjoys using the app), and user 2 has a positive
cognitive response (thinks about which features of a product are
best) — both might evaluate the experience equally well. As in-
troduced in the next section in more detail, we argue that the Affect-
as-Information Theory can extend these models by assessing the
interplay between affective and cognitive factors and, by doing so,
respond to the need to understand the psychological mechanisms
that translate AR experiences into purchase or word-of-mouth
(WOM) intentions (Kumar, 2021). Enjoyment and inspiration, in
particular, likely play an important role in decision-making (Bottger
et al., 2017). To our knowledge, only Holdack et al. (2020) explicitly
investigated the mediating role of cognitive responses in this context,
tracing the effect of enjoyment on reuse intention back to users'
attitudes toward the product's presentation format. Additional re-
search results drew a similar picture in that affective responses ap-
pear to stimulate cognitive responses which, in turn, influence
behavioral outcomes (e.g., Gatter et al., 2021; Kim & Forsythe, 2008;
Pantano et al.,, 2017; Qin et al., 2021; Rese et al., 2014; Yim
et al., 2017).

e -WILEY——2¥

The subsequent sections summarize the most important prior
empirical findings regarding the relationship between affective, cog-
nitive, and behavioral responses. Table SA1 in the Appendix provides

an overview.

2.1.1 | Impact of affective responses on behavioral
responses in AR

Several studies have shown that the entertainment value of AR-
based product presentations goes beyond that of other product
presentation formats (Barhorst et al., 2021; Kowalczuk et al., 2021;
Yim et al., 2017). Although the probability of purchasing a product is
likely higher if users enjoy their online shopping experience, only a
few studies have explicitly focused on the interplay between affec-
tive responses and behavior (Hilken et al., 2017; Kowalczuk
et al., 2021; Smink et al., 2020; Vonkeman et al., 2017). For instance,
in two laboratory experiments, Hilken et al. (2017) showed that, in
the case of makeup and sunglasses, enjoyment significantly increases
purchase intention and WOM. In a similar vein, Kowalczuk et al.
(2021) found that enjoyment stimulates the reuse intentions of the
IKEA app. Beyond that, users tend to buy more impulsively if the
presented product itself makes them feel excited and inspired
(Vonkeman et al., 2017). Smink et al. (2020) demonstrated that ne-
gative emotions also affect behavior. Product presentation formats
that are too intrusive substantially reduce purchase intentions
and WOM.

2.1.2 | Impact of cognitive responses on behavioral
responses in AR

To date, the interplay between cognitive and behavioral responses has
been of more interest to research than that between affective and be-
havioral responses. Research has shown that users with a positive atti-
tude toward (using) the product presentation format have higher
purchase intentions (Yim et al., 2017) and reuse or return intention (e.g.,
Daassi & Debbabi, 2021; Holdack et al., 2020; Jiang & Benbasat, 2007;
Kim & Forsythe, 2008; Kowalczuk et al., 2021; Pantano et al., 2017; Qin
et al., 2021; Rese et al., 2014). In addition, purchase intention and WOM
yield higher values if users perceive the product presentation format as
useful (Gatter et al., 2021; Hilken et al., 2017). Moreover, confidence or
comfort with the decision increases purchase intention (Hilken
et al,, 2017; Kowalczuk et al., 2021), WOM (Heller et al., 2019a; Hilken
et al,, 2017), and willingness to pay (Heller et al., 2019hb).

2.1.3 | Impact of affective responses on cognitive
responses in AR

Prior research that investigated the interplay between affect and

cognition has mostly focused on the effect of enjoyment as an
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affective response on several cognitive responses. In general, re-
search has shown that higher levels of enjoyment strengthen (1) the
attitude toward the respective product presentation format (Barhorst
et al, 2021; Gatter et al., 2021; Holdack et al., 2020; Rauschnabel
etal., 2019; Yim et al., 2017), (2) the attitude toward using the format
(Kim & Forsythe, 2008; Pantano et al., 2017; Qin et al., 2021), (3) the
perceived usefulness of the format (Holdack et al., 2020; Rese
et al., 2014), (4) changes in brand attitude (Rauschnabel et al., 2019),
and (5) the anticipated satisfaction with one's own choice (Jessen
et al, 2020). Negative feelings also seem to impair cognitive re-
sponses. Particularly, attitudes toward the product presentation
format and the brand both decrease with increasing perceptions of
intrusiveness (Smink et al., 2020).

2.2 | Affect-as-information theory

As outlined in the previous section, according to research, affect
plays a central role in the AR context. The Affect-as-Information
Theory explains the vital importance of affective states (Schwarz &
Clore, 2003; Schwarz, 2012; Winkielman et al., 2003), positing that
affect serves as an essential source of information for judgments and
decision-making. More precisely, consumers tend to ask themselves
how they feel about a certain aspect (e.g., product, brand, or adver-
tisement) and derive their evaluation or decision from this perception
(Pham, 1998; Schwarz & Clore, 2007). In line with social psychology,
the Affect-as-Information Theory defines affect as a generic term
subsuming affective states, such as moods and emotions, as well as
bodily experiences (Bagozzi et al., 1999; Schwarz & Clore, 2007).
According to the Affect-as-Information Theory, consumers au-
tomatically integrate their affective states into their decision-making
processes (Schwarz & Clore, 2003, 2007; Schwarz, 2012; Winkielman
et al.,, 2003). Consumers attach more importance to their affective
states (1) if the informational value is higher, (2) if the information
appears more relevant for the specific judgment, and (3) if the al-
ternative information is less accessible (Schwarz, 2012). For example,
if an affective state can be clearly attributed to the target object,
consumers spontaneously perceive the information conveyed by
their feelings as more valuable and rely more heavily on it (Avnet
et al,, 2012; Pham et al., 2013). In this context, emotions (vs. general
moods) tend to have the strongest impact because they are im-
pulsively evoked by a referent (Schwarz & Clore, 2007).
Furthermore, previous studies have provided evidence of the
factors driving the perceived relevance of (emotional) information.
First, several researchers have demonstrated that consumers' re-
liance on emotions is stronger for decisions associated with hedonic/
experiential motives than utilitarian/instrumental ones (Chang &
Pham, 2013; Pham, 1998; Pham et al., 2013). Second, if they are
deciding something for themselves, consumers disregard alternative,
more objective information, counting more on emotional information
instead (Chang & Pham, 2013; Hsee & Weber, 1997; Raghunathan &
Pham, 1999). The opposite holds if decisions are made for others.

Third, when consumers have rather little expertise in the respective

domain, emotional information is more strongly weighted (Ottati &
Isbell, 1996; Sedikides, 1995). Finally, relying on one's affective
states, since it does not demand high processing capacities, can
simplify decision-making (Pham, 1998; Schwarz, 2012). Conse-
quently, if consumers feel time pressure when making judgments,
emotional information is given greater importance (Chang &
Pham, 2013; Siemer & Reisenzein, 1998).

2.3 | Model development

Several academics have underlined the relevance of enjoyable cus-
tomer experiences — whether it is in decision-making in general (e.g.,
Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982) or in an AR environment in particular
(e.g., Gatter et al., 2021; Hilken et al., 2017; Kowalczuk et al., 2021;
Rauschnabel et al., 2019). Hilken et al. (2017) demonstrated that
enjoyment plays a central role in boosting behavioral intentions,
concluding that enjoyment — along with utilitarian benefits — might
“determine the holistic customer experience” (p. 900). On this occa-
sion, we draw on Venkatesh's (2000, p. 351) conceptualization of
enjoyment, defining it as the product-presentation-specific percep-
tion of enjoyment, leaving aside the potential economic con-
sequences of this interaction.

Likewise, inspiring content is considered a significant driver of
metrics — customer engagement, loyalty, and WOM intentions
(Bottger et al., 2017) — and is classified as particularly relevant in the
case of new technologies (e.g., Bottger et al., 2017; Hinsch
et al., 2020; Rauschnabel et al., 2019). Recently, Rauschnabel et al.
(2022) positioned inspiration (besides branding, convincing and
keeping) as a core objective in AR Marketing. The concept of cus-
tomer inspiration has been subject to multiple academic inquiries
over the past decades across multiple disciplines. We follow Bottger
et al's (2017, p. 129) conceptualization that treats inspiration as a
process consisting of two factors: “inspired-by” and “inspired-to.” In
our context, the intrinsic pursuit of a consumption-related goal
(“inspired-to”) is represented by purchase intentions or a person's
willingness to recommend a product or brand to others (WOM). On
the affective side, however, is the transitional aspect: the “inspired-
by” dimension (Thrash et al., 2014). Building on prior research (e.g.,
Bottger et al., 2017; Thrash & Elliot, 2003; Thrash et al., 2010; Thrash
et al.,, 2014), we treat “inspired-by” as an affective response, which
generally feels good, to a marketing stimulus. As the “inspired-to”
dimension is captured in behavioral responses, we focus on the
“inspired-by” dimension. For simplicity, we refer to this dimension
using the term “inspiration” in our framework. Accordingly, our fra-
mework focuses on two key affective responses — “enjoyment” and
“inspiration” — and investigates their effect on product and brand
attitude as well as behavioral outcomes.

Though highly relevant for marketers (Rauschnabel et al., 2022),
the drivers and effects of attitude toward a respective product or
brand (i.e., the cognitive product/brand assessment) are yet to be
extensively studied in an AR context (Rauschnabel et al., 2019; Scholz
& Duffy, 2018; Smink et al., 2020, Yang et al., 2020). Therefore, we

85U8017 SUOWIWIOD 8A1I81D) 3|edldde aus Aq peusenob ae ssppiie YO ‘8sn Jo Sajni 1oy ArIqi78UljUO /8|1 UO (SUOTPUOD-PLIE-SWLIB)ALI0D A8 | 1M Afe1q 1 BUI|UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD pue Swie | 81 88S *[£202/80/€0] U0 Akiqiauliuo A3|IM ‘Usyoun i Juemsapung Bp BIseAluN Aq Ty9TZ w/z00T 0T/I0p/Lod A8 |1 Afeiqijeuljuoy/sdny woly papeo|umod ‘. ‘220z ‘€62902ST



ZANGER ET AL

integrate product attitude (Study 1) and brand attitude (Study 2) as
cognitive responses into our model. To extend the findings from the
product level to the brand level, we use brand attitude in Study 2.
Being among the first to apply the reasonings of the Affect-as-
Information Theory in the context of AR-based and non-AR-based
product presentation formats, we focus on investigating behavioral
intentions — mechanisms of the prepurchase stage according to
Lemon and Verhoef (2016) — rather than real behavior. This, we
argue, is a prerequisite for a thorough understanding of the complete
customer journey and the interplay of the underlying decision-making
processes. This focus on intentions is in line with prior research in the
AR field (e.g., Hilken et al., 2017; Hilken et al., 2021; Kowalczuk
et al, 2021). Regarding behavioral responses to different product
presentation formats, purchase and WOM intentions are the most
frequently studied outcomes (Heller et al., 2019a; Hilken et al., 2017;
Kowalczuk et al., 2021; Smink et al., 2020; Yang et al., 2020; Yim
et al, 2017) because they are the common key performance in-
dicators for marketers. Furthermore, to provide more clarity on the
question of whether users respond differently to AR-based product
presentations, we investigate user-specific factors. More precisely,
we include AR familiarity and product knowledge as moderators in
Study 2. Figure 1 depicts our research framework and the corre-
sponding hypotheses, which we explain in the following subsections.

2.3.1 | Drivers of affective responses to different
online product presentation formats

According to the Affect-as-Information Theory, people tend to re-
flect on how they feel about a potential purchase during decision-
making (Pham, 1998; Schwarz & Clore, 2007). Not only the product
information but also the information about the medium (or, rather,
the product presentation format) used to gather product information
is also relevant. Thus, analogous to the postulate of Schwarz and
Clore (2007), the product presentation itself may impulsively elicit
emotions while someone is shopping. Following this reasoning, we

argued that product presentation formats may differ in terms of the

e -WILEY——2%

intensity of the triggered emotions. This is in line with previous re-
search indicating that online shoppers respond differently to the
various product presentations employed by online shops (e.g., Jessen
et al., 2020; Smink et al., 2020). Interactive product presentations
tend to be more enjoyable and appealing than static pictures or vi-
deos. Previous research has shown that interactivity stimulates en-
joyment (Kowalczuk et al., 2021; Qin et al., 2021). In a sense, the
ability to interact with AR, which in virtual objects fades into users'
immediate surroundings, may facilitate information processing and, in
turn, influence enjoyment. Prior studies (Barhorst et al., 2021;
Kowalczuk et al., 2021; Yim et al., 2017) have shown that product
presentations with AR were enjoyed more than product presenta-
tions without AR (see literature review in Table SA1 in the Appendix).

However, based on previous findings from the literature, we also
contend that creating enjoyment through AR features is not as
straightforward as it may seem. The way AR features are im-
plemented may strongly influence how much users enjoy using an
app. At the same time, we expect that many companies intensively
test AR features before implementing them in terms of usability
criteria but potentially also regarding enjoyment. Thus, in line with

previous empirical findings, we postulate the following:

H1: AR-based product presentations elicit a higher level

of enjoyment than non-AR-based product presentations.

While few studies (e.g., Hinsch et al., 2020; Rauschnabel et al.,
2019) have recognized the importance of inspiration in AR marketing,
the literature lacks experimental findings on whether AR triggers
inspiration. Against this background, we hypothesize that AR can
outperform other “standard” forms of product presentations (e.g.,
photos) in terms of inspiration. Bottger et al. (2017) mentioned new
technologies as a source of inspiration, arguing that marketing trig-
gers are inspirational when they provide new ideas to consumers and
spur them to use their imagination. Product testers in AR, for ex-
ample, provide new ideas to consumers and the possibility of play-
fully designing one's environment with virtual products. This

assumption is in line with Jessen et al. (2020), who showed that AR
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Cognitive Responses

Enjoyment

AR vs. Non-AR

FIGURE 1 Research framework: How augmented reality marketing drives key metrics
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triggers a form of creative customer engagement. Furthermore, we
argue that realistic presentations of virtual products in the real world
can reduce uncertainty and purchase risks (Hilken et al., 2017), both
potential hurdles to engaging in creative imagination activities. Thus,
we argue that AR can trigger inspiration.

H2: AR-based product presentations elicit a higher level

of inspiration than non-AR-based product presentations.

Drawing on the rationale of the Affect-as-Information Theory,
we assume that user-specific factors further strengthen or hamper
the effect of the product presentation format on (1) enjoyment and
(2) inspiration. Depending on their past experiences with the product
presentation format or product, users might attach more importance
to their affective responses if they perceive the value conveyed by
the respective product presentation format as even more informative
(Schwarz, 2012).

Users' familiarity with AR might influence how much they enjoy
the AR experience (Rauschnabel, 2021). In line with Schwarz and
Clore (2007), we expect that users will use their prior knowledge
about the AR experience as a source of information when evaluating
a new AR experience. We postulate that users familiar with AR will
compare their current feelings about the product presentation format
with their past experiences. If these experiences match, their emo-
tions toward the product presentation format are confirmed. Indeed,
research has indicated that a format that users are familiar with is less
cognitively demanding (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Schwarz, 2012).
Consequently, users familiar with AR are likely to feel an even greater
sense of enjoyment. In contrast, incongruent feelings about the
product presentation format might lead to a decline in enjoyment
because users “discount” their positive emotions. In this case, users,
to some extent, eliminate their formerly positive feelings about AR.
Schwarz and Clore (1983) and Schwarz (2012) reported that dis-
counting effects exist in the Affect-as-Information Theory. Incon-
gruency between feelings during past and current AR experiences
might explain why users with AR expertise tend to be less curious
about the product than non-experts (Yang et al., 2020). Therefore, we

formulate the following:

H3a: The more familiar a user is with AR, the stronger is
the effect of AR-based product presentations on their
enjoyment.

Analogous to H3a, we expect users' product knowledge to
moderate the effect of the product presentation format on inspira-
tion. In doing so, we follow Bottger et al.'s (2017) framework, which
states that individual characteristics moderate the influence of cer-
tain source characteristics (here: AR vs. non-AR) on inspiration.

According to previous research, expertise in a particular domain
serves as a necessary precondition for creativity (Csikszentmihalyi,
1997) to which inspiration can be attributed (Thrash et al., 2010). In
other words, if people know a great deal about a product category,

they might be less focused on gathering objective product

information and rely more on subjective information (i.e., how they
feel about the product). Again, the emotions elicited by the product
itself as well as the emotions elicited by the product presentation
format serve as sources of information (Schwarz & Clore, 2007). In a
sense, seeing how a product blends into one's own environment
might facilitate inspirational thinking (Thrash & Elliot, 2003). The
more expertise people have, the easier they move away from rational
information processing, and the more they listen to their subjective
feelings. Thus, in their evaluation of how they feel about the product
presentation format, experts might value the interactive character-
istics of AR (disproportionally) more than those who know less about
the product. This reasoning may, at first glance, seem to contradict
research in the context of the Affect-as-Information Theory, ac-
cording to which people with rather limited expertise attribute more
weight to emotional information than experienced people (Ottati &
Isbell, 1996; Sedikides, 1995). Nevertheless, we must differentiate
between product expertise as a driver of the strength of the per-
ceived emotion and product expertise as a factor that reduces re-
liance on emotions during decision-making processes. Regarding the
effect of users' product knowledge of the strength of emotions — the
stage at which emotions occur — we expect that product experts will
find AR-based product presentations even more inspiring than those
who are less familiar with the product.

H3b: The more knowledgeable a user is about the pro-
duct, the stronger is the effect of AR-based product

presentations on their inspiration.

Thrash and Elliot (2004) discussed and empirically tested the idea
that positive emotions are an important antecedent of inspiration,
describing inspiration as an appetitive state that involves activation
and positive valence, and finding that inspiration involves elevated
levels of activated positive affect. Moreover, inspiration narratives
include more positive emotions and moderately less negative emo-
tions. Rauschnabel et al. (2019) argued that inspiration increases
when consumers perceive emotional gratification, such as when he-
donic value is provided. In their empirical study, they found that the
hedonic benefits created by an AR app significantly increased the
level of inspiration users experienced, a finding that was replicated in
Hinsch et al. (2020). In line with these findings, we argue that users'
enjoyment of a product presentation (both AR- and non-AR-based)
leads to inspiration:

H4: The greater the perceived enjoyment, the higher is

the level of inspiration users experience.

2.3.2 | Direct impact of affective responses on
behavioral outcomes

Assuming that emotions are integrated into users' assessments
(Schwarz & Clore, 2003, 2007; Schwarz, 2012; Winkielman et al.,
2003) to facilitate and accelerate decision-making processes (Chang
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& Pham, 2013; Pham, 1998; Schwarz, 2012; Siemer & Reisenzein,
1998), affective responses to product presentations may drive be-
havioral outcomes. In other words, the positive feelings that online
shoppers experience when interacting with a product presentation
might “spill over” to the product and, thereby, influence actual be-
havior. This assumption is in line with research findings that claimed
that affective responses can directly affect behavioral intentions,
such as purchase intentions (Elder & Krishna, 2012; Pham, 1998;
Schwarz & Clore, 2007).

For example, if a user enjoys gathering information about pro-
ducts online, these favorable emotions might serve as a source of
information, especially because they are highly accessible. Being
somewhat aware that perceived emotions are elicited by the product
presentation rather than by a random source, users might attach even
more importance to the information conveyed by their sense of en-
joyment (Avnet et al., 2012; Pham et al., 2013; Schwarz, 2012). As a
result, they might feel a stronger desire to own the respective pro-
duct and, in turn, are more willing to buy it. In addition, users who
enjoy the entertaining side of shopping experiences might be more
willing to tell others about their experiences. In examining these two
assumptions, Hilken et al. (2017) provided evidence that, in the case
of self-augmentation, enjoyment influences purchase intentions and
WOM. In a similar vein, Yim et al. (2017) demonstrated that users'
enjoyment of both AR- and non-AR-based product presentations
indirectly affects their purchase intentions through an increased at-
titude toward the product presentation. Following this reasoning, we

formulate the following:

H5a: The more enjoyable users perceive a product pre-

sentation to be, the higher is their purchase intention.

Héa: The more enjoyable users perceive a product pre-
sentation to be, the higher is their WOM intention.

Following the same line of argumentation, we expect inspiration
to directly influence behavioral intentions. A key finding regarding
inspiration is that inspired individuals strive for respective actions
(Thrash & Elliot, 2003, 2004), and, as discussed previously, behavioral
intentions are part of the “inspired-to” dimension (Bottger et al.,
2017). For example, if a product presentation of a piece of furniture
inspires online shoppers to also think about decorations, they will be
more motivated to put these ideas into practice. Consequently,
drawing on the Affect-as-Information Theory, we assume that being
inspired entails direct responses that are not necessarily based on
hard facts but on the positive, enthusiastic mood of online shoppers
when inspired (Schwarz & Clore, 2003, 2007; Schwarz, 2012;
Winkielman et al., 2003). In a similar vein, prior research has shown
evidence that inspiration is positively linked to behavioral intentions,
such as purchase intention and willingness to pay (Bottger
et al,, 2017; Figgins et al., 2016; Nikhashemi et al.,, 2021; Tang &
Tsang, 2020). For example, regardless of the product category, in-
spiration can increase purchase intention (grocery product vs. vaca-

tion to Rome; Bottger et al., 2017). Furthermore, the positive
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emotion of feeling inspired may spill over to the desire to spread

WOM. Analogously, we postulate the following:

H5b: The more inspiring users perceive a product pre-
sentation to be, the higher is their purchase intention.

Héb: The more inspiring users perceive a product pre-

sentation to be, the higher is their WOM intention.

2.3.3 | Indirect impact of affective responses on
behavioral outcomes through cognitive responses

Apart from the hypothesized direct effects of affective responses to
product presentations on behavior, research has indicated that cog-
nitive responses can serve as mediators (Elder & Krishna, 2012;
Pham, 1998; Schwarz & Clore, 2007). Thus, emotions may enhance
cognitive processing capabilities, which, in turn, drive behavioral in-
tentions. We subsequently present the reasoning for both effects.

In a broader marketing context, research has shown that ad-
evoked emotions substantially affect brand attitude (Brown et al.,
1998; Burke & Edell, 1989; Clore et al., 2001; Fishbein & Middlestadt,
1995; Hasford et al., 2015; Pham, 2004; Pham et al., 2013). Likewise,
in an AR marketing context, research has shown that this effect holds
equally for AR- and non-AR-based product presentations (e.g., Smink
et al., 2020). Alluding to the same reasoning, McLean and Wilson
(2019) demonstrated that the degree to which AR is perceived to be
enjoyable significantly increases brand attitudes. Drawing on the
Affect-as-Information Theory, we argue that brand attitude is in-
creased not exclusively by enjoyment but also by other affective
responses. If users ask themselves how they feel about a respective
brand, they might reflect on the emotions invoked by the product
presentation (or, to some extent, even other emotion-evoking
aspects; Clore et al., 2001; Pham, 2004). Then, depending on the
related answer, they might derive their brand assessment. Conse-
quently, this process is likely not limited to the affective response
“enjoyment”; rather, both higher levels of enjoyment and inspiration
should enhance brand attitude (Rauschnabel et al., 2019), regardless
of whether it is evoked by an AR- or non-AR-based product
presentation.

H7a: The more enjoyable users perceive a product pre-
sentation to be, the more positive is their attitude toward

the respective brand.

H7b: The more inspiring users perceive a product pre-
sentation to be, the more positive is their attitude toward
the respective brand.

Furthermore, as marketing research maintains, cognitive re-
sponses can influence purchase intentions (Elder & Krishna, 2012;
Pham, 1998; Schwarz & Clore, 2007). Being (somewhat) consistent
with these findings, we expect that an increased level of brand
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attitude will positively affect behavioral outcomes. In particular, if
users are positively inclined toward a brand, they might be more
willing to purchase a brand-related product and recommend it to
others. Therefore, we hypothesize that brand attitude enhances
purchase and WOM intention.

H8a: The more positive the users' attitude toward the

respective brand, the higher is their purchase intention.

H8b: The more positive the users' attitude toward the

respective brand, the higher is their WOM intention.

3 | METHODOLOGY

To investigate the proposed hypotheses, we set up two studies to test
different AR applications (Amazon and essie). Study 1 did not include the
moderators (AR familiarity and product knowledge), and thus did not test
H3a and H3b. Due to copyright reasons, the screenshots of the apps

used are not included but are available upon request from the first author.

3.1 | Study 1: How AR marketing drives purchase
intention

3.1.1 | Research design

We employed a two-group (AR- vs. non-AR-based product pre-
sentation) between-subjects design to investigate how presentation
formats influence affective responses and, subsequently, cognitive
and behavioral responses. Student interviewers approached the
students of a German university in the foyer of a classroom building
on campus in 2019. If the students agreed to participate, they were
guided to a quiet area in the foyer to avoid distractions. We randomly
assigned the participants to either the AR or non-AR condition. In
both conditions, the participants used a tablet to look at the same
floor lamp using the Amazon app. The Amazon app was used in Study
1 because it is a common and frequently used app. The same rea-
soning was applied for using the floor lamp as the product stimulus.
Beyond that, we assumed that the participants would have neither
too positive nor too negative opinions on floor lamps, which could
potentially bias the results. Depending on the group assignment, the
participants could either visualize the floor lamp in the foyer (treat-
ment group: AR-based product presentation) or browse through the
pictures that showed the lamp from different angles (control group:
non-AR-based product presentation). The participants had as much
time as they wanted to use the app and to look at the information
available for the lamp (app inspection time for looking at the product
information: AR (median) = 165 s, non-AR (median) = 152 s; time for
answering the survey: AR (median) = 422 s, non-AR (median) = 369 s).
Afterward, using a laptop, the participants answered questions con-
cerning the corresponding constructs (see Table SA2), other unrelated

variables, and demographics.

3.1.2 | Sample

We recruited 238 students (61% male; M,ge = 23.75, SD = 4.47), as-
signing 118 of them to the treatment group (AR-based product
presentation) and 120 to the control group (non-AR-based product
presentation). Following prior AR research (e.g., Hilken et al., 2017;
Rauschnabel, 2018), we used a sample of younger consumers who
are typically more open to trying out new purchase environments and
thus represent a realistic target group for online retailers. We
checked whether the two sub-samples were significantly different in
terms of socio-demographic characteristics and found no significant
differences in age (AR=24.16, non-AR=23.34; t=1.42, p=0.16)
and gender (percent male: AR=63.3%, non-AR=59.3%;
X% =0.40, p =0.53).

3.1.3 | Measures

As measurement instruments, we used previously validated con-
structs from the literature and adjusted them to the study context. All
the constructs were measured on 7-point Likert scales (1 = “strongly
disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”). We adopted the two-item scale from
Chang and Wildt (1994) to measure purchase intention (e.g., “| would
like to purchase the shown lamp”). We measured inspiration with a
two-item ad hoc scale (e.g., “Looking at the lamp has given me new
interior design ideas”) that has similarities to Bottger et al. (2017) and
Thrash et al. (2017). We adopted the three-item scale from
Venkatesh and Bala (2008) to measure enjoyment (e.g., “Using this
app brings me joy”). Table 1 shows the correlations between the
latent constructs, and Table SA2 in the Appendix lists all the items.

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in Mplus revealed a
good model fit (comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.98; Tucker-Lewis
index (TLI)=0.97; root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) =0.09; standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) = 0.03; x% = 60.2; df = 21). Inspection of each construct's
local fit measures revealed average variance extracted (AVE),
composite reliability (CR), and Cronbach's alpha values above the
recommended thresholds of 0.5, 0.7, and 0.7, respectively. The
established tests for common method bias and discriminant va-

lidity did not indicate any concerns.

TABLE 1 Correlations and descriptive statistics (Study 1)
M SD 1 2 3
1  Enjoyment 4.92 1.51

2  Inspiration 2.52 1.64 0.35
3  Purchase Intention 2.74 1.83 0.29 0.78
4 Product Attitude 3.33 1.64 0.31 0.70 0.86

Note: Correlations of latent variables (Mplus, ML, CFA); all correlations are
significant at the 1% level.

Abbreviation: CFA, confirmatory factor analysis.
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Cognitive Responses Behavioral Responses

4 Inspiration

/010(p=0.15) | 0.33 (p<0.001)

Enjoyment

0.21 (p = 0.001)

ARvs. Non-AR [

Study 1

Non-AR =0, AR=1

Dotted lines: not significant (p<0.1)
Standardized coefficients only

0.35 (p<0.001)
0.68 (p<0.001)
Product Attitude » Purchase Intention
0.63 (p<0.001)
0,07 (p=0.21)
-0.03 (p =0.52)

FIGURE 2 Study 1: Augmented reality marketing's effect on purchase intention

3.1.4 | Results

Given the theory-testing nature of our research, we applied
covariance-based SEM to test our proposed theoretical model in
Mplus 8.5 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). The overall fit of the proposed
model based on the standard model fit indicators was excellent
(CF1=0.98; TLI=0.97; RMSEA =0.08; SRMR =0.03; x*>=65.8; df=
28). Figure 2 depicts the results.

The AR-based product presentation (vs. non-AR-based product
presentation) was found to increase the perceived enjoyment of using
the app (8=0.21, p=0.001), confirming H1. The direct effect of AR-
based product presentations on inspiration was positive and in the
proposed direction (8 =0.10) but not significant (p = 0.15); thus, H2 is
not supported. The results, however, showed that inspiration increases
if users enjoy using the app (8 =0.33, p < 0.001), indicating an indirect
effect of AR (which we formally validated subsequently); thus, H4 is
supported. Inspiration (8 = 0.68, p < 0.001) but not enjoyment (8 =0.07,
p =0.21) drove product attitude, supporting H7b but not H7a. We also
found positive effects of inspiration (8 =0.35, p <0.001) and attitude
toward the product (8 =.63, p <0.001) on purchase intention, confirm-
ing H5b and H8a; however, the hypothesized direct effect of enjoyment
on purchase intention (H5a) is not supported (8 = -0.03, p = 0.52).

3.1.5 | Mediation analyses: How AR marketing
drives purchase intention

To better understand the process from AR to purchase intention, we
assessed the indirect effects of AR on purchase intention using a
bootstrapping procedure with 10,000 resamples (ML estimator). The
total effect size was positive and significant (Bsumindirect = 0.48). Be-
cause there are multiple paths to purchase, we inspected the specific
indirect effects (Table 2).

In addition, because the effect of AR on inspiration did not reach
significance, we further inspected the results. When eliminating the
path from enjoyment to inspiration (i.e., mediation), the effect turned

TABLE 2 Indirect effects of augmented reality on purchase
intention (Study 1)

Indirect effect Cllow b ClI high

AR — Enjoyment — Purchase Intention -0.09 -0.02 0.05
AR = Inspiration = Purchase Intention -0.04 0.12 0.32

AR = Enjoyment — Inspiration = 0.03 0.09 0.17
Purchase Intention

AR = Enjoyment = Product Attitude -  -0.01 0.04 0.12
Purchase Intention

AR = Inspiration = Product Attitude -  -0.05 0.15 0.36
Purchase Intention

AR = Enjoyment = Inspiration = Product  0.04 0.11 0.20
Attitude —Purchase Intention

Note: Confidence intervals (Cl) are the upper and lower 2.5%;

unstandardized effects.

Abbreviations: AR, augmented reality; Cl, confidence interval.

significant (8=0.16, p=0.01), indicating full mediation. To better
understand this effect, we inspected the indirect effect of AR on
inspiration through enjoyment. The confidence intervals of the in-
direct effect (b = 0.22; low: 0.07; high: 0.38) did not include zero, thus
supporting mediation.

3.1.6 | Robustness tests

Although the violation of the multinormal distribution requirement for ML
estimators, according to prior research (e.g., Reinartz et al, 2009), is
practically nonexistent in covariance-based SEM, we replicated the ana-
lyses using an ML estimator with robust error terms (MLR) without such a
distribution requirement. MLR does not allow bootstrapping procedures,
but the estimated direct effects in the model were almost identical, in-
dicating that this was not a threat to the results. We also included a direct
effect of AR on purchase intention, but this effect was not significant. The
findings, therefore, are robust.
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3.1.7 | Discussion

Study 1 revealed that AR increases affective responses, which sub-
sequently drive cognitive reactions (product attitude) and then be-
havioral reactions (purchase intention). Specifically, we showed that
an AR shopping experience generates more enjoyment than a non-
AR shopping experience, which then triggers inspiration. Inspiration,
in turn, directly influences purchase intentions but also indirectly
through more positive evaluations of the product. Surprisingly, AR
did not directly influence inspiration, but the ad hoc measure we
used, a limitation of this study, might be the reason for this result.
Other potential limitations arise from the student sample and our
research design, which assigned a specific product to the participants.
In Study 2, we addressed these limitations and extended the findings

from a product level to a brand level in a different product category.

3.2 | Study 2: How AR marketing drives brand
attitude and WOM

3.2.1 | Objectives and research design

Study 2 aimed to address the limitations of Study 1 and extend its
findings. We shifted from a product level (lamp) to a brand level (a
makeup brand) to better mimic a real purchase situation, inspect
brand attitude (vs. product attitude) as a cognitive reaction, evaluate
moderating effects, and add WOM as an additional outcome variable.
Moreover, rather than relying on a student sample, the sample of
Study 2 comprised participants recruited through a commercial
market research firm in July 2021.

We followed the same two-group (AR-based vs. non-AR-based
product presentation) between-subjects design as in Study 1. We
employed a tripartite online survey in which female panel members
could participate using a smartphone or tablet. The first part of the
survey asked participants to provide personal details and assess their
expertise with and relationship to nail polish in general. These
questions served as icebreakers.

The second part of the survey instructed the participants to imagine
that they were planning to buy a new nail polish for themselves. Then,
they were redirected to the website of the nail polish brand essie and
randomly assigned to either the AR or non-AR condition. In the AR
condition, the participants used the virtual try-on salon, where they could
virtually paint their nails. In the non-AR condition, the participants
browsed the essie website and looked at various nail polishes. In line with
research recommendations (e.g., Fennis et al, 2011; Gollwitzer &
Sheeran, 2006), the conditions were designed in a way that resembled a
real purchase situation as much as possible to prevent the occurrence of
potential discrepancies between intended and actual behavior (“intention-
behavior-gap”). After choosing their favorite nail polish, the participants
had to take screenshots of how they used the website/AR feature before
returning to the survey.

In the third part of the survey, the participants answered ques-

tions about the key measures of interest (see Table SA2) and provided

their demographic information. We asked if they encountered any
problems during the survey and instructed them to upload the

screenshots they had taken while using the website/AR feature.

3.2.2 | Sample

We exclusively preselected women from the United Kingdom. They
were informed that they could only take the survey on a mobile
device (i.e., a smartphone or tablet). We excluded 54 participants who
either experienced issues with the AR features (n=13) or did not
upload the correct screenshots (n = 41; seven participants in the AR
condition used the website, five in the non-AR condition used AR,
and 29 used a hand model instead of AR). In addition, we also re-
moved another 23 participants who missed at least one attention
check. In total, 251 female panel members between 18 and 63 years
of age participated (nar = 128, Nnon-ar = 123).

We checked whether the two sub-samples were significantly
different in terms of socio-demographic characteristics and found no
significant differences in age (AR =28.48, non-AR =28.43; t =0.04,
p=0.97), level of education (x? = 1.43, p = 0.49), and job (student vs.
professional: x? = 0.36, p = 0.55). Moreover, the percentage of users
who had used AR before was not significantly different between the
two sub-samples (AR = 8.1%, non-AR = 7.0%: x* = 0.101, p = 0.74).

3.2.3 | Measures

Similar to Study 1, we relied on the validated constructs from the lit-
erature and tailored them to the study context. All the constructs were
measured on seven-point Likert scales (1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly
agree”). We used the three-item scale from Putrevu and Lord (1994; e.g.,
“It is very likely that | will buy one of the essie nail polishes once | need a
new nail polish”) to measure purchase intention. Furthermore, to measure
WOM intention toward the brand, we used the three-item scale (e.g.,
“I would say positive things about the brand essie to other people”)
adapted from Zeithaml et al. (1996) and Heller et al. (2019a). The parti-
cipants specified their attitudes toward the brand on three items
(Bruner, 1998; e.g., “In my opinion, the brand essie is appealing”). We
adopted a five-item scale from Bottger et al. (2017) and Thrash et al.
(2017) to measure how inspired the participants felt after interacting with
the AR feature or the traditional website view (e.g., “Interacting with the
essie website (virtual try-on salon) stimulated my imagination”). We
measured enjoyment using a three-item scale from Venkatesh and Bala
(2008; e.g., “I find using the essie website (virtual try-on salon) to be
enjoyable”). The participants indicated their product knowledge of four
items (adopted from Beatty & Talpade, 1994; Mittal & Lee, 1989; Smith &
Park, 1992). An exemplary item was, “If a friend asked me about nail
polishes, | could give them advice.” Finally, to determine the participants'
familiarity with AR, we used a three-item scale from Hinsch et al. (2020;
e.g., ‘I know a lot about augmented reality”). Table 3 shows the correla-
tions between the latent constructs, and Table SA3 in the Appendix lists
all the items. We also measured product involvement as a control variable
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TABLE 3 Correlations and descriptive

statistics (Study 2)
1 Enjoyment

2 Inspiration

3 Purchase intention
4 Brand attitude (post)
5 WOM

6 Brand attitude (pre)
7 AR familiarity
8

Product knowledge

e -WILEY——2

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
497 1.50

427 149 0.73

4.69 153 046 0.56

581 1.11 0.38 042 0.3

502 119 047 059 083 0.75

591 1.29 016 023 039 062 043

404 140 -0.08 -005 003 0.01 0.01 0.00

445 140 019 030 035 028 040 0.09 0.16

Note: Correlations of latent variables (Mplus, ML, CFA).
Abbreviations: AR, augmented reality; CFA, confirmatory factor analysis.

User-Specific Expertise Affective Responses

Cognitive Responses Behavioral Responses

Inspiration

Product
Knowledge
AR Familiarity

0.21 (p<0.001) | 0.75 (p<0.001)

0.20 (p = 0.02)

0.16 (p = 0.04)

PI: 0.35 (p<0.001)
WOM: 0.34 (p<0.001)

A
Purchase Intention /
Pl: 0.47 (p<0.001) wWoMm
WOM: 0.62 (p<0.001)

Brand Attitude

Enjoyment

-0.25 (p<0.001)

AR vs. Non-AR

Control Variables

Study 2

Non-AR =0, AR = 1 AR Familiarity Product
Dotted lines: not significant (p<0.1) Knowledge
Standardized coefficients only

PI:0.04 (p = 0.65)
WOM: 0.00 (p = 1.00)

Brand Attitude
(Pre)

FIGURE 3 Study 2: How augmented reality marketing drives brand attitude and WOM. WOM, word-of-mouth

(e.g., “Nail polish matters a lot to me”; Beatty & Talpade, 1994; Mittal &
Lee, 1989). As in Study 1, the established tests for common method bias
and discriminant validity did not indicate any concerns; likewise, CFA
results were excellent (CFl1=0.98; TLI=0.98; SRMR =0.04; RMESA =
0.04; x2 =392.4; df = 296), including local fit measures.

3.24 | Results

We ran a structural equation model in Mplus 8.5 (Muthén &
Muthén, 2017) to test the hypothesized effects. As we hypothesized
the interaction terms, we treated the moderating variables as control
variables in the main model. Inspection of our main effects model
revealed a good model fit (CFI=0.97; TLI=0.97; RMSEA =0.05;
SRMR = 0.07; x? = 507.8, df = 328).

Our results (Figure 3) showed a significant effect of AR (vs. non-AR)
on inspiration (8=0.21, p<0.001), confirming H2. Although AR sig-
nificantly related to enjoyment, the effect was negative (8=-0.25,
p < 0.001) and not positive, as hypothesized in H1. We discuss this finding

in more detail later. We found enjoyment as a driver of inspiration
(B=0.75, p < 0.001), which supports H4. In line with H7a and H7b, en-
joyment (8 =0.16, p =0.04) and inspiration (8 =0.20, p = 0.02) served as
drivers of brand attitude. We also found positive effects of inspiration and
brand attitude on purchase intention (inspiration: =0.35, p <0.001;
brand attitude: B=0.47, p<0.001), and WOM (inspiration: B=0.34,
p <0.001; brand attitude: B =0.62, p < 0.001), thus supporting H5b, H8a,
Héb, and H8b. We found no direct significant effects of enjoyment on
our dependent variables (purchase intention: g =0.04, p =0.65; WOM:
B =0.00, p=1.00), rejecting H5a and Héa.

Notably, we also included three control variables in the model. We
controlled the hypothesized effects on brand attitude (measured after
using the app) for existing brand attitudes, which we measured before the
app was used. By doing so, we aimed to parcel out the existing brand
attitudes, which may lead to an overestimated effect (e.g., consumers
with a more positive [vs. negative] brand attitude may evaluate a brand's
app better [vs. worse]). Given the “longitudinal” nature of this approach,
we allowed correlations between the error terms of each pre- and

post-brand attitude item (Simonin & Ruth, 1998). As expected, pre-brand
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attitude's effect was significant (8=0.58, p<0.001). Next, as we in-
vestigated the moderating effects of familiarity with AR and product
knowledge, as discussed subsequently, we controlled for the direct ef-
fects B=0.21, p <0.001), and inspiration (familiarity: g = -0.02, p =0.74;
product knowledge: B =0.18, p < 0.001). Controlling for the direct effects
of the moderating variables on our dependent variables is a requirement
for interaction probing with the correlated variables (Aiken et al., 1991).

As in Study 1, we assessed the indirect effects of AR on our focal
constructs (Table 4). Although the total effects were not significant
(confidence intervals included zero), inspecting the specific indirect effects
revealed notable insights. In particular, the effects through AR, but not
through inspiration, tended to be supportive for the brand. In contrast,

the indirect effects that included enjoyment were negative.

TABLE 4 Indirect effects of augmented reality on purchase
intentions and WOM (Study 2)
Cllow b Cl high
Total -0.28 -0.05 0.20
AR — Enjoyment — Purchase Intention -0.17 -0.03 0.12
AR — Inspiration = Purchase Intention 0.09 0.22 0.39
AR — Enjoyment — Inspiration = -0.36 -0.19 -0.07
Purchase Intention
AR — Enjoyment — Brand Attitude = -0.13 -0.06 -0.00
Purchase Intention
AR = Inspiration = Brand Attitude — 0.01 0.06 0.14

Purchase Intention

AR — Enjoyment = Inspiration = Brand -0.12 -0.05 -0.01
Attitude = Purchase Intention

Total -0.19 -0.03 0.14
AR — Enjoyment > WOM -0.08 0.00 0.09
AR = Inspiration - WOM 0.07 0.15 0.25

AR — Enjoyment — Inspiration > WOM -0.24 -0.13 -0.06

AR = Enjoyment = Brand Attitude -0.11 -0.05 -0.00
- WOM

AR = Inspiration = Brand Attitude 0.01 0.06 0.13
- WOM

AR — Enjoyment = Inspiration = Brand -0.11 -0.05 -0.01
Attitude - WOM

Abbreviations: AR, augmented reality; Cl, confidence interval; WOM,
word-of-mouth.

TABLE 5 Overview of the moderation effects tested in Study 2
AR - DV
-0.77 (p < 0.001)

Relationship Moderator

AR— Enjoyment AR Familiarity

AR—> Inspiration Product Knowledge 0.62 (p <0.001)

3.2.5 | Robustness test

As in Study 1, we conducted a series of robustness tests to assess the
stability of our findings. First, we replicated the effects using an MLR
estimator. The results were almost identical. Second, we modeled the
direct effect of pre-brand attitude on purchase intention. This effect
was not significant and did not change the results, indicating that the
change in brand attitude influenced by the app experience drives
purchase and WOM intentions. We also estimated the model without
pre-brand attitude and, as expected, the effect of inspiration on
brand attitude increased, most likely because the coefficient included
bidirectional effects. Finally, when we eliminated the moderators (i.e.,

control variables) from the model, the conclusions remained.

3.2.6 | Structural model: Moderating effects

To test the proposed moderation effects, we included the latent in-
teraction terms using the LMS approach in Mplus (XWITH command)
in the model. To reduce model complexity, we tested each interaction
separately. Table 5 presents the direct effects of the independent
variable (AR) and the moderating variable on the dependent variable
as well as the interaction term. Familiarity with AR, the results illus-
trate, moderates the effect of AR on enjoyment. In line with H3a, the
more familiar the participants were with AR, the less they enjoyed
using the AR app. This result makes good sense because users are
likely to compare their AR experiences with their past AR experi-
ences. In the case of the essie app, the more familiar the participants
were with AR, the more likely they were to experience a more joyful
AR environment. We found no support for H3b (p > 0.05).

3.2.7 | Discussion

Study 2 addressed some of the limitations in terms of the measure-
ment of key constructs (e.g., inspiration) of Study 1, extended its
findings to another product category and a brand level, and in-
corporated moderating variables. In general, we found the same
patterns as in Study 1 but also some differences. First, the most
surprising finding was that AR led to a decrease in enjoyment. Sec-
ond, while the effect of AR on our ad hoc measure of inspiration was
not significant (p =0.15) in Study 1, Study 2 applied an established
measure and found a direct effect.

Mod - DV ARxMod - DV Hyp. Mod?
0.16 (p=0.21) -0.70 (p < 0.001) H3a Yes
0.17 (p=0.01) 0.00 (p =0.98) H3b No

Note: Only unstandardized effects are presented. Moderation was established if the interaction term was significant. Two-tailed t tests.

Abbreviation: AR, augmented reality.
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4 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

With the growing relevance of AR-based product presentations,
there has been an increasing number of discussions on the role of AR
in marketing research and applications (Dwivedi et al., 2020; Hoyer
et al., 2020; Rauschnabel et al., 2022). However, although research
has tested AR's potential to boost purchases (e.g., Heller
et al,, 2019b; Hilken et al., 2017; Kowalczuk et al., 2021; Smink
et al., 2020), it has not yet fully explored the respective mechanisms
that result in behavioral changes. Responding to recent calls to fill this
gap (e.g., Kumar, 2021), we focused on the interplay between two
affective responses (enjoyment and inspiration) as well as cognitive
and behavioral reactions. AR, we found, can trigger purchase and
WOM intentions, but these positive effects are not guaranteed. For
example, the AR scenario we used in Study 2 triggered lower levels of
enjoyment than the non-AR version. Moreover, we identified in-
spiration as a core construct that directly drives the evaluation of
products and brands, purchase intentions, and WOM. These findings

contribute to the literature in multiple ways.

4.1 | Theoretical contributions

A more holistic understanding of the psychological mechanisms that
drive decision-making processes is required. According to Scholz and
Duffy (2018), many existing studies are “app-centric” and investigate
why consumers like specific AR apps. We echo this view and argue
that a more detailed examination of crucial marketing variables is
beneficial. Therefore, our study assessed AR's impact on a specific
product (Study 1) and a brand in general (Study 2). Although affective,
cognitive, and behavioral responses to AR characteristics have been
of great interest to research (Kumar, 2021), studies have, to some
extent, neglected the interplay of these three responses (e.g.,
Javornik, 2016) and the crucial role of affect as an initial response. At
the core of the Affect-as-Information Theory, research has found
that affective responses are crucial elements in decision-making
processes (Schwarz & Clore, 2003; Schwarz, 2012; Winkielman
et al., 2003). In line with this, research in the AR context has shown
that affective responses influence behavior (Hilken et al, 2017;
Kowalczuk et al., 2021; Smink et al., 2020; tom Dieck et al., 2018;
Vonkeman et al., 2017). For instance, in their study on affective
drivers of purchase and WOM intention, Hilken et al. (2017) con-
cluded that enjoyment plays a central role in boosting behavioral
intentions. We replicated this finding in our research and
showed that enjoyment can trigger inspiration and lead to a more
positive cognitive response. Therefore, our studies contribute to the
literature by showing that inspiration and brand/product attitudes
mediate the effects of enjoyment on behavioral responses.

Previous marketing research has also largely concluded that AR is
more enjoyable than non-AR (Barhorst et al., 2021; Kowalczuk
et al., 2021; Poushneh & Vasquez-Parraga, 2017; Yim et al., 2017).
However, our study showed that AR-based product presentations do

not necessarily enhance enjoyment; rather, depending on technical
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implementation and users' expertise, users might find non-AR even
more entertaining than AR. We assumed that, in this case, AR-evoked
positive feelings (in terms of inspiration) and negative feelings (in
terms of enjoyment) canceled each other out. Another potential ex-
planation is the nature of the device; AR itself is not limited to
handheld mobile devices. Users might find holding a device with one
hand between their eyes and their other hand distracting, so the
same effect might be greater with other hardware. For example,
specific AR glasses can enable higher levels of technological embo-

diment and allow users to operate the AR hands-free.

4.2 | Managerial implications

A crucial question for marketers is whether AR-based product pre-
sentations (vs. traditional website experiences) substantially affect
key marketing metrics (Rauschnabel et al., 2022). Investigating the
affective, cognitive, and behavioral responses to product presenta-
tions of furniture (lamp) and beauty products (nail polish), we re-
vealed differences in the affective responses to various product
presentation formats, which, in turn, are the key drivers of behavior.
Our results indicate that AR entails more positive short-, medium-,
and long-term outcomes than non-AR. First, we found that AR in-
creased immediate purchase intentions by enhancing the levels of
enjoyment, inspiration, and brand attitude. Second, WOM intention
was also found to be higher. This kind of consumer-induced adver-
tisement for respective brands and products might stimulate sales in
the medium term. Third, with increasing levels of brand attitude, we
found that AR may also lead to valuable long-term relationships be-
tween consumers and brands. Thus, AR may serve not only as a sales
channel but also as a customer relationship-building and reten-
tion tool.

In line with this reasoning, we found that consumers familiar with
the product felt even more inspired when using AR than those who
were not. This heightened state of inspiration may, in turn, drive
behavior. We thus recommend using AR features particularly to ap-
proach existing and, thus, knowledgeable customers and/or to pre-
sent commonly known, everyday product categories with which a
broader group of consumers are familiar.

Our results also showed that AR-based product presentations
are not necessarily superior to non-AR-based product presentations.
We thus recommend that AR-app creators carefully pretest how
enjoyable the created environment is to avoid negative effects on
inspiration and, consequently, on brand attitude and behavioral re-
sponses. Furthermore, users' familiarity with AR moderates the in-
tensity of product presentation-elicited enjoyment. For example, if
consumers are familiar with AR, they might easily relate their current
emotions about the product presentation to their past experiences. If
their current enjoyment exceeds their last experience, they might
find AR even more enjoyable. Conversely, if consumers are familiar
with AR, the “backfiring effect” of less enjoyable AR-based product
presentations might be more prominent. This means that, if AR is

commonly used in the respective industry, marketers need to provide
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high-quality and entertaining AR features. Moreover, regardless of
the common practice in a marketer's industry, the respective target
group might also play a crucial role. For example, if a marketer wants
to satisfy “digital natives” who generally have more expertise in new
technologies such as AR than older generations, enjoyable AR fea-
tures are crucial.

4.3 | Limitations and future research

As with any study, this study has limitations. First, both of our studies
were based on rather young European samples. Although young
consumers, such as students, are typically among the first to adopt
new technologies, using such a sample reduces the transferability of
results to other target groups that might behave differently. Second,
we followed the standards in most previous studies (e.g., Hilken
et al,, 2017, 2021; Kowalczuk et al., 2021) and measured the focal
constructs as intentions (rather than actual behavior) using realistic
descriptions adjusted to the context. Though this strengthens internal
validity, external validity might suffer. In other words, whether, or to
what extent, these intentions translate into actual purchases remains
beyond the scope of this study. Future research should tackle the
aforementioned question with field or choice experiments. Moreover,
we randomly assigned respondents to the AR versus Non-AR con-
text, without screening out respondents with a low purchase interest
in the corresponding product category. By doing so, we followed the
standards in the AR marketing literature (e.g., Hilken et al., 2021;
Kowalczuk et al., 2021, Smink et al., 2020). Including some re-
spondents with no real purchase interest might have led to some sort
of “noise” in the data. This “noise,” however, should affect both ex-
perimental groups equally. As suggested by a reviewer, future re-
search could control for general product attitudes or the
respondents' stage in the customer journey. Such an approach could
parcel out this variance and provide additional insights into AR along
the customer journey (Rauschnabel et al., 2022).

Especially from a managerial perspective, Study 2 offers a relevant
avenue for future research: What makes AR apps enjoyable? Identifying
the reasons for the essie AR app's reduced user enjoyment was beyond
the scope of our study (as this outcome was unexpected), but managers
and AR developers could benefit from actionable guidelines on the fea-
tures that constitute enjoyable AR apps. This would also respond to a
recent editorial call by marketers to engage in more “practical” and design
science research (Rauschnabel et al., 2022).

We also identified inspiration as a construct that links enjoyment
and product/brand attitude. While few studies (Hinsch et al., 2020;
Rauschnabel et al., 2019) have introduced inspiration as a powerful
construct in AR, our study studied its potential in translating some
sort of “fun” into intentions. This finding is interesting and leads to
many questions for future research. For example, can inspiration also
diminish (brand) attitudes and behaviors? How long does AR-induced
inspiration last? Does the effect persist shortly after an app has been
used, or even over multiple days or even longer? Does inspiration

triggered by using an AR app lead to greater interest in AR in general?

In our study, we focused on brand attitude. However, Scholz and
Duffy (2018) recently found that AR is particularly suitable for
creating deep customer-brand relationships. As such, the interaction
between AR and customer relationships and loyalty could be a fruitful
area for further research (Hoyer et al., 2020). For example, how can
brands specifically use AR to build sustainable long-term relation-
ships, such as brand love (Batra et al., 2012), with consumers? As we
showed herein, affective responses play a central role in AR. Re-
search on consumer-brand relationships, such as brand love (Batra
et al, 2012), should include multiple affective dimensions. In-
vestigating such relational brand evaluations could extend the cog-
nitive evaluation in this (brand attitude in Study 2) and related
research (e.g., Javornik, 2016; Rauschnabel et al., 2019).

Moreover, we introduced the Affect-as-Information Theory to the
AR marketing literature and argued that the theory has valuable im-
plications for future AR research. First, scholars might explore the po-
tentially changing intensity of and reliance on affective responses during
decision-making over time and in the case of repeated use. As consumers
are rapidly getting used to new technologies in general and AR features in
particular, meeting their expectations might become even more difficult
for marketers (e.g., Hinsch et al., 2020). In this case, consumers might
perceive less positive AR-evoked emotions, which could hamper cogni-
tive as well as behavioral outcomes. Beyond that, insights from the
Affect-as-Information Theory research suggest that consumers' increas-
ing expertise could also make them rely less on their emotions when
making decisions (Ottati & Isbell, 1996; Sedikides, 1995). Likewise, prior
AR research has revealed differences in decision-making based on con-
sumers' processing styles (e.g. Hilken et al., 2017; Jessen et al., 2020).
Inspired by this study, differences in consumers' general decision-making
tendencies could moderate the paths from affective to behavioral re-
sponses in the Affect-as-Information Theory research. In addition, most
AR studies used hedonic product stimuli, such as beauty products (e.g.,
Daassi & Debbabi, 2021; Gatter et al., 2021; Hilken et al., 2017; Scholz &
Duffy, 2018; Smink et al., 2020), fashion apparel/accessories (e.g., Hilken
et al, 2017; Kim & Forsythe, 2008; Pantano et al., 2017; Poushneh &
Vasquez-Parraga, 2017; Qin et al, 2021; Vonkeman et al., 2017; Yim
et al, 2017), home furnishings (e.g., Gatter et al., 2021; Heller et al,
2019b; Jessen et al., 2020; Kowalczuk et al., 2021; Qin et al., 2021;
Rauschnabel et al., 2019; Rese et al., 2014; Smink et al., 2020), or food
(e.g., Barhorst et al., 2021; Heller et al., 2019a; Hilken et al., 2021), which
have been found to increase consumers' reliance on affect during
decision-making (e.g., Chang & Pham, 2013; Pham, 1998; Pham
et al,, 2013). Hence, the investigation of AR in a more utilitarian context,
one that is less sensitive to emotions, would add value. Likewise, shifting
the focus from a pure B2C to a B2B context could be reasonable
(Rauschnabel et. Al, 2022). In this case, the decisions might be based
more on concrete facts rather than on the emotions perceived by in-
dividuals (Chang & Pham, 2013; Hsee & Weber, 1997; Raghunathan &
Pham, 1999; Schwarz, 2012). Furthermore, a unique characteristic of AR
is that content is integrated into a user's environment. Therefore, users
might be influenced (in terms of changed mood and stress) not only by
environmental factors — such as the presence and behavior of other

people, the light situation, noise, and so on — but also by how content is
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visualized and processed. Studying such situational factors through the
lens of the Affect-as-Information Theory can enhance AR marketing
theory and, furthermore, provide valuable insights for managers.

Finally, we discussed the Affect-as-Information Theory in the context
of AR. Though VR shares some similarities with AR, the users are com-
pletely closed off from their physical environment. The Affect-as-
Information Theory might also serve as a powerful theory for VR re-

search, especially when compared with AR (Hilken et al., 2021).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We acknowledge the help of students in collecting data. Open Access
funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

ORCID

Vera Zanger
Martin Meif3ner
Philipp A. Rauschnabel

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9486-5731
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3574-4283
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2188-6747

REFERENCES

Aiken, L. S., West, S. G., & Reno, R. R. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing
and interpreting interactions. Sage

Alba, J. W., & Hutchinson, J. W. (1987). Dimensions of consumer
expertise. Journal of Consumer Research, 13(4), 411-454. https://doi.
org/10.1086/209080

Avnet, T., Pham, M. T., & Stephen, A. T. (2012). Consumers' trust in
feelings as information. Journal of Consumer Research, 39(4),
720-735. https://doi.org/10.1086/664978

Bagozzi, R. P., Gopinath, M., & Nyer, P. U. (1999). The role of emotions in
marketing. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27(2),
184-206. https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070399272005

Barhorst, J. B., McLean, G., Shah, E., & Mack, R. (2021). Blending the real
world and the virtual world: Exploring the role of flow in augmented
reality experiences. Journal of Business Research, 122, 423-436.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.08.041

Batra, R.,, Ahuvia, A, & Bagozzi, R. P. (2012). Brand love. Journal of
Marketing, 76(2), 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.09.0339

Beatty, S. E., & Talpade, S. (1994). Adolescent influence in family decision
making: A replication with extension. Journal of Consumer Research,
21(2), 332-341. https://doi.org/10.1086/209401

Beck, M., & Cri¢, D. (2018). | virtually try it... | want it! Virtual Fitting
Room: A tool to increase on-line and off-line exploratory behavior,
patronage and purchase intentions. Journal of Retailing and Consumer
Services, 40, 279-286.

Bottger, T., Rudolph, T., Evanschitzky, H., & Pfrang, T. (2017). Customer
inspiration: Conceptualization, scale development, and validation.
Journal of Marketing, 81(6), 116-131. https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.
15.0007

Brown, S. P., Homer, P. M., & Inman, J. J. (1998). A meta-analysis of
relationships between ad-evoked feelings and advertising responses.
Journal of Marketing Research, 35(1), 114-126. https://doi.org/10.
2307/3151934

Bruner, G. C. (1998). Standardization and justification: Do Aad scales
measure up? Journal of Current Issues and Research in Advertising,
20(1), 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1080/10641734.1998.10505073

Burke, M. C., & Edell, J. A. (1989). The impact of feelings on ad-based
affect and cognition. Journal of Marketing Research, 26(1), 69-83.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3172670

Chang, H. H., & Pham, M. T. (2013). Affect as a decision-making system of
the present. Journal of Consumer Research, 40(1), 42-63. https://doi.
org/10.1086/668644

= eRR% -WILEY— 2"

Chang, T. Z., & Wildt, A. R. (1994). Price, product information, and purchase
intention: An empirical study. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 22(1), 16-27. https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070394221002

Clore, G. L., Gasper, K., & Garvin, E. (2001). Affect as information. In J. P.
Forgas (Ed.), Handbook of affect and social cognition (pp. 121-144).
Erlbaum.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1997). Creativity: Flow and the psychology of
discovery and invention. HarperCollins

Daassi, M., & Debbabi, S. (2021). Intention to reuse AR-based apps: The
combined role of the sense of immersion, product presence and
perceived realism. Information and Management, 58(4),
103453-103455. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2021.103453

Dwivedi, Y. K., Ismagilova, E., Hughes, D. L., Carlson, J., Filieri, R,
Jacobson, J., Jain, V., Karjaluoto, H., Kefi, H., Krishen, A. S,
Kumar, V., Rahman, M. M., Raman, R., Rauschnabel, P. A., Rowley, J.,
Salo, J., Tran, G. A., & Wang, Y. (2020). Setting the future of digital
and social media marketing research: Perspectives and research
propositions. International Journal of Information Management, 59,
102168. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2020.102168

Elder, R., & Krishna, A. (2012). The “visual depiction effect” in advertising:
Facilitating embodied mental simulation through product
orientation. Journal of Consumer Research, 38(6), 988-1003.
https://doi.org/10.1086/661531

Fennis, B. M., Adriaanse, M. A, Stroebe, W., & Pol, B. (2011). Bridging the
intention-behavior gap: Inducing implementation intentions through
persuasive appeals. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 21(3), 302-311.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2010.12.003

Figgins, S. G., Smith, M. J, Sellars, C. N., Greenlees, |. A., & Knight, C. J.
(2016). “You really could be something quite special”: A qualitative
exploration of athletes' experiences of being inspired in sport.
Psychology of sport and exercise, 24(May), 82-91. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.psychsport.2016.01.011

Fishbein, M., & Middlestadt, S. (1995). Noncognitive effects on attitude
formation and change: Fact or artifact? Journal of Consumer Psychology,
4(2), 181-202. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327663jcp0402_05

Gatter, S., Huttl-Maack, V., & Rauschnabel, P. A. (2021). Can augmented
reality satisfy consumers' need for touch? Psychology & Marketing,
39(3), 508-523. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21618

Gollwitzer, P. M., & Sheeran, P. (2006). Implementation intentions and
goal achievement: A meta-analysis of effects and processes.
Advantages in Experimental Social Psychology, 38(2006), 69-119.
https://doi.org/10.1016/5S0065-2601(06)38002-1

Hasford, J., Hardesty, D. M., & Kidwell, B. (2015). More than a feeling:
Emotional contagion effects in persuasive communication. Journal of
Marketing Research, 52(6), 836-847. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.
13.0081

Heller, J., Chylinski, M., de Ruyter, K., Mahr, D., & Keeling, D. I. (2019a). Let me
imagine that for you: Transforming the retail frontline through
augmenting customer mental imagery ability. Journal of Retailing, 95(2),
94-114. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2019.03.005

Heller, J., Chylinski, M., de Ruyter, K., Mahr, D., & Keeling, D. I. (2019b).
Touching the untouchable: Exploring multi-sensory augmented
reality in the context of online retailing. Journal of Retailing, 95(4),
219-234. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2019.10.008

Hilken, T., Chylinski, M., Keeling, D. I., Heller, J., de Ruyter, K., & Mahr, D.
(2021). How to strategically choose or combine augmented and
virtual reality for improved online experiential retailing. Psychology &
Marketing, 121, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21600

Hilken, T., de Ruyter, K., Chylinski, M., Mahr, D., & Keeling, D. I. (2017).
Augmenting the eye of the beholder: Exploring the strategic
potential of augmented reality to enhance online service
experiences. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 45(6),
884-905. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-017-0541-x

Hilken, T., Heller, J., Chylinski, M., Keeling, D. I., Mahr, D., & de Ruyter, K.
(2018). Making omnichannel an augmented reality: The current and

5UB0 1 SUOWILIOD SAIIBID) 3|91 jdde au) Aq peussnb a1 SoppIle WO 88N J0 S9N 10} AXRIG1T 8UIUO AB]1M UO (SUO1IPUOD-PUE-SLLBIW0D"AB W AReq1[BuU0//Sd1y) SUOIPUOD PUE SLLB | 841 905 *[£202/80/60] U0 ARIqIT 8UIIUO AB1IM ‘UBUOUN I JUBMSIpUNG Jop TISBAIIN Ad THITZ eLU/Z00T OT/I0p/W00" A8 W ATeJd]1jBul|uo//Sciy Wwo1y popeojumod ‘2 ‘2202 ‘€629025T


http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9486-5731
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3574-4283
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2188-6747
https://doi.org/10.1086/209080
https://doi.org/10.1086/209080
https://doi.org/10.1086/664978
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070399272005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.08.041
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.09.0339
https://doi.org/10.1086/209401
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0007
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0007
https://doi.org/10.2307/3151934
https://doi.org/10.2307/3151934
https://doi.org/10.1080/10641734.1998.10505073
https://doi.org/10.2307/3172670
https://doi.org/10.1086/668644
https://doi.org/10.1086/668644
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070394221002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2021.103453
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2020.102168
https://doi.org/10.1086/661531
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2010.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2016.01.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2016.01.011
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327663jcp0402_05
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21618
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(06)38002-1
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.13.0081
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.13.0081
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2019.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2019.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21600
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-017-0541-x

ZANGER ET AL

B0 | wWiLEY-EE e

future state of the art. Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing,
12(4), 509-523. https://doi.org/10.1108/JRIM-01-2018-0023

Hinsch, C., Felix, R., & Rauschnabel, P. A. (2020). Nostalgia beats the wow-
effect: Inspiration, awe and meaningful associations in augmented
reality marketing. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 53,
101987. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2019.101987

Holbrook, M. B., & Hirschman, E. C. (1982). Experiential aspects of
consumption: Consumer fantasies, feelings, and fun. Journal of
Consumer Research, 9(2), 132-140. https://doi.org/10.1086/208906

Holdack, E., Lurie-Stoyanov, K., & Fromme, H. F. (2020). The role of perceived
enjoyment and perceived informativeness in assessing the acceptance of
AR wearables. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 65, 102259.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].jretconser.2020.102259

Hoyer, W. D., Kroschke, M., Schmitt, B., Kraume, K., & Shankar, V. (2020).
Transforming the customer experience through new technologies.
Journal of Interactive Marketing, 51, 57-71. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.intmar.2020.04.001

Hsee, C. K., & Weber, E. U. (1997). A fundamental prediction error: Self-others
discrepancies in risk preference. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
General, 126(1), 45-53. https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.126.1.45

Javornik, A. (2016). ‘It's an illusion, but it looks real!" Consumer affective,
cognitive and behavioural responses to augmented reality
applications. Journal of Marketing Management, 32(9-10), 987-1011.

Javornik, A., Duffy, K., Rokka, J., Scholz, J., Nobbs, K., Motala, A., &
Goldenberg, A. (2021). Strategic approaches to augmented reality
deployment by luxury brands. Journal of Business Research, 136,
284-292. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.07.040

Jessen, A, Hilken, T., Chylinski, M., Mahr, D., Heller, J., Keeling, D. I., &
de Ruyter, K. (2020). The playground effect: How augmented reality
drives creative customer engagement. Journal of Business Research,
116, 85-98. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.05.002

Jiang, Z., & Benbasat, . (2007). The effects of presentation formats and
task complexity on online consumers' product understanding.
Management Information Systems Quarterly, 31(3), 475-500.
https://doi.org/10.2307/25148804

Kim, J., & Forsythe, S. (2008). Adoption of virtual try-on technology for
online apparel shopping. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 22(2),
45-59. https://doi.org/10.1002/dir.20113

Kumar, H. (2021). Augmented reality in online retailing: a systematic
review and research agenda. International Journal of Retail &
Distribution Management, 30, 229-238. https://doi.org/10.1108/
1JRDM-06-2021-0287

Kowalczuk, P., Siepmann, C., & Adler, J. (2021). Cognitive, affective, and
behavioral consumer responses to augmented reality in e-
commerce: A comparative study. Journal of Business Research, 124,
357-373. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.10.050

Lavoye, V., Mero, J., & Tarkiainen, A. (2021). Consumer behavior with
augmented reality in retail: A review and research agenda.
International Review of Retail, Distribution and Consumer Research,
31(3), 299-329. https://doi.org/10.1080/09593969.2021.1901765

Lemon, K. N., & Verhoef, P. C. (2016). Understanding customer
experience throughout the customer journey. Journal of Marketing,
80(November 2016), 69-96. https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0420

McLean, G., & Wilson, A. (2019). Shopping in the digital world: Examining
customer engagement through augmented reality mobile
applications. Computers in Human Behavior, 101, 210-224. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.07.002

Mittal, B., & Lee, M. S. (1989). A causal model of consumer involvement.
Journal of Economic Psychology, 10(3), 363-389. https://doi.org/10.
1016/0167-4870(89)90030-5

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (2017). Mplus user's guide (8th ed.). Muthén
& Muthén

Nikhashemi, S. R., Knight, H. H., Nusair, K., & Liat, C. B. (2021). Augmented
reality in smart retailing: A(n) (A) symmetric approach to continuous
intention to use retail brands' mobile AR apps. Journal of Retailing

and Consumer Services, 60, 102464. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jretconser.2021.102464

Ottati, V. C,, & Isbell, L. M. (1996). Effects of mood during exposure to target
information on subsequently reported judgments: An on-line model of
misattribution and correction. Journal of Personadlity and Social Psychology,
71(1), 39-53. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.39

Pantano, E., Rese, A., & Baier, D. (2017). Enhancing the online decision-making
process by using augmented reality: A two country comparison of youth
markets. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 38, 81-95. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2017.05.011

Pham, M. T. (1998). Representativeness, relevance, and the use of feelings
in decision making. Journal of Consumer Research, 25(2), 144-159.
https://doi.org/10.1086/209532

Pham, M. T. (2004). The logic of feeling. Journal of Consumer Psychology,
14(4), 360-369. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327663jcp1404_5

Pham, M. T., Geuens, M., & De Pelsmacker, P. (2013). The influence of ad-
evoked feelings on brand evaluations: Empirical generalizations from
consumer responses to more than 1000 TV commercials.
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 30(4), 383-394.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2013.04.004

Poushneh, A., & Vasquez-Parraga, A. Z. (2017). Discernible impact of
augmented reality on retail customer's experience, satisfaction and
willingness to buy. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 34,
229-234. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2016.10.005

Pozharliev, R., De Angelis, M., & Rossi, D. (2021). The effect of augmented
reality versus traditional advertising: A comparison between
neurophysiological and self-reported measures. Marketing Letters,
1-16. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-021-09573-9

Putrevu, S., & Lord, K. R. (1994). Comparative and noncomparative
advertising: Attitudinal effects under cognitive and affective
involvement conditions. Journal of Advertising, 23(2), 77-91.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.1994.10673443

Qin, H., Peak, D. A., & Prybutok, V. (2021). A virtual market in your pocket:
How does mobile augmented reality (MAR) influence consumer
decision making? Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 58,
102337. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2020.102337

Raghunathan, R., & Pham, M. T. (1999). All negative moods are not equal:
Motivational influences of anxiety and sadness on decision making.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 79(1), 56-77.
https://doi.org/10.1006/0bhd.1999.2838

Rauschnabel, P. A., Babin, B. J., tom Dieck, M. C., Krey, N., & Jung, T.
(2022). What is augmented reality marketing? Its definition,
complexity, and future. Journal of Business Research, 142(3),
1140-1150. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.12.084

Rauschnabel, P. A. (2021). Augmented reality is eating the real-world! The
substitution of physical products by holograms. International Journal
of Information Management, 57, 102279

Rauschnabel, P. A. (2018). Virtually enhancing the real world with holograms:
An exploration of expected gratifications of using augmented reality
smart glasses. Psychology & Marketing, 35(8), 557-572.

Rauschnabel, P. A, Felix, R, & Hinsch, C. (2019). Augmented reality
marketing: How mobile AR-apps can improve brands through
inspiration. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 49, 43-53.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2019.03.004

Reinartz, W., Haenlein, M., & Henseler, J. (2009). An empirical comparison
of the efficacy of covariance-based and variance-based SEM.
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 26(4), 332-344.

Rejeb, A., Rejeb, K., & Treiblmaier, H. (2021). How augmented reality
impacts retail marketing: A state-of-the-art review from a consumer
perspective. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 1-31.

Rese, A., Schreiber, S., & Baier, D. (2014). Technology acceptance
modeling of augmented reality at the point of sale: Can surveys be
replaced by an analysis of online reviews? Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, 21(5), 869-876. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jretconser.2014.02.011

5UB0 1 SUOWILIOD SAIIBID) 3|91 jdde au) Aq peussnb a1 SoppIle WO 88N J0 S9N 10} AXRIG1T 8UIUO AB]1M UO (SUO1IPUOD-PUE-SLLBIW0D"AB W AReq1[BuU0//Sd1y) SUOIPUOD PUE SLLB | 841 905 *[£202/80/60] U0 ARIqIT 8UIIUO AB1IM ‘UBUOUN I JUBMSIpUNG Jop TISBAIIN Ad THITZ eLU/Z00T OT/I0p/W00" A8 W ATeJd]1jBul|uo//Sciy Wwo1y popeojumod ‘2 ‘2202 ‘€629025T


https://doi.org/10.1108/JRIM-01-2018-0023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2019.101987
https://doi.org/10.1086/208906
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2020.102259
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intmar.2020.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intmar.2020.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.126.1.45
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.07.040
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.05.002
https://doi.org/10.2307/25148804
https://doi.org/10.1002/dir.20113
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJRDM-06-2021-0287
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJRDM-06-2021-0287
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.10.050
https://doi.org/10.1080/09593969.2021.1901765
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0420
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-4870(89)90030-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-4870(89)90030-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2021.102464
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2021.102464
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.39
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1086/209532
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327663jcp1404_5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2013.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2016.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-021-09573-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.1994.10673443
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2020.102337
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1999.2838
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.12.084
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2019.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2014.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2014.02.011

ZANGER ET AL

Scholz, J., & Duffy, K. (2018). We ARe at home: How augmented reality
reshapes mobile marketing and consumer-brand relationships.
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 44(June), 11-23.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.05.004

Schwarz, N. (2012). Feelings-as-information theory. In (Eds.) Van Lange P.
A., Kruglanski A. W., & Higgins T. E., Handbook of theories of social
psychology (pp. 289-308). SAGE.

Schwarz, N., & Clore, G. L. (1983). Mood, misattribution, and judgments of
well-being: Informative and directive functions of affective states.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45(3), 513-523. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.3.513

Schwarz, N., & Clore, G. L. (2003). Mood as information: 20 years later.
Psychological inquiry, 14(3/4), 296-303. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1047840X.2003.9682896

Schwarz, N., & Clore, G. L. (2007). Feelings and phenomenal experiences.
In A. W. Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Social psychology:
Handbook of basic principles (2nd ed., pp. 385-407). Guilford Press

Sedikides, C. (1995). Central and peripheral self-conceptions are
differentially influenced by mood: Tests of the differential
sensitivity hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
69(4), 759-777. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.69.4.759

Siemer, M., & Reisenzein, R. (1998). Effects of mood on evaluative
judgements: Influence of reduced processing capacity and mood
salience. Cognition and Emotion, 12(6), 783-805. https://doi.org/10.
1080/026999398379439

Simonin, B. L., & Ruth, J. A. (1998). Is a company known by the company it
keeps? Assessing the spillover effects of brand alliances on consumer
brand attitudes. Journal of Marketing Research, 35(1), 30-42.

Singh, S. (2019). Augmented reality market worth $85.0 billion by 2025.
MarketsandMarkets.  https://www.marketsandmarkets.com/Press
Releases/augmented-reality-virtual-reality.asp.

Smink, A. R., van Reijmersdal, E. A., van Noort, G., & Neijens, P. C. (2020).
Shopping in augmented reality: The effects of spatial presence,
personalization and intrusiveness on app and brand responses.
Journal of Business Research, 118, 474-485. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jbusres.2020.07.018

Smith, D. C., & Park, C. W. (1992). The effects of brand extensions on
market share and advertising efficiency. Journal of Marketing
Research, 29(3), 296-313. https://doi.org/10.2307/3172741

Statista (2021). Mobile internet usage worldwide. https://www.statista.
com/topics/779/mobile-internet/

Tang, Y., & Tsang, A. S. L. (2020). Inspire me to purchase: Consumers'
personal control and preference for underdog brand positioning.
Journal of Business Research, 115, 101-109. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jbusres.2020.04.031

Thrash, T. M., & Elliot, A. J. (2003). Inspiration as a psychological
construct. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(4),
871-889. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.4.871

Thrash, T. M., & Elliot, A. J. (2004). Inspiration: Core characteristics,
component processes, antecedents, and function. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 87(6), 957-973. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.87.6.957

Thrash, T. M., Maruskin, L. A,, Cassidy, S. E., Fryer, J. W., & Ryan, R. M. (2010).
Mediating between the muse and the masses: Inspiration and the
actualization of creative ideas. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
98(3), 469-487. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017907

Thrash, T. M., Maruskin, L. A., Moldovan, E. G., Oleynick, V. C., &
Belzak, W. C. (2017). Writer-reader contagion of inspiration and
related states: Conditional process analyses within a cross-classified

= eRR% - W1 LEY— "

writer reader framework. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
113(3), 466-491. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000094

Thrash, T. M., Moldovan, E. G., Oleynick, V., & Maruskin, L. A. (2014). The
psychology of inspiration. Social and Personality Psychology Compass,
8, 495-510. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12127

tom Dieck, M. C,, Jung, T. H., & Rauschnabel, P. A. (2018). Determining
visitor engagement through augmented reality at science festivals:
An experience economy perspective. Computers in Human Behavior,
82, 44-53.

van Berlo, Z. M. C,, van Reijmersdal, E. A.,, Smit, E. G., & van der Laan, L. N.
(2021). Brands in virtual reality games: Affective processes within
computer-mediated consumer experiences. Journal of Business Research,
122, 458-465. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jbusres.2020.09.006

Venkatesh, V. (2000). Determinants of perceived ease of use: Integrating
perceived behavioral control, computer anxiety and enjoyment into
the technology acceptance model. Information Systems Research,
11(1), 3-11. https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.11.4.342.11872

Venkatesh, V., & Bala, H. (2008). Technology acceptance model 3 and a
research agenda on interventions. Decision Sciences, 39(2), 273-315.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5915.2008.00192.x

Vonkeman, C., Verhagen, T., & van Dolen, W. M. (2017). Role of local
presence in online impulse buying. Information and Management,
54(8), 1038-1048. https://doi.org/10.1016/}.im.2017.02.008

Wang, X., Zheng, Q., Wang, J., Gu, Y., & Li, J. (2020). Effects of regulatory
focus and emotions on information preferences: The affect-as-
information perspective. Frontiers in Psychology, 11(July), 1-7.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01397

Winkielman, P., Schwarz, N., Fazendeiro, T. A., & Reber, R. (2003). The
hedonic marking of processing fluency: Implications for evaluative
judgement. In J. Musch, & K. C. Klauer (Eds.), The psychology of
evaluation: Affective processes in coghition and emotion (pp. 195-226).
Erlbaum. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.05.004

Yang, S., Carlson, J. R., & Chen, S. (2020). How augmented reality affects
advertising effectiveness: The mediating effects of curiosity and
attention toward the ad. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services,
54, 102020. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2019.102020

Yim, M. Y. C, Chu, S. C., & Sauer, P. L. (2017). Is augmented reality
technology an effective tool for e-commerce? An interactivity and
vividness perspective. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 39, 89-103.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intmar.2017.04.001

Zeithaml, V. A,, Berry, L. L., & Parasuraman, A. (1996). The behavioral
consequences of service quality. Journal of Marketing, 60(2), 31-46.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299606000203

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found in the online version

of the article at the publisher’s website.

How to cite this article: Zanger, V., MeiBner, M., &
Rauschnabel, P. A. (2022). Beyond the gimmick: How
affective responses drive brand attitudes and intentions in
augmented reality marketing. Psychology & Marketing, 39,
1285-1301. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21641

85UB01 T SUOWILLIOD AIIRID B|cedl[dde 8y} Aq paueAob 812 Sao1Le YO 9SN JO SaINJ 10} AIqITaUIIUQ AB]1M UO (SUOTPUOD-PUR-SLLBIAL0D" A3 1M ARe.q]jBulJUo//ScIY) SUORIPUOD Pue SWLB | 8U) 89S *[£202/80/€0] U0 AleiqiTaUIIUO AB]IA ‘UBUoUN A JueNSapUNg Jep TeISIBAIUN A] THITZ Jew/Z00T OT/I0p/u0d A | Im Aleiq1eul|uoj/ sty wouy pspeojumod ‘. ‘2202 ‘£62902ST


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2003.9682896
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2003.9682896
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.69.4.759
https://doi.org/10.1080/026999398379439
https://doi.org/10.1080/026999398379439
https://www.marketsandmarkets.com/PressReleases/augmented-reality-virtual-reality.asp
https://www.marketsandmarkets.com/PressReleases/augmented-reality-virtual-reality.asp
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.07.018
https://doi.org/10.2307/3172741
https://www.statista.com/topics/779/mobile-internet/
https://www.statista.com/topics/779/mobile-internet/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.04.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.04.031
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.4.871
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.6.957
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.6.957
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017907
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000094
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12127
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.11.4.342.11872
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5915.2008.00192.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2017.02.008
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01397
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2019.102020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intmar.2017.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299606000203
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21641



