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Interactions of Individuals’ Company-Related
Attitudes and Their Buying of Companies’
Stocks and Products

Jaakko Aspara and Henrikki Tikkanen
Helsinki School of Economics, Department of Marketing and Management, Helsinki

Although increasingly interested in individual investors’ behavior and psychology, finance
research has paid little attention to the fact that the same individuals who engage in investment
behavior and trading of stocks of certain companies may also engage in other economic
behavior, notably in the consumption of products. Recognizing this, as well as the increasing
evidence of the role of company-related attitudes in individuals’ investment behavior, the article
presents a theoretical model concerning how an individual’s company-related attitudes, his/her
tendency to buy/hold the company’s stocks, and his/her tendency to buy/use the company’s
products are likely to interact. The proposed interaction is suggested to generate a potentially
considerable leverage effect, ultimately on the stock price of a company.

Keywords: Individual investors, Investing in stocks, Investor behavior, Investor psychology,
Consumer behavior, Consumer psychology, Attitude, Brand loyalty

INTRODUCTION

In finance research, there has been increasing interest in how
the stock prices of companies are formed and in the under-
lying investment behavior and psychology of individual in-
vestors, including their irrationality and emotionality (Clark-
Murphy and Soutar [2005], Keller and Siegrist [2006],
Shefrin [2002], Shleifer [2000], Wirneryd [2001]). The as-
sumption that individuals invest rationally by forming expec-
tations about future financial returns of stocks based on all
available public information, consistent with rational expec-
tations theory (Katona [1951], Lucas [1972], Muth [1961]),
has been increasingly challenged (Wirneryd [2001], Foster
and Viswanathan [1993], French and Roll [1986], Ito, Lyons,
and Melvin [1998], Karrh [2004], Lee [1998]). Even the
most fundamental notion assuming that individual investors
have only the objective of maximizing their future wealth
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through financial returns has been challenged (Beal, Goyen,
and Phillips [2005], Clark-Murphy and Soutar [2004], Cullis,
Lewis, and Winnett [1992], Fama and French [2004], Kah-
neman, Wakker, and Sarin [1997], Statman [2004]).

However, most research on stock market psychology
and individuals’ investment behavior has treated individual
investors as if they were a separate species, neglecting the
fact that the same individuals who engage in investment
behavior and trading of certain company stocks also engage
in other economic behavior, notably the consumption of
products.! Only recently have researchers (Aspara, Nyman,
and Tikkanen [2008], Clark-Murphy and Soutar [2005],
Frieder and Subrahmanyam [2005], Schoenbachler, Gordon,
and Aurand [2004], Vogelheim, Schoenbachler, and Gordon
[2001]) begun to suggest and find evidence that the same
individuals who engage in buying and using the products of
certain companies may also engage in buying and holding
these companies’ stocks.

For instance, Schoenbachler et al. [2004] recently ex-
plored the links between individuals’ buying of companies’
stocks and their buying of companies’ products. Specifically,
they investigated whether individuals’ brand loyalty and re-
peat purchases of the products of a company increased the
likelihood that the individuals also purchased the stocks of
that company and vice versa. The results suggested, on the



Downloaded By: [Helsinki School of Econ] At: 11:40 2 July 2008

86  ASPARA AND TIKKANEN

one hand, that individuals tend to repeatedly buy brands and
products from companies in which they hold stocks and, on
the other hand, that individuals may buy stocks of a com-
pany because they have good experiences with its products
and buy them regularly. Moreover, some researchers have im-
plicitly addressed the links between individuals’ buying of
companies’ stocks and their buying of companies’ products
by finding evidence that individuals’ perceptions of and at-
titudes toward companies and their products (Clark-Murphy
and Soutar [2005], Frieder and Subrahmanyam [2005], Vo-
gelheim et al. [2001]) contribute to the individuals’ decisions
to buy/hold the companies’ stocks.

Despite the growing interest in these relationships, no in-
tegrative framework exists that explicitly addresses the inter-
actions of an individual’s company-related attitudes, his/her
buying and holding of the company’s stocks, and his/her
buying and using of the company’s products. The purpose of
this article is to present such a framework. Note that we do
not attempt to explain a single outcome (variable) with a set
of antecedents or explanatory factors (variables). Rather, we
present a theoretical framework of the interactions, particu-
larly of the positive influences the various factors may have
on each other. Moreover, we focus on individuals (investors),
not institutional investors, since individuals’ behavior has
been suggested to deviate most from the traditional rational-
ity assumptions (Grinblatt and Keloharju [2000, 2001], Lee,
Shleifer, and Thaler [1991], Odean [1998], Poteshman and
Serbin [2003], Wirneryd [2001] p. 6). On the other hand, like
Schoenbachler et al. [2004] in their recent study, we do not
make an a priori distinction between individuals as private
investors and as consumers, which is important with regard
to many of the propositions we are going to make. In other
words, we will discuss individuals in general.

Fundamentally, we build our model on theories con-
cerning individuals’ attitudes (Petty, Unnava, and Strath-
man [1991]), affect (MacGregor, Slovic, Dreman, and Berry
[2000]), and attitude-behavior consistency (Abelson et al.
[1968], Festinger [1957], McGuire [1969]). Concerning the
interdependencies of an individual’s buying/holding of a
company’s stocks and his/her buying/using of the company’s
products, we build additionally on the notion of brand loyalty
(e.g., Jacoby and Kyner [1973]) as well as rational interests.
Finally, concerning the dependencies of an individual’s at-
titude to a company on his/her product buying/using and
on stock buying/holding, we build on self-perception theory
(Bem [1972]).

In order to build a comprehensive and plausible argu-
ment, we have chosen to structure our article as follows.
We begin by analyzing the emerging evidence concerning
the influence of individuals’ company-related attitudes on
their stock buying/holding, on the basis of theories on at-
titudes and attitude-behavior consistency. Accordingly, we
present propositions concerning the influence of an individ-
ual’s company-related attitudes on his/her willingness and
tendency to buy/hold the company’s stocks, both direct in-

fluence and indirect influence via expectations of the financial
returns from the stocks. Second, we analyze the influence of
the same company-related attitudes on the individual’s will-
ingness and tendency to buy/use the companies’ products.
Third, we complete our argument by analyzing the influence
that an individual’s tendency to buy/hold a company’s stocks
has on his/her tendency to buy/use the company’s products,
as well as their feedback effect on the individual’s attitude to
the company.

INFLUENCE OF COMPANY RELATED
ATTITUDES ON WILLINGNESS TO BUY/OWN
STOCKS OF CERTAIN COMPANIES

As analyzed below, there is increasing evidence implying
that individual investors may favor stocks of certain com-
panies partly because they have positive attitudes related to
the companies. The influence of positive company-related
attitudes on individuals’ tendency to buy/hold the stocks of
certain companies can be analyzed with respect to

1. the direct influence of individuals’ company-related atti-
tudes on their tendency to buy/hold the stocks of certain
companies and

2. the indirect influence of individuals’ company-related at-
titudes on their tendency to buy/hold stocks of certain
companies, via the individuals’ expectations about the
financial returns and risks of the companies’ stocks.

First, we analyze the direct influence and then the indirect
influence.

Direct Influence

There is increasing evidence implying that individual in-
vestors may favor stocks of certain companies partly be-
cause they have a positive attitude to their products and
brands (Frieder and Subrahmanyam [2005], Nagy and
Obenberger [1994], Schoenbachler et al. [2004], Wirneryd
[2001] p. 144). On the other hand, particularly in the
field of Socially Responsible Investing (and Ethical In-
vesting), there is a growing literature implying that in-
dividuals might favor stocks of certain companies partly
because they have a positive attitude to the idea of so-
cial responsibility (ethics) and therefore, socially respon-
sible (ethical) companies (Beal and Goyen [1998], Beal,
Goyen, and Phillips [2005], Cullis, Lewis, and Winnett
[1992], Heinkel, Kraus, and Zechner [2001], Hudson [2005],
Kreander, McPhail, and Molyneaux [2004], Lewis and
Mackenzie [2000a, 2000b], Rosen, Sandler, and Shani
[1991], Schueth [2003], Sparkes [2001], Webley, Lewis,
and Mackenzie [2001], Winnett and Lewis [2000]). Al-
though these observations—attitudes to products/brands vs.
attitudes to social responsibility—seem superficially differ-
ent, an explanation for both can be sought from individuals’
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tendency to maintain consistency in their attitudes and be-
haviors (Abelson et al. [1968], Festinger [1957], McGuire
[1969]).

‘We maintain that a positive attitude to an object or idea is a
relatively global and enduring positive evaluation of it (Petty
etal. [1991]). The more positive the attitude an individual has
to an object or idea, the more positive the attitude he/she is
likely to form to another object or idea that he/she perceives
to be associated to the first one, if he/she evaluates this as-
sociation as positive. Namely, according to the expectancy-
value model of attitudes (Fishbein [1963, 1967], Fishbein
and Ajzen [1975], Wilkie and Pessemier [1973]), attitudes
are based on beliefs that an individual has about, for example,
an object (i.e., perceived associations) and his/her evaluation
of these particular beliefs (i.e., how good or bad it is that the
object has these associations). In this way, perceived cogni-
tive consistency is maintained between positive (or negative)
attitudes to various things with the perceived associations.

Moreover, we maintain that besides the cognitive associa-
tions, a positive attitude to an object or idea always involves
affect (Batra and Ahtola [1991], Breckler [1984], Breck-
ler and Wiggins [1989], Crites, Fabrigar, and Petty [1994],
Eagly, Mladinic, and Otto [1994])—the overall evaluation of
the object or idea is positively affective (Damasio [1994],
MacGregor et al. [2000], Slovic, Finucane, Peters, and Mac-
Gregor [2002a, 2002b], Zajonc [1980]).

Furthermore, not only do individuals tend to maintain
perceived consistency between their positive (or negative)
attitudes to various objects and ideas, but they also tend to
maintain perceived consistency between their attitudes and
behaviors (Abelson et al. [1968], Festinger [1957], McGuire
[1969]). Accordingly, an individual’s positive attitude toward
an object or idea, for example, a company, will manifest in
the individual’s increased predisposition to behave in a con-
sistently favorable way with respect to the object (Fishbein
and Ajzen [1975]).

On the basis of the above discussion, the observation that
an individual may favor the stock of a certain company be-
cause he/she has positive attitude to its products and brands
(Frieder and Subrahmanyam [2005], Nagy and Obenberger
[1994], Schoenbachler et al. [2004], Wirneryd [2001] p. 144)
can be explained with his/her tendency to maintain consis-
tency in attitudes and behavior. First, assume that an individ-
ual has a positive attitude to a product or brand. This positive
attitude, then, is likely to contribute to a more positive atti-
tude to a company that is perceived to produce that product
or own that brand since this production or brand ownership is
likely to be evaluated as a positive association. Accordingly,
the individual is likely to perceive a positive attitude to the
company as consistent with his/her positive attitude to its
product/brand. Increased tendency to buy/hold the stocks of
the company would then be a manifestation of the predisposi-
tion to behave in a consistently favorable way with respect to
objects the individual has positive attitudes to—the company
and its product(s)/brand(s).
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Socially responsible investing can be explained similarly
(Getzner and Grabner-Krauter [2004]). Assume that an indi-
vidual has a positive attitude to the idea of social responsi-
bility. This positive attitude is, then, likely to contribute to a
more positive attitude to a company that is perceived to sup-
port or represent that idea of social responsibility, since this
support or representation is likely to be evaluated as a pos-
itive association. Increased tendency to buy/hold the stocks
of the company would be a manifestation of the predisposi-
tion to behave in a consistently favorable way with respect to
objects the individual has positive attitudes to—the company
and the idea of social responsibility.

Note that in our view, social responsibility is by no means
the only an “idea” to which an individual may have a posi-
tive attitude, manifested consequently in his/her stock buy-
ing/holding tendencies. Other examples of ideas could be
nationalities, for example, such as American or French, or
health issues, such as the fight against cancer. Even hobbies or
areas of interest can be considered “ideas” for our purposes,
for example, golf or Scandinavian design. Positive attitudes
to such things can make individuals favor stocks of, for ex-
ample, McDonald’s Corp. (“Americanism”) or LVMH Corp.
(“Frenchness”), a company developing a certain innovative
cancer treatment (the fight against cancer), Wilson (golf) or
Bang & Olufsen (Scandinavian design).

To summarize the above discussion, we propose the
following:

Proposition P1: An individual’s positive attitude to an idea
positively influences his/her attitude to a product/brand (of a
company) which he/she perceives to represent or support the
idea.

Proposition P2: An individual’s positive attitude to a
product/brand (of a company) positively influences his/her
attitude to a company which he/she perceives to produce the
product or own the brand.

Proposition P3: An individual’s positive attitude to an
idea positively influences his/her attitude to a company which
he/she perceives to represent or support the idea.

Proposition P4: An individual’s positive attitude to a
company positively influences his/her tendency to buy/hold
the stocks of the company.

In the above propositions, the positive attitude to a
product/brand refers to a positive attitude to a unique (pro-
prietary) product produced by a single company or a brand
owned by it. Nevertheless, it seems that individuals often
form positive attitudes also to types or categories of products.
Namely, research on “involvement,” for instance, has often
focused on individuals’ enduring involvements particularly
with product categories (Costley [1988], Richins and Bloch
[1986], Richins, Bloch, and McQuarrie [1992]). In this re-
search, an individual’s involvement with a product category
refers to the perceived personal relevance of the category,
usually combined with a positive attitude to it.
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An individual may, hence, come to have a positive attitude
first and foremost to categories of products which he/she per-
ceives to represent or support things to which an individual
has such an attitude. With regard to the above examples, the
corresponding categories of products could be American or
French products in general, cancer treatment drugs in general,
golf equipment in general, or Scandinavian design products
in general. This further suggests that an individual may po-
tentially form a positive attitude to a// such companies which
he/she perceives to produce products of the category to which
he/she has positive attitude, and have increased tendency to
buy/hold the stocks of such companies (or the companies of
the corresponding industries).

Proposition P5: An individual’s positive attitude to an idea
positively influences his/her attitude to a product category
which he/she perceives to represent or support the idea.

Proposition P6: An individual’s positive attitude to a
product category positively influences his/her attitude to a
company which he/she perceives to produce products of the
category.

Indirect Influence through Expectations about
Financial Returns and Risks

In the following, we discuss the potential influence of individ-
uals’ company-related attitudes on their tendency to buy/hold
the stocks of certain companies, to the extent that this in-
fluence occurs via influence on the individuals’ expectations
about the financial returns and risks of the companies’ stocks.
Namely, it has been implied that individuals’ attitudes toward
companies and their products and brands have influence on
the individuals’ expectations of the financial returns from the
companies’ stocks (Schoenbachler et al. [2004], Journal of
Product & Brand Management [2004] p. 496).

Indeed, not only may the individual’s positive company-
related attitudes have direct influence on the individual’s
tendency to buy/hold stocks of certain companies, but also
indirect influence via his/her expectations concerning the
financial returns of the stocks. This can be explained by con-
sidering a positive attitude to a company as a global and
enduring positive evaluation of it (Petty et al. [1991]). This
kind of general positive (affective) evaluation can direct vari-
ous judgments about the company (see, e.g., MacGregor et al.
[2000]), including judgments or expectations of financial re-
turns and risks (see Slovic, Finucane, Peters, and MacGregor
[2004]). For instance, Ganzach [2001] found that even pro-
fessional analysts based their judgments of risk and return for
stocks of unfamiliar companies upon global attitudes toward
them.

In principle, this kind of influence of an individual’s pos-
itive attitude to a company on his/her expectations about the
earnings and stock price increases of the company may be
mediated by the individual’s increased (over)optimism and
overconfidence. Overconfidence and optimism are concepts
to be understood relative to earlier finance research (Allen

and Evans [2005], Bhandari and Deaves [2006], Daniel, Hir-
shleifer, and Subrahmanyam [1998], Odean [1998, 1999],
Stotz and von Nitzsch [2005], see also Keynes [1936]): as
factors inflating the earnings and stock price increases that the
investor expects from a company’s stock as well as lowering
the perceived related risk. The more positive the expectations
become in this sense, the more willing to buy/hold the stock
of the company the individual can be assumed to be. Thus,
we propose:

Proposition P7: An individual’s positive attitude to a com-
pany positively influences his/her optimism and overconfi-
dence in forming expectations about the earnings and stock
price increases of the company.

Proposition P8: An individual’s optimism and overcon-
fidence in forming expectations about the earnings and stock
price increases of a company positively influence his/her ten-
dency buy/hold the stocks of the company.

Moreover, although little studied, among the factors which
individuals believe to influence the financial returns from
stocks, there may be other investors’ expectations of the
earnings and stock price increases of companies (Wirneryd
[2001] p. 6, 204205, 252), as in the Keynesian beauty con-
test view [1936]. In this view, much of investment is driven
by expectations about what other investors think rather than
expectations about the fundamental profitability of a par-
ticular investment. Keynes [1936] observed that investment
strategies resembled a contest in a London newspaper featur-
ing pictures of about a hundred young women. The winner
of the contest would be the newspaper reader who submit-
ted a list of the top five women that would best match the
consensus of all other contest entries. A naive strategy for an
entrant would be to rely on his or her own concepts of beauty
to establish rankings. Rather, each contest entrant would try
to second-guess the other entrants’ reactions, and then so-
phisticated entrants would attempt to second-guess the other
entrants’ second guessing. Similarly, each potential investor
may ignore the fundamental value (i.e., expected earnings)
and try to predict “what the market will do.” Adding to the
previous propositions, we propose:

Proposition P9. An individual’s positive attitude to company
positively influences his/her optimism and overconfidence
in forming expectations of others’ expectations about the
earnings and stock price increases of the company.

Proposition P10: An individual’s optimism and over-
confidence in forming expectations of others’ expectations
about the earnings and stock price increases of the company
positively influence his/her optimism and overconfidence in
forming his/her own expectations about the stock price in-
creases of the company.

Finally, it has been suggested that individuals’ beliefs of
how (other) consumers and companies’ customers view the
companies’ products and brands and what kind of attitudes
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they have toward them may be based on individuals’ own
experiences with and attitudes toward the companies and
their products and brands (Schoenbachler et al. [2004], Jour-
nal of Product & Brand Management [2004] p. 496). The
same research implies that this belief is likely to influence
the individual’s optimism and overconfidence in forming ex-
pectations about the earnings and stock price increases of
the company. The individual may act as a naive scientist and
reason that since he/she likes the company, others like it as
well, and that the company will therefore succeed and its
earnings and stock price will increase.

Proposition P11: An individual’s positive attitude to the
product/brand (of a company) positively influences his/her
belief that others find the product/brand good.

Proposition P12: An individual’s belief that others find
a product/brand (of a company) good positively influences
his/her optimism and overconfidence in forming expectations
about the earnings and stock price increases of the company
which he/she perceives to produce the product or own the
brand.

INFLUENCE OF COMPANY RELATED
ATTITUDES ON WILLINGNESS TO BUY/USE
PRODUCTS OF CERTAIN COMPANIES

Up to now, we have related our propositions mainly to the
influence of an individual’s company-related attitudes on
his/her tendency to buy/hold the company’s stocks. Next,
we analyze the influence of the same company-related atti-
tudes on the individual’s tendency to buy/use the company’s
products. We will do this by integrating some ideas especially
from consumer behavior and marketing literature to what we
have already proposed.

In consumer behavior and marketing literature, it is a
commonplace notion that, generally, an individual’s posi-
tive attitude to products/brands (of a company) positively
influences his/her willingness and tendency to buy/use them.
Analogously to stock buying/holding, this can be explained
to be a manifestation of his/her predisposition to behave
in a consistently favorable way with respect to the object
of the positive attitude (Abelson et al. [1968], Festinger
[1957], Fishbein and Ajzen [1975], McGuire [1969]). We
propose:

Proposition P13: An individual’s positive attitude to a
product/brand (of a company) positively influences his/her
tendency to buy/use the product(s) of the company.

Furthermore, assume now that an individual has a positive
attitude to a company. Based on the discussion of individu-
als’ tendency to maintain consistency in their attitudes, that
positive attitude is, then, likely to contribute to a more pos-
itive attitude to products that are perceived to be produced
by that company. Also, the individual is likely to perceive a
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positive attitude to the products produced by the company
as consistent with his/her positive attitude to the company.
Increased willingness and tendency to buy/use the products
of the company would be a manifestation of the predisposi-
tion to behave in a consistently favorable way with respect
to the objects to which the individual has positive attitudes
— the products of the company. This kind of influence of
“corporate associations” (Brown and Dacin [1997], Folkes
and Kamins [1999], Giirhan-Canli and Batra [2004], Keller
[2003], Madrigal [2000], Martineau [1958]) may concern
both an individual product of the company and all the prod-
ucts of the company in general.

Proposition P14: An individual’s positive attitude to a com-
pany positively influences his/her positive attitude to a prod-
uct/brand (of the company) which he/she perceives to be
produced/owned by the company.

Proposition P15: An individual’s positive attitude to a
company positively influences his/her willingness to buy/use
the products of the company.

Proposition P16: An individual’s willingness to buy/use
the products of a company positively influences his/her ten-
dency to buy/use the product(s) (of the company).

Note that in proposition P14 (as well as in P1, P2, P11,
P13, and P16), having “of the company” in parenthesis de-
notes that the individual does not readily have to know or
perceive the product to be produced by the company. Hav-
ing “of the company” in parenthesis simply denotes that the
product/brand is in fact produced/owned by the company, re-
gardless of whether the individual perceives or pays attention
to this (as in “I want to buy a Walkman,” which just happens
to be product of Sony Corp.). Instead, in proposition P15 (as
well as in P18), the individual, in a way, is willing to buy/use
“products of the company” per se (as in “I want to buy Sony’s
products”).

RECIPROCAL INFLUENCES: STOCK BUYING,
PRODUCT BUYING, ATTITUDE TO A
COMPANY

In this section, we complete our argument by analyzing the
influences which the buying/holding of a company’s stocks
and the buying/using of the company’s products have on each
other, as well as their feedback effects on the individual’s
attitude to the company. The propositions that we present
complete our theoretical framework depicted in Figure 1.
Note that we introduce the “perceived to/as. . . ” part evident
at the end of some propositions by depicting, in the figure,
“perception of...” as if this was a moderator variable, ac-
cording to a standard notation. We have not reflected these
“moderator variables” in separate propositions for reasons of
limited space.
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Influence of Stock Buying/Holding on Product
Buying/Using

Considering particularly an individual who has come to own
or hold the stock of a company, the tendency to hold the
stock of the company is likely to strengthen the individual’s
interest to support the company’s business by purchasing
its products. As speculated by Schoenbachler et al. [2004],
an individual may have vested indirect financial interest in
buying/using the products of a company whose stocks he/she
holds. Besides, buying the products of the company is likely
to be perceived as (cognitively) consistent with owning stocks
of the company. Thus, we propose:

Proposition P17. An individual’s tendency to buy/hold the
stocks of a company positively influences his/her interest to
support the business of the company.

Proposition P18: An individual’s interest to support the
business of a company positively influences his/her willing-
ness to buy/use products of the company.

Feedback Effects of Stock Buying/Holding and
Product Buying/Using on Attitude to a Company

Concerning an individual’s tendency to buy/use the products
of a company, self-perception theory (Bem [1972]) implies
that an individual’s attitude to a company may become more
positive when he/she buys/uses its products. According to
the principles of the theory, an individual may pursue con-
sistency between his/her attitudes and behaviors by inferring
that he/she must have a positive attitude to the products and,
further, to the company perceived to produce the products,
since he/she is buying or using those products.

Proposition P19: An individual’s tendency to buy/use the
product(s) (of a company) positively influences his/her atti-
tude to the company perceived to produce the product(s).

Finally, according to the principles of self-perception the-
ory, it can also be assumed that an individual may pursue
consistency between his/her attitudes and behaviors by infer-
ring that he/she must have a positive attitude to the company
in case he/she buys or holds its stocks. Consistently, it has
been implied (Frieder and Subrahmanyam [2005], Schoen-
bachler et al. [2004]) that brand loyalty (see, e.g., Jacoby and
Kyner [1973]), in the sense of an individual’s psychological
commitment and attitudinal bias toward a company (brand),
may become stronger when the individual buys and holds, or
owns, the stocks of the company.

Proposition P20: An individual’s tendency to buy/hold the
stocks of a company positively influences his/her attitude to
the company.
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DISCUSSION

Finance research has paid little attention to the fact that
the same individuals who engage in investment behavior
and trading of stocks of certain companies also engage in
other economic behavior, notably the consumption of prod-
ucts. This article, with its theoretical model, adds to the
emerging literature which addresses the links between indi-
viduals’ buying/holding of companies’ stocks and their buy-
ing/using of companies’ products (Clark-Murphy and Soutar
[2005], Frieder and Subrahmanyam [2005], Schoenbachler
et al. [2004], Vogelheim et al. [2001]). The contribution of
our model is in explicating the interactions of an individ-
ual’s company-related attitudes, his/her buying/holding of
the company’s stocks, and his/her buying/using of the com-
pany’s products. In so doing, our model also extends the
research that generally challenges the assumption that in-
dividuals would invest in a strictly rational way by form-
ing expectations about financial returns of stocks based on
all available public information (see, e.g., Shefrin [2002],
Shleifer [2000], Warneryd [2001]).

Moreover, our model contributes to investor/finance re-
search by implying that the buying/holding of stocks of com-
panies can, to some extent, be considered as consumption
from which utility can be obtained in the present, not only
investing, that is, deferring consumption and maximizing fu-
ture wealth or utility through future financial returns, as usu-
ally assumed. If an individual tends to buy/hold the stocks
of a certain company, for instance, due to his/her highly pos-
itive attitude to the company and its products/brands, the
source of motivation in question is not related, at least not
totally, to the objective of maximizing future wealth through
financial returns. This is somewhat consistent with a few in-
stances of earlier research recognizing that individuals may,
beyond the deferred utility from the future financial returns,
obtain different kinds of expressive, emotional, or experien-
tial utility or benefits (Fama and French [2004], Kahneman,
Wakker, and Sarin [1997] p. 375, Statman [2004]) or psychic
return (Beal, Goyen, and Phillips [2005], Cullis, Lewis, and
Winnett [1992]) from stock investments in certain kinds of
companies. Viewing stock holdings or ownership, to some
extent, as experiential consumption in the present is also con-
sistent with the commonplace notion of consumer/marketing
research: goods that can be consumed are not limited to phys-
ical products and services but also include experiences and
ideas (Solomon, Bamossy, and Askegaard [2002]).2

Furthermore, an implication of our propositions which is
significant both theoretically and practically is that demand
for a company’s products, on the one hand, and for its stock,
on the other, can be created in individuals somewhat simul-
taneously. Specifically, a special positive attitude which an
individual has to a company, his/her tendency to buy/use the
products of the company, and his/her tendency to buy/hold
the stocks of the company may reciprocally and positively
influence and strengthen each other, potentially producing a
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considerable leverage effect. What is especially worth noting
is that the leverage effect is ultimately on the stock price on
the aggregate level. First, individuals’ tendency to buy the
products of the company will increase the sales and earn-
ings of the company, resulting in increasing stock price, as
the stock price is, based on traditional finance theory, fun-
damentally determined by the earnings. Second, individuals’
increased optimism and confidence in forming expectations
about the earnings and stock price increases of the company
will lever the stock price further up. Finally, there will be a
direct demand component for the stock based not only on the
expectations about the future earnings and financial returns
from the stock but also on individuals’ positive attitude to
the company and, potentially, the corresponding experiential
utility gained from ownership per se in the present — which
will lever up the market stock price as well.

The managerial question that remains is how to influence
people’s attitudes towards a company. It can be noted that this
is a central question, for example, in corporate branding re-
search (Aaker [2004], Aspara and Tikkanen [2008], Balmer
[1995, 2001], Harris and de Chernatony [2001], Hatch and
Schultz [2001, 2003], Knox and Bickerton [2003]). In any
case, most of the positive attitudes individuals have toward a
company are likely to stem from their positive attitudes to its
products and brands, as well as to its employees and top man-
agers and/or to its communications and advertising (Aspara
et al. [2008], see also Bhattacharya and Sen [2003]). What
is also likely to have influence is the perceived sponsorship
and support by the company for things individuals like and
consider important (e.g., ideas, activities, areas of interest).
These potential drivers of individuals’ positive attitudes to
a company imply that the means of (traditional) marketing
of products and brands, as well as the representation of the
company through corporate communications, sponsorships,
social responsibility campaigns, and public relations, are very
important also in the sense of “marketing” the company and
its stocks in financial markets.

Limitations and Further Research

A basic limitation of our research is that it does not explic-
itly address different kinds of companies with different kinds
of product types. We do not pay explicit attention to differ-
ences in how individuals come to have positive attitude to
different kinds of products and to companies producing dif-
ferent types of products (to different types of customers).
For instance, differences between a company that offers
products exclusively to consumers (B2C) and a company
that offers products exclusively to serve the output of other
companies/organizations (B2B) are likely to be considerable.
Differences are possible also between a company that exclu-
sively offers products whose consumption is highly visible
or involve high social risk and a company that exclusively
offers products whose consumption is private, not visible and
without social risks. These are issues to be dealt with in fur-

ther research, with respect to specific types of products and
companies.

Moreover, concerning a single individual, our model does
not address the significance of the influence of an individ-
ual’s positive attitude to a company and its products on stock
buying/holding and product buying/using, relative to more
rational expectations of the financial returns from the stock
and the use value from the products. Further research should
study the interplays between a company’s product offerings,
the creation of the rational expectations which individuals
have in their roles as product buyers/users and stock buy-
ers/holders, the development of their attitudes to the products
and the company, and the individuals’ buying behaviors as
driven by the expectations and attitudes together.

In any case, our propositions require empirical testing
first. The testing of the propositions should be based on mul-
tiple companies. It is possible and recommendable not to test
all the propositions in a single study but to test only one
subset at a time. Extensive qualitative research, involving in-
dividual and focus group interviews, might be a feasible first
step. In both interviews and later surveys, it is reasonable
to take samples among existing stockholders of particular
companies and probe and ask them about the reasons for
their purchases and ownership of the stocks and products of
the particular companies. As opposed to an individual with
no ownership, an individual who owns stocks of a certain
company is likely to be able to reflect the reasons for his/her
purchases and ownership of the stocks of that company as
well as its products.

Although it may be best to have both qualitative and
quantitative research first rely largely on respondents’ own
statements of the reasons for their stock and product pur-
chases, other kind of research designs, involving definition of
(interval-scaled) measures for the different concepts included
in the propositions, gathering of data on the measures on dif-
ferent individuals and their ownership versus non-ownership
or willingness to buy/hold the stocks of different companies,
and application of structural equation modeling, for example,
should be developed later.

Finally, a noteworthy limitation of our research is that we
did not discuss the effects of an individual’s potential nega-
tive attitude to a company. It is possible that the influences of
an individual’s negative attitude are simply inverse to those
of positive attitude. Nevertheless, this is not necessarily the
case and the hypotheses concerning the influences of an in-
dividual’s negative attitude to a company should be further
grounded on theory and empirically tested.

NOTES

1. Our conception of products includes not only tangible
products but also intangibles, such as services.

2. We maintain that the ownership of stock can be con-
sidered a consumable good even if one could argue
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that owning stock cannot be consumption, as nothing
literally gets consumed, exhausted or worn out. Af-
ter all, the same concerns most experiences and ideas,
which are viewed as potential objects of consumption
in consumer behavior literature.

REFERENCES

Aaker, D.A. “Leveraging the Corporate Brand.” California Management
Review, 46, (2004), pp. 6-18.

Abelson, R.P., E. Aronson, W. McGuire, T.M. Newcomb, M. Rosenberg
and P. Tannenbaum. Theories of Cognitive Consistency: A Source Book.
Chicago, IL: Rand-McNally, 1968.

Allen, W.D. and D.A. Evans. “Bidding and Overconfidence in Experimental
Financial Markets.” Journal of Behavioral Finance, 6, (2005), pp. 1083—
120.

Aspara, J., H. Nyman and H. Tikkanen. “Influence of Share Ownership on
Repeat Patronage.” Journal of Customer Behavior, (2008, forthcoming).

Aspara, J. and H. Tikkanen. “Adoption of Corporate Branding by Managers:
Case of a Nordic Business-to-Business Company.” Journal of Brand Man-
agement, (2008, forthcoming).

Aspara, J., R. Olkkonen, H. Tikkanen, J. Moisander and P. Parvinen. “A The-
ory of Affective Self-affinity: Definitions and Application to a Company
and its Business.” Academy of Marketing Science Review, 12(3), (2008).
Available at http://www.amsreview.org/articles/aspara3-2008.pdf.

Balmer, J.M.T. “Corporate Branding and Connoisseurship.” Journal of Gen-
eral Management, 21, (1995), pp. 24-46.

Balmer, J.M.T. “The Three Virtues and Seven Deadly Sins of Corporate
Brand Management.” Journal of General Management, 27, (2001), pp.
1-17.

Batra, R.M. and O.T.M. Ahtola. “Measuring the Hedonic and Utilitarian
Sources of Consumer Attitudes.” Marketing Letters, 2, (1991), pp. 159—
170.

Beal, D. and M. Goyen. “Putting Your Money Where Your Mouth is: A
Profile of Ethical Investors.” Financial Services Review, 7, (1998), pp.
129-143.

Beal, D., M. Goyen and P. Phillips. “Why Do We Invest Ethically?” Journal
of Investing, 14, (2005), pp. 66-77.

Bem, D.J. “Self-perception Theory.” In L. Berkowitz (ed.), Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology, New York: Academic Press, 1972.

Bhandari, G. and R. Deaves. “The Demographics of Overconfidence.” Jour-
nal of Behavioral Finance, 7, (2006), pp. 5-112.

Bhattacharya, C.B. and Sankar Sen. “Consumer - Company Identification:
A Framework for Understanding Consumers’ Relationships with Com-
panies.” Journal of Marketing, 67, (2003), pp. 76-88.

Breckler, S.J. “Empirical Validation of Affect, Behavior and Cognition as
Distinct Components of Attitude.” Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 47, (1984), pp. 1191-1205.

Breckler, S.J. and E.C. Wiggins. “Affect Versus Evaluation in the Structure
of Attitudes.” Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 25, (1989), pp.
253-271.

Brown, T.J. and P.A. Dacin. “The Company and the Product: Corporate
Associations and Consumer Product Responses.” Journal of Marketing,
61, (1997), pp. 68-84.

Clark-Murphy, M. and G.N. Soutar. “What Individual Investors Value: Some
Australian Evidence.” Journal of Economic Psychology, 25, (2004), pp.
539-555.

Clark-Murphy, M. and G.N. Soutar. “Individual Investor Preferences: A
Segmentation Analysis.” Journal of Behavioral Finance, 6, (2005), pp.
6-14.

INDIVIDUALS’ COMPANY-RELATED ATTITUDES 93

Costley, C.L. “Meta Analysis of Involvement Research.” In Advances in
Consumer Research, Vol. 15, pp. 554-562. Provo, UT: Association for
Consumer Research, 1988.

Crites, S.L., Jr., L.R. Fabrigar and R.E. Petty. “Measuring the Affective
and Cognitive Properties of Attitudes: Conceptual and Methodological
Issues.” Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20, (1994), pp. 619—
634.

Cullis, J.G., A. Lewis and A. Winnett. “Paying to Be Good? U.K. Ethical
Investments.” Kyklos, 45, (1992), pp. 3-23.

Damasio, A.R. Descartes’ Error: Emotion, Reason, and the Human Brain.
New York: G.P. Putnam & Sons, 1994.

Daniel, K.D., D. Hirshleifer and A. Subrahmanyam. “Investor Overconfi-
dence, Covariance Risk and Predictors of Securities Returns.” Working
paper, University of Michigan Business School, 1998.

Eagly, A.H., A. Mladinic and S. Otto. “Cognitive and Affective Bases of
Attitudes Toward Social Groups and Social Policies.” Journal of Experi-
mental Social Psychology, 30, (1994), pp. 113-137.

Fama, E.F. and K.R. French. “Disagreement, Tastes and Asset Prices.” Work-
ing paper, University of Chicago, 2004.

Festinger, L. A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance. Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 1957.

Fishbein, M. “An Investigation of the Relationships Between Beliefs About
an Object and the Attitude Toward that Object.” Human Relations, 16,
(1963), pp. 233-239.

Fishbein, M. Readings in Attitude Theory and Measurement. New York:
Wiley, 1967.

Fishbein, M. and 1. Ajzen. Belief, Attitude, Intention, and Behavior: An
Introduction to Theory and Research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley,
1975.

Folkes, V.S. and M.A. Kamins. “Effects of Information About Firms’ Ethical
and Unethical Actions on Consumers’ Attitudes.” Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 8, (1999), pp. 243-259.

Foster, F. D. and S. Viswanathan. “Variations in Trading Volume, Return
Volatility, and Trading Costs: Evidence on Recent Price Formation Mod-
els.” Journal of Finance, 48, (1993), pp. 187-211.

French, K. and R. Roll. “Stock Return Variance: The Arrival of Information
and the Reaction of Traders.” Journal of Financial Economics, 17, (1986),
pp. 99-117.

Frieder, L. and A. Subrahmanyam. “Brand Perceptions and the Market for
Common Stock.” Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, 40,
(2005), pp. 57-85.

Ganzach, Y. “Judging Risk and Return of Financial Assets.” Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 83, (2001), pp. 353-370.

Getzner, M. and S. Grabner-Kriuter. “Consumer Preferences and Marketing
Strategies for “Green Shares” Specifics of the Austrian Market.” Interna-
tional Journal of Bank Marketing, 22, (2004), pp. 260-278.

Grinblatt, M. and M. Keloharju. “The Investment Behavior and Performance
of Various Investor Types: A Study of Finland’s Unique Data Set.” Journal
of Financial Economics, 55, (2000), pp. 43—67.

Grinblatt, M. and M. Keloharju. “What Makes Investors Trade?” Journal of
Finance, 56(2), (2001), pp. 589-616.

Giirhan-Canli, Z. and R. Batra. “When Corporate Image Affects Product
Evaluations: The Moderating Role Of Perceived Risk.” Journal of Mar-
keting Research, 41(2), (2004), pp. 197-205.

Harris, F. and L. de Chernatony. “Corporate Branding and Corporate Brand
Performance.” European Journal of Marketing, 35(3/4), (2001), pp. 441—
456.

Hatch, M.J. and M. Schultz. “Are the Strategic Stars Aligned for Your Cor-
porate Brand?” Harvard Business Review, 79(2), (2001), pp. 128-134.
Hatch, M.J. and M. Schultz. “Bringing the Corporation into Corporate
Branding.” European Journal of Marketing, 37(7/8), (2003), pp. 1041—

1064.

Heinkel, R., A. Kraus and J. Zechner. “The Effect of Green Investment
on Corporate Behavior.” Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis,
36(4), (2001), pp. 431-449.



Downloaded By: [Helsinki School of Econ] At: 11:40 2 July 2008

94  ASPARA AND TIKKANEN

Hudson, R. “Ethical Investing: Ethical Investors and Managers.” Business
Ethics Quarterly, 15(4), (2005), pp. 641-657.

Ito, T., R.K. Lyons and M.T. Melvin. “Is There Private Information in the
FX Market? The Tokyo Experiment.” Journal of Finance, 53(3), (1998),
pp 1111-1130.

Jacoby, J. and D.B. Kyner. “Brand Loyalty vs. Repeat Purchasing Behavior.”
Journal of Marketing Research, 10(1), (1973), pp. 1-9.

Journal of Product & Brand Management. 13(7), (2004).

Kahneman, D., P.P. Wakker and R. Sarin. “Back to Bentham? Explorations
of Experienced Utility.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 112(2),
(1997), pp. 375-405.

Karrh, J.A. “Does Advertising Influence Investors? Evidence and Research
Propositions.” Journal of Current Issues and Research in Advertising,
26(2), (2004), pp. 1-10.

Katona, G. Psychological Analysis of Economic Behavior. New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1951.

Keller, C. and M. Siegrist. “Investing in Stocks: The Influence of Financial
Risk Attitude and Values-related Money and Stock Market Attitudes.”
Journal of Economic Psychology, 27(2), (2006), pp. 285-303.

Keller, K.L. Strategic Brand Management (2nd ed.). Upper Saddle River,
NIJ: Prentice Hall, 2003.

Keynes, J.M. The General Theory of Employment, Interest, and Money.
London: Macmillan, 1936.

Knox, S.D. and D. Bickerton. “The Six Conventions of Corporate Branding.”
European Journal of Marketing, 37(7/8), (2003), pp. 998-1016.

Kreander, N., K. McPhail and D. Molyneaux. “God’s Fund Managers: A
Critical Study of Stock Market Investment Practices of The Church of
England and U.K. Methodists.” Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 17(3), (2004), pp. 408—441.

Lee, C., A. Shleifer and R. Thaler. “Investor Sentiment and the Closed-end
Fund Puzzle.” Journal of Finance, 46, (1991), pp. 75-109.

Lee, L.H. “Market Crashes and Informational Avalanches.” Review of Eco-
nomic Studies, 65(4), (1998), pp. 741-759.

Lewis, A.L. and C.L. Mackenzie. “Morals, Money, Ethical Investing and
Economic Psychology.” Human Relations, 53(2), (2000a), pp. 179-
191.

Lewis, A.L. and C.L. Mackenzie. “Support for Investor Activism Among
U.K. Ethical Investors.” Journal of Business Ethics, 24(3), (2000b), pp.
215-222.

Lucas, R.E., Jr. “Expectations and the Neutrality of Money.” Journal of
Economic Theory, 4(2), (1972), pp. 103-124.

MacGregor, D.G., P. Slovic, D. Dreman and M. Berry. “Imagery, Affect,
and Financial Judgment.” Journal of Psychology and Financial Markets,
1(2), (2000), pp. 104-110.

Madrigal, R. “The Role of Corporate Associations in New Product Evalua-
tion.” In Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 7, pp. 80-86. Provo, UT:
Association for Consumer Research, 2000.

Martineau, P. “Sharper Focus for the Corporate Image.” Harvard Business
Review, 36(6), (1958), pp. 49-58.

McGuire, W.J. “The Nature of Attitudes and Attitude Change.” In G. Lindzey
& E. Aronson (eds.), The Handbook of Social Psychology, 3, pp. 136-314.
Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1969.

Muth, J.F. “Rational Expectations and the Theory of Price Movements.”
Econometrica, 29(3), (1961), pp. 315-335.

Nagy, R.A. and R.W. Obenberger. “Factors Influencing Individual Investor
Behavior.” Financial Analysts Journal, 50(4), (1994), pp. 63-68.

Odean, T. “Are Investors Reluctant to Realize Their Losses?” Journal of
Finance, 53(5), (1998), pp. 1775-1798.

Odean, T. “Do Investors Trade Too Much?” American Economic Review,
89(5), (1999), pp. 1279-1298.

Petty, R.E., R.H. Unnava and A.J. Strathman. “Theories of Attitude Change.”
In T.S. Robertson & H.H. Kassarjian (eds.), Handbook of Consumer
Behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1991.

Poteshman, A.M. and V. Serbin. “Clearly Irrational Financial Market Be-
havior: Evidence from the Early Exercise of Exchange Traded Stock
Options.” Journal of Finance, 58(1), (2003), pp. 37-70.

Richins, M.L. and P.H. Bloch. “After the New Wears Off: The Temporal
Context of Product Involvement.” Journal of Consumer Research, 13(2),
(1986), pp. 280-285.

Richins, M.L., PH. Bloch and E.F. McQuarrie. “How Enduring and Situa-
tional Involvement Combine to Create Involvement Responses.” Journal
of Consumer Psychology, 1(2), (1992), pp. 143-153.

Rosen, B.N., D.M. Sandler and D. Shani. “Social Issues and Socially Re-
sponsible Investment Behavior: A Preliminary Empirical Investigation.”
Journal of Consumer Affairs, 25(2), (1991), pp. 221-234.

Schoenbachler, D.D., G.L. Gordon and T.W. Aurand. “Building Brand Loy-
alty Through Individual Stock Ownership.” Journal of Product & Brand
Management, 13(7), (2004), pp. 488—497.

Schueth, S.F. “Socially Responsible Investing in the United States.” Journal
of Business Ethics, 43(3), (2003), pp. 189-194.

Shefrin, H. Beyond Greed and Fear: Understanding Behavioral Finance
and the Psychology of Investing. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School
Press, 2002

Shleifer, A. Inefficient Markets: An Introduction to Behavioral Finance.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000.

Slovic, P., M.L. Finucane, E. Peters and D.G. MacGregor. “Rational Actors
or Rational Fools: Implications of the Affect Heuristic for Behavioral
Economics.” Journal of Socio-economics, 31(4), (2002a), pp. 329-342.

Slovic, P, M.L. Finucane, E. Peters and D.G. MacGregor. “The Affect
Heuristic.” In T. Gilovich, D. Griffin and D. Kahneman (eds.), Heuristics
and Biases: The Psychology of Intuitive Judgment, (2002b), pp. 397-420.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Slovic, P., M.L. Finucane, E. Peters and D.G. MacGregor. "Risk as Analysis
and Risk as Feelings: Some Thoughts about Affect, Reason, Risk, and
Rationality.” Risk Analysis, 24(2), (2004), pp. 311-322.

Solomon, M.R., G.J. Bamossy and S. Askegaard. Consumer Behavior: A
European Perspective (2nd ed.). Harlow: Prentice-Hall, 2002.

Sparkes, R. “Ethical Investment: Whose Ethics, Which Investment?” Busi-
ness Ethics, 10(3), (2001), pp. 194-205.

Statman, M. “What Do Investors Want?”’ Journal of Portfolio Management,
30, (2004), pp. 153-161.

Stotz, O. and R. von Nitzsch. “The Perception of Control and the Level
of Overconfidence: Evidence from Analyst Earnings Estimates and Price
Targets.” Journal of Behavioral Finance, 6(3), (2005), pp. 121-128.

Vogelheim, P., D.D. Schoenbachler and G.L. Gordon. “The Importance of
Courting the Individual Investor.” Business Horizons, 44, (2001), pp. 69—
76.

Wirneryd, K. Stock Market Psychology: How People Value and Trade
Stocks. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, 2001.

Webley, P, A. Lewis and C. Mackenzie. “Commitment Among Ethical
Investors: An Experimental Approach. Journal of Economic Psychology,
22(1), (2001), pp. 27-42.

Wilkie, W.L. and E.A. Pessemier. “Issues in Marketing’s Use of Multi-
attribute Attitude Models.” Journal of Marketing Research, 10(4), (1973),
pp. 428-441.

Winnett, A. and A. Lewis. “You’d Have to Be Green to Invest in This: Pop-
ular Economic Models, Financial Journalism, and Ethical Investment.”
Journal of Economic Psychology, 21(3), (2000), pp. 319-339.

Zajonc, R.B. “Feeling and Thinking: Preferences Need No Inferences.”
American Psychologist, 35(2), (1980), pp. 151-175.



