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Puma
(1.10)
-0.80 0.30
— Liata Nike
— Puma
(16.76 vs. —12.78) Liata
(7.41 vs. —20.76) Nike Puma(8.87 vs. 0.30)
(P<0.001)
Nike | Levi's | Liata Puma
(n=35) | (n=34) | (n=35) | (n=34) | (n=38) | (n=38) | (n=40) | (n=40) | (N=40)
4.74 3.32 3.00 3.06 0.94 1.89 -1.48 | -5.95 0.60
4.54 3.21 3.91 2.47 0.76 1.39 -1.90 | -5.00 0.50
9.28 6.53 6.91 5.53 1.70 3.28 | -3.38 |-10.95| 1.10
414 3.12 0.54 2.94 297 | -0.82 | -6.00 | -5.93 | -1.00
4.17 3.74 1.77 0.11 3.43 0.71 -4.25 | -4.85 0.25
7.48 6.11 1.96 3.03 571 | -0.25 | -9.40 | -9.81 | -0.80
16.76 | 12.64 8.87 8.56 7.41 3.03 |-12.78 | -20.76 | 0.30
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20
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4.5 5.3 7 4 ) Puma
Scheffe
(0<0.05) F P

o )C )F

(n=35) (n=41) (n=43)
5.24 5.13 4.99 1.54 | 0.2188
5.20 5.02 4.87 2.62 | 0.0773
5.22 5.08 4.93 2.43 | 0.0928
5.66 5.49 5.70 1.26 | 0.2875
5.23 4.88 4.97 276 | 0.0675
5.42 5.15 5.29 1.44 | 0.0928

o )C )F

Liata (n=37) (n=47) (n=40)
4.55 4.86 4.78 1.56 | 0.2142
4.66 491 4.67 1.39 | 0.2524
4.61 4.89 4.73 1.44 | 0.2421
4.88 4.98 4.96 0.18 | 0.8394
4.92 5.03 4.89 0.38 | 0.6873
4.90 5.01 4.92 0.21 | 0.8110

o )C )F

Nike (n=37) (n=47) (n=40)
5.09 5.33 5.47 191 | 0.1528
5.18 5.31 531 0.28 | 0.7559
5.13 5.32 5.39 1.00 | 0.3730
4.93 5.28 5.73 FO 8.33 | 0.0004
4.86 5.02 5.30 FO 291 | 0.0588
4.89 5.14 5.49 FO 5.16 | 0.0073
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Scheffe
(a<0.05) F P

0 yC )F

(n=40) (n=37) (n=37)
4.15 4.29 3.53 OF,CF 8.40 | 0.0004
4.01 4.47 3.66 CF 3.49 | 0.0339
4.08 4.23 3.59 CF,OF 6.46 | 0.0022
3.01 3.52 3.63 OC,OF | 5.76 | 0.0042
3.71 4.16 4.05 ocC 3.29 | 0.0411
3.40 3.88 3.86 OC,OF | 456 | 0.0125

o )C )F

(n=40) (n=43) (n=40)
3.31 3.52 3.95 6.05 | 0.0031
3.52 3.66 4.09 FC,FO 4.80 | 0.0099
3.42 3.59 4.02 FC,FO 6.25 | 0.0026
3.13 3.72 3.88 FO,CO | 8.48 | 0.0004
3.73 4.14 4.22 FO,CO | 3.93 | 0.0223
3.46 3.95 4.07 FO,CO | 7.25 | 0.0011

Puma 0 )C )F

(n=40) (n=40) (n=47)
4.94 4.95 4.88 0.09 | 0.9111
4.75 4.81 5.16 FO 3.24 | 0.0427
4.85 4.88 5.02 0.59 | 0.5557
4.75 4.88 5.28 FO 3.78 | 0.0255
4.62 457 4.99 FO,FC 4.23 | 0.0168
4.68 471 5.12 FO,FC 4.13 | 0.0184

Puma
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P P
5.13 4.29 0.0001 4.99 3.53 0.0001
5.02 4.17 0.0001 4.87 3.67 0.0001
5.08 4.23 0.0001 4.93 3.59 0.0001
5.49 3.52 0.0001 5.70 3.63 0.0001
4.88 4.16 0.0002 4.97 4.05 0.0001
5.15 3.88 0.0001 5.29 3.86 0.0001
Liata = Liata p
4.86 3.52 0.0001 4.78 3.95 0.0001
491 3.66 0.0001 4.67 4.09 0.0058
4.89 3.59 0.0001 4.73 4.02 0.0004
4,98 3.72 0.0001 4.96 3.88 0.0001
5.03 4.14 0.0001 4.89 4.22 0.0004
5.01 3.95 0.0001 4.92 4.07 0.0001
Nike Puma P Nike Puma p
5.33 4.95 0.0411 5.47 4.88 0.0031
5.31 4.81 0.0141 5.31 5.16 0.4062
5.32 4.88 0.0177 5.39 5.02 0.0391
5.28 4.88 0.0444 5.73 5.28 0.0199
5.02 457 0.0054 5.30 4.99 0.0421
5.14 4,71 0.0121 5.49 5.12 0.0289
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F P
(n=43) (n=36)
4.99 4.88 0.86 0.3555
4.87 4.82 0.23 0.6335
4.93 4.85 0.67 0.4172
5.70 5.67 0.07 0.7934
4.97 5.00 0.07 0.7878
5.29 5.30 0.03 0.8562

Liata
4.78 4.95 0.85 0.3577
4.67 4.92 1.68 0.1984
4.73 4.93 1.40 0.2398
4.96 4.84 0.45 0.5047
4.89 4.83 0.12 0.7256
4.92 4.83 0.29 0.6125

Nike
5.47 5.38 0.23 0.6319
5.31 5.23 0.21 0.6492
5.39 5.30 0.27 0.6018
5.73 5.52 1.09 0.2994
5.30 5.19 0.35 0.5549
5.49 5.34 0.65 0.4236
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F P
(n=37) (n=40)
3.53 3.96 4.25 0.0427
3.66 4.05 3.82 0.0542
3.59 4.00 4.52 0.0368
3.63 3.64 0.00 0.9659
4.05 4.18 0.41 0.5254
3.86 3.94 0.23 0.8793
(n=40) (n=36)
3.95 4.39 4.29 0.0401
4.09 4.54 4.35 0.0372
4.02 4.47 4.32 0.0390
3.88 3.97 0.19 0.6655
4.22 4.19 0.02 0.8898
4.07 4.09 0.00 0.9609
Puma (n=47) (n=50)
4.88 5.17 3.09 0.0822
5.16 5.21 0.10 0.7506
5.02 5.19 1.25 0.2658
5.28 5.29 0.00 0.9629
4.99 4.98 0.00 0.9642
5.12 5.12 0.01 0.9399
5 4
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Brand Extension Strategy: Perspective of
Brand Equity

CHenc-Hsul CHEN

Department of Business Administration, National Yunlin University of Science and Technology

ABSTRACT

From the perspective of brand equity-source combination, this study attempts to explore the difference of
brand extension performance between related and unrelated product category, and the impact of successful
intervening extension on unrelated product category extension. Two experiments with three pretests have
been conducted to test the hypothesis. The results indicate that there is no significant difference in extension
performance between related and unrelated product category across all three high equity-source brands.
However, for the three low equity brands (contrast to the three high one), the proposed extension to unrelated
product category got significant higher than those of related product extension. In terms of equity level
comparison, the high equity brands got significant higher in extension performance than those of low equity
type brands for both kinds of proposed brand extension. Finally, the successful intervening extension do not
have any impact on unrelated product category extension for all three high equity-source brands, but it does
have impact for low equity brands on increasing its performance from functional attribute variables.

Keywords: brand extension, brand equity, brand equity-source combination



