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ABSTRACT

Most previous research studies on brand extension show that the similarity between parent brand and its
product category of extension is the most important factor in deciding whether to extend or not. That is,
brand extension with high similarity has higher possibility of success and brand extension with low
similarity has higher possibility of failure. However, from the perspectives of firms dealing with several
product categories, firms should consider both the optimal number of brands and the success possibility
of extending different product category of low similarity with parent brand simultaneously. In practice, it
is quite necessary to extend to the other product categories or various areas through aggressive brand
extension. We observe that the successful extension to various areas also create add the value of parent
brand. In this research, based on these findings and observations, we propose and test the strategic
conditions that make it feasible to extend parent brand to other product category with low similarity.

Recent trends suggest that it is necessary for firms to work as a sound member of communities and
abide by the basic social responsibilities. These trends will be both opportunities or threats to the firms at
the same time. If firms fail to utilize these trends, they are more likely to be less successful. Consumers
will continuously support the firms that realize the importance of these trends, act as a member of
communities, and create values for them. Creating shared value (CSV) is the concept that born from the
change of these social environments. The results show that brand extension through CSV is successful
even in the case of low similarity between parent brand category and extened product category. Previous
research studies on the brand extension did not consider CSV. But, the impact of CSV could be stronger
than that of similarity as shown in the result. This the major contribution of th research.

In order to compare the impacts of similarity between product categories with those of CSV, we
conducted two experiments. Ex. 1 investigates the impact of CSV while considering the impact of
similarity on the attitude toward extended product. Ex. 2 complements the first one. The results of two
experiments support the proposed hypothesis. Without CSV, the similarity between product categories
contributes to attitude toward extended product positive and statistically significant. Respondents
evaluate more positively for more similar category than less similar category. However, when CSV is
considered, the impact of similarity disappeared. Even in the case of less similar category, there was no
statistically significant difference in attitude toward extended product between more similar category

and less similar category
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grye] 74 Hx= =3sIti(Maltz, Thompson,
and Ringold 2011: Porter and Kramer 2011). &
& AFY HEe vl B, s, eRAL Al
FAFE e 5 Edor AReiien, 7 4
ol thafiA] w9 23vh/AHe 2R edvke] T A=
2 SHIIHAEE, 1S 2006).

oA REA - AlFe] FAMo] w2 22
T AlFN T AFeR &k A-telH,
wo 248 HAZN g AlFoA A AFo
etk 224 23, Ha
ZH| 8 AF 5 A AP (M=4.69) 2 Hd
zr = AFH A9 AFHE] A (M=3.85)9] Apo
= FsidTh(t(124) =13.28, p=0.00). FAKd =
22 vk =Tk

A 19 T e A7 Wi 7K FEelt &

AN FH7IAFES] 2242 AFS FARE

N

—

.

Rl
2 8] @ 7199 AMiAL, AP BE 423t 7]
= 7 de ARE BEE st vke Yo
A=A, FR7IRE] dieh 224 A9 31
T FES She - (M=4.48) 9} 314 ek (M=
3.61)¢] Aol FAA o= Fefalth(t(124) =9.60,

p=0.00). FF7RZZE 2= vl2A =AU
7HaE AT WA B e A 24 ol
= REIE EHErl ofdxE gl $ls]

7t Qe wuds e 2599, 2945, 7

3 Ale] Bjo] w4 Fgde] Sl BE

HH O
== Oé

¥

ko] rHHE Bx zjo|= gl = AdWSe] 2%
(treatment) 4, 7} A@ Fekrh & & int.

(Table 1) The Results of ANOVA on Prior Attitude
toward Parent Brand (Ex. 1)

df MS F P
similarity 1 0.01 0.11 0.74
Csv 1 0.28 2.40 0.12
similarityxCSV 1 0.19 1.59 0.21
Error 122 0.12

=, A9 Wl mudse} 8 AE ke A &
HF(1, 122)=0.11, p=0.74), THAZ= 2
(F(1, 122)=2.40, p=0.12), & AFE 7ke] A
x 72 FeA-eaIHF(1, 122)=1.59, p=
0.21)7F 25 vEhA] sk

O

(Table 2) Prior Attitude toward Parent Brand (Ex. 1)

CSV
without with
L 4.40 4.57 4.48
similarity 4.46 4.48 4.47
4.43 4.52

7hdell et Heast, A3 19] 7 fekelA A7
I AR <
ol g 7t futke] 2 AlE Ej=e] Aol frels)
velgth =, 2 Al Emels mEise) 3 A
¥ 3] A Z3HEF(, 122)=18.78, p=0.00),
7= E3HF(1, 122)=65.35, p=0.00), 27
AF e FAPIEf7AEES] deA e aTk (R,

122)=4.45, p=0.03) 25 s UelRgth

—_

(Table 3) The Results of ANOVA on Attitude toward
Extended Product (Ex. 1)

df MS F P
similarity 1 4.24 | 18.78 0.00
Csv 1 14.75 | 65.35 0.00
similarityxCSV 1 1.00 4.45 | 0.03
Error 122 0.23




ZF F3bel] it 8- A ER vt v 2Hd
F el fFAMd BelM mH=s) o
AFE e FAHdel w2 B-(M=4.56)7F Akl
M=4.17)°l Bla] &7 AFl 3t =}
1 2oz yepdtt, 5, A3 dlx A<
= el AH aah vebsth
3 FR7EAEEC] g a9k veidt 5, 2t

AFES Bl Ba= s ol A-(M=4.71)7}
=

(M=4.01D) vlaf &
Q1 Aoz e,

(Table 4) Attitude toward Extended Product (Ex. 1)

CsVv
without with
L 4.31 4.81 4.56
similarity
L 3.76 4.63 4.17
4.01 4.71

2 Ae] 7S #Ad AT E
29 AR ANE ATEY, FRIEE glo] B

48 e 79olle mua=9l 2 A
FAMel e A-(M=
(M=3.76)°l vl &= A& 6=
2 YeEPFtHE(1, 63)=20.16, p=0.00). 9] =l
= g7 #A3 Ay Ao Ao} dx|she
vebdth aev FrEREES Bl Bils s
he ASolle ZHA=) B AlE 7o) fAMdol
& A+(M=4.81) ¢k fFAPdo] & A5-(M=4.63)°
S AE HE=TE Zel7h gl o2 YeERITHE(1,
9)=2.57, p=0.11).

=

Hir

= AoF

19

(o)

56 0178} 9132 February 2018

(Figure 1) Attitude toward Extended Product

(Ex. D
Attitude toward Extended Product
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WS 2004).
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(Table b5) The Results of ANCOVA on Prior Attitude
toward Parent Brand (Ex. 2)

(F(1, 98)=0.02, p=0.88), 37K *3= &3HF(1,
98)=0.45, p=0.50), & AF o] FAMIxE-H7t
A= FEAEEIHE(L, 98)=0.65, p=0.42)7}
T UehA] edsint. ol gaks 2l #fgt
28 (F(1, 98)=1.80, p=0.18), A= (F(1, 98)=
0.45, p=0.51), 945(F(1, 98)=0.00, p=0.97)
BE folgk aapt glgdh webd dddel 4 ek
L Ateleta & 5 Stk

(Table 6) Prior Attitude toward Parent Brand (Ex. 2)

CsVv
without with
. H 4.41 4.48 4.45
similarity
L 4.40 4.53 4.47
4.41 4.51

df MS F p

Gender 1 0.27 1.80 0.18

Age 1 0.07 0.45 0.51

Income 1 0.00 0.00 0.97

similarity 1 0.00 0.02 0.88

Csv 1 0.07 0.45 0.50

similarityxCSV 1 0.10 0.65 0.42
Error 98 0.15
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B Aol THU G AF = tig #4942
3}, el AH(F(1, 98)=0.40, p=0.53), 4
Z(F(1, 98)=0.30, p=0.59), ¥&5(F(1, 98)=
0.15, p=0.70)2 =5 FoJ& a37} gt

au B Age] APl REA=e) S AlE
o] A3 E3HEF(1, 98)=17.24, p=0.00), &
7% EIHF(1, 98)=94.60, p=0.00), & A
F e AP R IA R A e (T, 98)

=23.90, p=0.00)& =F Fosisict.

(Table 7) The Results of ANOVA on Attitude toward
Extended Product (Ex. 2)

df MS F o

Gender 1 0.09 0.40 0.53

Age 1 0.64 0.30 0.59

Income 1 0.03 0.15 0.70

similarity 1 3.75 17.24 0.00

Csv 1 20.55 | 94.60 0.00

similarityxCSV 1 519 | 23.90 0.00
Error 98 0.22




med=e} 2 AF ko] fAY Eelr] REHE

F 2ol Aol = A-(M=4.53)7}
APdo] vre Z39-(M=3.98)cl wlal 2 AlFe] ek
=7} T %@@OI%E}. THRAES 59 2=
F(M=4.74)7} 37 E=S A &
3 HA= ;%—% 3h= $-(M=3.77)°l Bla} &3 A
Foll ek Bl=rt o eIt

(Table 8) Attitude toward Extended Product (Ex. 2)

CsV
without with
L 4.27 4.79 4.52
similarity
L 3.22 4.69 3.98
3.77 4.74

TrAwX%—Trﬂz%%A o eAeETlE Avn
W, BH7HRE glo] HAE BHS ok A9dls v
BlEs} 4 AE 7] $AMo] £ AS(M=4.27)
7b kol e Ae(M=3.22)0] Bl 2 AlEo]

et Bl=r) o 3 &l JATHF(1, 51) =66.66, p=

ll‘l

0.00). T} BH7HFES Bal HA= B4 o
t ASele mHAsst 8 AF o] fAe] B

73+-(M=4.79) ¢} FAFdo] w2 Zd-5-(M=4.69)2] 2
& AF =Tt Ael7) fle Blo= UERITHE(L, 52)
=0.67, p=0.42). & A7] 7ML BT A=A

(Figure 2) Attitude toward Extended Product

(Ex. 2)
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