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The influence of brand benefit on the brand extension
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Abstract This study is to investigate the influence of brand benefit on brand extension, especially focusing on the
mediating effect of trademark belief and the moderating effect of categorical similarity. This study restates that brand
benefit affect consumers' brand extension attitude and confirms that it is completely mediated by trademark belief.
In addition, this study finds that categorical similarity moderates the effects of brand benefit on brand extension
attitude. The results of this study suggest a theoretical implication that trademark belief can be used as one of the
brand extension strategies and a practical implication that the brand communication strategy based on brand benefits
should be changed with the categorical similarity.
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Table 1. Demographic Statistics

Age Male Female Total
Less than 19 4 6 10 5.2%
20 7 30 42 36 78 40.4%
31750 56 4 97 50.3%
More than 51 3 5 8 4.1%
Total 105 88 193 100%
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Table 2. Brand Benefit

N M | SD | F t P
W |RO| 52 | 4% | 165
S| A[cA| 4 |3 | 1|00 29 |00
hYA BIPR| 48 | 454 | 171
A 605 | 281 | 006
G |CO| 50 | 366 | 136
W |RO| 52 | 401 | 124 B
Fl A [cA| 43 | a5 | 1ag | 21| 200 | 088
v B lPAl 4 | sar | 102
A 201 | -336 | 00t
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1) WA: Watch (A[A] A%
2) SYM: Symbolic (“7&”
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Table 3. Familiarity with Parent Brand

N] M [sb] F t p

w | RO | % | 380 | 156

N 52 | -481 | 632
CA | 43| 395 | 146

B | PR |4 | 389 | 163

A 888 | 88 | 930

G | CO |5 | 38 | 181
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Table 4. Brand Benefit & Brand Extension Attitude

Brand Extension Attitude
N m S.D. F B t p
SYM | 100 | 4.19 1.55
FUN | 93 | 360 1.38

1582 | 196 | 276 | 006
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Table 5. Brand Benefit & Trademark Belief

Trademark Belief
N m S.D. F B t p
SYM | 100 | 524 1.58
FUN 93 3.83 144

308 | 420 | 638 | .000
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Table 6. Trademark Belief & Brand Extension Attitude

Brand Extension Attitude
R Adj. R? F B t p
BEL®) 178 174 41.459 422 6.43 .000
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8)BEL: Trademark Belief(“33%41'3)

Table 7. Moderating Effect of Trademark Belief

Brand Extension Attitude

R |Ad.R| F B t p
023 | 314 | 754
BEN | 19 | 1m0 | &
BEL 681 A13 | 569 | .000
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Table 8. Moderating Effect of Categorical Similarity

Brand Extension Attitude
B t p Adj. R F
BEN -190 -1.21 225
SIM 73 14.94 .000 559 79.96
BEN+*SIM 331 213 034
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Table 9. Mediated moderating Effect of Categorical

Similarity
Brand Extension Attitude
Adj.
8 t o sz F
BEN -1 -.764 446
SIM .556 949 .000
BEN+*SIM 137 928 .354 627 62.892

BEL .098 1.49 .138
BEL*SIM 264 347 .001

9) BEN: Brand Benefits
10) SIM: Similarity
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