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AR FIE ] SRR A B e et DB R BIB P E AR T A T B
mTHEE O RS ZEE RERWEMER - K FiE L H KA John
Loken ~ Kim £ Monga (2006) Pt % & Z & 81 4& [B (Brand Concept Maps ; BCM) & il £ &
hEFE(H R IR 2 KFT > AT H BB ENER LSBT BBEERE AN F B &R
PR AR WYE B M E R s KRB RBEEBERE - RS HEMEERNFER
B M Lb R o ARBF R LAKG i ¥ Prada 3 1 2 T #15%# , Miu Miu > & Giorgio Armani P ZE f#
z "Bk , Armani Exchange (A/E) ZFF % ¥ 5 > B3R B AT 8 2 2 T RIh 8y
Rl o Itk B EREREES  ARRANR G LR SHENw -

([BASE=Z ] S TEM - BEMASE -~ BEBAE
Abstract

Based on the methodology of Brand Concept Maps (BCM) proposed by John, Loken, Kim,
and Monga (20006), for eliciting brand association networks from consumers and aggregating
individual maps into a consensus map of the brand, this article aims to identify the reciprocal
spillover effects between the parent brand and its downward line extensions and to
reexamine under what strategic concerns companies launch new products as line extension
or as second brand. The authors have conducted both qualitative and quantitative
comparisons of the cognitive structures between consumers’ BCMs to parent brand and to
line extension brands. Two cases illustrated these examinations, i.e., the downward line
extensions from Prada to MiuMiu and those from Giorgio Armani to Armani Exchange,
respectively. The authors have developed some propositions for measuring the performance
of downward line extension as well. The prospect academic contributions, implications of
global branding strategies, research restrictions and further studies are also discussed.
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N
RIS AR - 89% HYMTZE fnth 2 (o A AL AR AL » 6% J2 AR AL (-
{# 5% B PR ZHTHULLRE (Aaker, 1991) 5 M55 —{DFERE » #HiE 75% WU EMLHEHL 2
{5 FHZE AR AE {# (Shapiro, 1994) » FUZ » E2FUEHRE SERAE FRAYASE - FHEHL Sk AE
RIS R A - 245 » —FE B FeasE R - ey H RE ek (2] Reddy,
Holak, & Bhat, 1994)  fLf#FEE ( 5140 Loken & John, 1993; Keller, 2008) ~ f&75 57 i
FRAER E TR E KR (140 Reddy et al., 1994) » DU AT AT AE 2 (b SR ALE o L REFTE HY
25 ALk (Second Brand) [HIfHGEETE (Speed, 1998) Z55F o Z R ZE Mk AL (iR 55 A [ SRR )
s BB T A - RSP AE R T (JREIME R E sl E - (BIE A ERY BRI - TIRSE )
IR T S & A EHE - (HEEELM GEZESTIZE —HEYEE (Heath,
DelVecchio, & McCarthy, 2011) = %41 » Loken EH John (1993) FURFZEEE TS » MESRAE(RTL
By it B L 7 R PS8 (Fit) - A N AE (R ( REEE AV ERS ) B E i H &
AR ELRIREE - 2R Romeo (1991) HYBFEANFEH » FERCEE SRIEN T > [T
AE FA~ 7 AU L R B R 28 A B A (e B 7 o B P 5 P (Y -+ ST o SR
FHEE(E %3l » Heath et al. (2011) BYWFFEHZEI - A S i b B ) e f AL (A T
SRR EHE R B N EREAY (Asymmetric Effects) » [f]_FAE{f R 2K 1 L S HE TR T 158
KIAA T ERAT T ARG E - fid bl [ ARl E S REE BRI IR RS E - H
[f] NE(REY SE R IEH B A E S - IR EERm ©
AR ER i SR AL AL (R R SRR - R R S I B 280 - AT
A2 i (Referent Brand) 3B B RITE 55— E L (FRTHYEL R (Parent Brand) »
iy S T H— R BOE R (Fit) » JREI » A% e S hsR B RE A R R 2 R R A BARE (Product
Feature Similarity) (Park, Milberg, & Lawson, 1991) » &0 —3 4 2 (Brand
Concept Consistency) (Park et al., 1991) » fLRZ 2 TAERT - IEHETRE SFEB R T TE
fid (Boush, Shipp, Loken, Gencturk, Crockett, Kennedy, Mishall, Misurell, Rochford, &
Strobel, 1987) » DAR BRAE (iR i FHAE UM 5 By i i 5 0% SL R & U TR 5E
(Leverage) * A0 R S BAEE G RERSE AL (54 (Broniarczyk & Alba, 1994) » fifi
FR G BB (E - 28 AR 25 LA R i 3k (Competing Brands) » &
T8 T R A0 PR 7 P A L 2 o M AR R 350 S U AH T S f%58 5 (Exctension Relative
Brand Strength) E&/iif# 7E \7 (Kapoor & Heslop, 2009) » DA Kz JH & & SR 5 55 & B i EAH
HIHGRE (Milberg, Sinn, & Goodstein, 2010) °
S AT TR - R E AR AR TR R T R o S IETHE B K
& FEEERERBAEFFEE (Boush et al., 1987) ~ AR HYE M (Aaker &
Keller, 1990) » ¥4 e bR i 8 A BRI B R0 5 T (e R st oK fir & - HU2 AR A o bR e
Ji 1) 550 1B R A+ B BE AN AT 1 W o BRLAE S Y L R R P - IR E A A
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(Brand Portfolio) HYSRIGZ & » &5 e i S EE P 52 » A - ALY
r R A B U (E ~ B ARG  RHARHIR - SRR HITTEHRE ) S & SIS AZ
JE -+ B SRR A AL AR A (R 75 PN A IEAIRBA SR (Reddy et al., 1994) -

FRIMELZ » KREBD S LRI MR AL R ER TR TE - 262 S5 38 e B A RO AL (e e
THHTHITE R 38 R AL (R SR I B R RIS BLVE - DAE Bk a1 07 Wl & S Ee ik Mk
rmRAEfH (Hypothesized Brand Extension) HYREREFE(E - 82— R ML HETRIVE
AEttgt - HAFoeagalt 2 Rst i Rae Mt ~ EAEHY (Fictitious) AE(HSHREZE SLFTHETT HY S HY
FPEELEH] (Ex-ante Approach) » E{s EEHEEREL (Y525 - 0 H. - WA B — & Eis
(Singular Evaluation Process) * & 5y 4L duh# IE 1A {3 & (Brand Positivity Effect) 7 {maR
(Kapoor & Heslop, 2009) » 7RB[J7E iy & o 5w B RF A 213 IR i 1A 8% - B EREE A
%L MY 2 AMERHE o AL - DI $1 5 5 E BRAE R 1R 1 & & T BT
B it R R R AT ALE (e T ] 52 (R AEE T B AT I DA R ER R AR BRRT T — 20 Bl H1)5H
AT S A AR SR FE LN R e - A5 2 - 2 DL 2B /7= (Ex-post Approach) 2
iy & LA (YA SR T T

HE - EOEESFEERNEER LT - FREEARS - DIBOA LR A S
TEA ZRA#E (Keller, 1993) o {EMMMERSH A - ATDUEE A A GLEERL » A7 HEL Al
R EBEEIHE S LF  HIEHBEE AR - SEREEE B & AU B B
T2+ 2 (PR S0 2% 1717 M B 5% it e Py T i WAL ARE 1Y TE T 15 Rk SR8 K175 & (Henderson,
Tacobucci, & Calder, 1998) © K|t » BEA SRS AR E MAY B - A il g B2 PP
SRRSO - RORAEIHE R L S5 b AT 8T 2 o W & B e e AR - N Em2 T
JEK, T B AR S T A T REAS PR (Czellar, 2003) © JRE[ - SLfERAE (AT HE[E]HE 22 AR (e B
95 T B BT A AU (Forward Effect) @ DAK {6 3T 22 it 2 22 B L R 12 TR 2021
(Backward Effect) (Milberg, Park, & McCarthy, 1997; Balachander & Ghose, 2003) * Ty
THE YN (Reciprocal Spillover Effects) © [AlIFt » 75 BE[F] iy & i R AL (R T 142 W9 =&
SR B RS IO DA PR » i mT AR Ry b A (SR IR T - T LS REE — P {2 IH &
F AL ARG - B Al oM kR H BTRY SR IEEL G5 TH - Ry H AR Bl T R AR A
S5 (Platform) (Krishnan, 1996) °

R bt - ASHEFERF L S R AR B RG » PRETEE SR ) T AR R LR SR R -
F T EISLREE ) B TSR AR SRS SR - BN EE B H R T T CE B AR EH Y -
TEMFZE )71 E » H KK John et al. (2006) Fff 8% & 2 b & & (Brand Concept Maps 3
BCM) i A MR AE RS PRET » 5 A H A Pl AE (R T RF bR B B PR AL (R R B e
Fe RR bR E ZE (R 2 T bR+ R o [ SRR AR N R B i < B2 [A] - (EIH B B ARSI
e DIEEREIBL P E H AR o KRl - R ZR 2 FE H B R © (1) 20{AT{E AL R AL (AT 7%
PRV B R AR o B e e - S O R ) S A2 R R SRR S R Ty o i S PR A B B2 T
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[H 2 (2) i L i E RS 75 v DAR2 B {87 F B AL R B S L R SR WS B - 45 B AT DA S g
SLZE R A N B A R - DURCEHR R M B R IR S B TR EE 2%
K2

]

& UROE

=~ iR E B (R 2 i

rihE AL (AR FE A FH E R R LR 54 00 - A TR S A (Product Class)
T E R A EA A LA AT A s o A BT E L RS [ R RS
W T EH B Z IR IR (Aaker & Keller, 1990) o fifsfRAE {75 20— % AT 43 i A 4R
(Farquhar, 1989) : (1) FELARAE(#H (Line Extension) : 772 ok i FIER A SL Rt A HT i35
b - (B EIRA R ESFERHE 5 (2) fWJEAE{H (Category Extension) : #Tjz i FHER A T
P AN FIRYZE SRR R © B AR A 2 T EEH B BIE R TS MER - AT TS E
b MRERS TSR O] 93k - HEH B S AR ZE ALY [A) L ZE{Hf (Upward Line Extension) °
ERLHE B (AR EE i Y[R N 4EfH (Downward Line Extension) o %5 (& ZE{H Y 7 [F) 2K
B AT 53 Ry 7K SEAE (e FE ELAE A« 7K SEAE (R FE I CLAIR AL i E A AT A a2 =
AHRBEE S E R T B E L o TR E AL - FRRY R EHFE R E SFER - DL
AR BB R BN ] G E A HE BT i (Keller & Aaker, 1992) ©

LR S PR TR 2 RG> Kotler B Armstrong (2008) DA T St | B T & 48R
ZHEHE - R0 THERFRES ) B T HEBRHET ) ZREE 0 BRH 2 X2 BYALIEEE R SR AR R
53 B R B R LR IR A R T E SRR o (S ERE Sh R R R 2 L
Az T o B AFTRY SRR E ER . T 2 anhE o DU R TR S
TEFTHIE AR Z " Hrinhg - FERETE E AR  BEA = (1) #
T AL - (2) B ELE LEER (3) A ST an B A MR (Keller, 2008) o HAH » 27
BN SRAE {R  11 58 =R N Bl AL (Sub-brand) RIS o HEHY TFTALER , ZFEHE
HEIRIRERFy T BILE W HEAHT B AR ~ (ARMRpEHTHIFE Y7 (Offering) ~ AEFRFERE
B & HYH S (Bond) ~ DUERER BGRA B S 1 92 (Aaker, 2004) < 57538 T G AR |
KA BT E AR A o H O SR S R AEARE A L A P B A ISR B SR R
nn'E R AN EL Y G EE - WA B A — B =Rk 2 L EY R R (Aaker & Keller,
1990) ; {HH T B m bRy — HL A AL (R B - R e & s AR R SR i 1E v ~ LRI
SRR » [Fl—Edm iR R B F =28k (Cannibalization) ~ DA ESEEH
L@ MERIREE - DIER - —(EEEZEHEHEH T ISR - JREDRS & RhiL i Bl 44
- Pt AH Bk BY A bl R 44 (Composite Name) ( #9211 Courtyard by Marriott, Ultra by
BMW) 21— ER T ] DA E 2 5 {8 o Ah A 28 i R AR 2 B O RN R HYRHUR,
FE DAPR At — {8 FE A AR E B2 5 1 O R HL B R R R BB 45 B - B R e R —
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%A R (Subtype) (Sujan & Bettman, 1989) » 1 0] DURKH B G S 44 084S » PR
BHAFA fHRR AR ME & B BB (Kirmani, Sood, & Bridges, 1999) © Milberg et al. (1997)
HOTFFCEN R » & LA (e i rs N — B - i Gm 2 BB A BEA L 4 BRI L R Y
AEAR - FIERIFHEE T - (B (i Fe e — B0 - BB A Sh R Y {f
oA R R RCR - (B R RS R AT DU IR Sk oR iR R

2 R

Aaker (1991) EZEiLHE#AE (Brand Associations) £y " EECIE T ERH AR R EL MRy
—U)EY) - BIAIEEREIZEE %5 (McDonald) @ Bt AJRERAEEI R & R0 « DU INEZ Ry TS
W FE ~ BEEEE  BFRIARTS » & EHFIRIERE (Symbol) 5 - Keller (1993) HIERA
(R ER Y BRI E R SO B 2 (Associative Network Memory Model) {505y i A8 i 25 5
FHE - LB R EHEREL (Node) BLELSHE (Connecting Link) FT#HARHIMEES (Network)
» HETBE T AN EME S (Concept) » THEAGIRICFE S N aME S HOERS R -

A& R ERC MRS N - N EmE L RERY ~ TERY ~ RS ~ B2
HAk#% (Contextual in Nature) (At » SHERBHERE R T HE B RCIEMRSH - BLR

FREAERHEAS A ENETE - WREM TR ERE , -
(— ) SR B A8 B 04 B 4% 45 1£ (Characteristics)

Keller (1993) Fakam A8 M A B R MR 50 BB AR R 58 5 ~ AR R =47 ~ Bl
WABR R - SOEHHE & H R RS L S - e R E A B IR SRS -
ZETE{LENE (Activate) R]RFERE AP FEEHYAN A IGEE - 378 S S B = AL 2] H e AH
HASHUETRE - EEGIE(LEI R o EAERY R A o RIS P B s R A -
Krishnan (1996) HIDUHFERERARAYELE (Number of Associations) ~ HARHY IE & EFE
(Valence of Associations) * BifEFUM 74 (Uniqueness of Associations) ~ ELEAE A
(Origin of Associations) S 4 2K Gl FL A ML RE s U2 2 - 5T WO E R %% -
LIRS E - MEAER AT RE e AR I MRS IERCR - ([Eatan i s
M5 - BERE EE SR T+ 587 BER IR AR E & HFHEEHE S R IE
TNMEFRTHEEE XM E TR, - W] aEE RN = A E N
DHIBEAN A B BRI - #EAR AT L R Oy R A R L Y - (HER AT T
HFNHFEE— R RS - D2 ERYIP S (Broniarczyk & Alba, 1994; Farquhar,
1989) ; fxf% - FHmBEEASHEE IRNEHE SN EESE - B802 T EAHE - Lk
7t B 15 o Krishnan (1996) R b 5t PO 5 14 1 iy & i Fy ol 1 RE 2k 79 22 [T $5 15

(Indicator) °
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[EAR » Krishnan (1996) 715 H SRR L0 8 SRR IR (EIS DR - a0lE] 1
Fiizs - Bt Tl AL EERAE (Primary Brand Associations) £ W £8 2% i 18
(Secondary Associations) A] ARG SRR | JREIA] I HE A E M58 b g
o BIBEE SR B RIS REAETRAE BTG B an i - (HRIERKEBHEE S HX
AERHEHE BRI RS BB - (B LR ] DI HE &
ER RIS E B R - IRIRZ SRR B A &tk - st e A A
Bl - $RE—FRIEE S —T7 - HENEE =AY AR XUE (Third-order Effect) & & #55
28 L AR AT A — i - BOR R A AR RE HE AR R -

. B8R & R =
RAREAR BAR ESE 2 1 " -
o o (Interconnectivity of
(Secondary Associations) (Resonance of Associations)

Associations)

Brand A Brand A
° .

1 mEEIEERIRA R T IE
BRI © fE%EEIE B Krishnan (1996)

40

(=) So R A8 8L 50 ne € 4

Aaker (1991) 38 5 7£ % 2 WY Bk A8 o - 35 82K H 53 #H (Grouping) I I 7 & &
(Meaning) * FLECRTHE & HR AL BRIGLEZ S © BIANZE S5 MkER % - BrlieR
—H L N BEAIAAE - —fHEE AR A RARIBAAR ~ B — B E SE R - HE
an R E AL R AU B ER LR - NI B R BB E B SO IR s - RN R B AR Y
—HHFFE &R - T HHAEEY H Bt 2 B A i s S S 2 H & S SRS (Aaker
& Myers, 1987) « {K[tL » Keller (1993) EFMmbP Sk " IHE B H GBI - &%
PR EFEAERNEEE LRSI ) Aaker (1991) P8 —(EIFHIMLES - 5
P A HEA B na A L R AR S R - LR S A B R R R AL AR A R T 0 A
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5

HEE LR —EBRALE o Bt UM A bR e (LSRN - BIFE R A e
G H B HRATRESN - [FfAY > Faircloth ~ Capella B2 Alford (2001) 525 kRE m LLFE
FH AR AR 4% (Manipulate) » 8 SR E G2 - R E B S B REE (A H &
# o BERRE T A R R AN AL R 52 - DA bk R s
(=) =MBRgCFEHE B sE

John et al. (2006) Fi5HEZERESTFRC R [FIHIE B # oL B B S H S — B G
By S BRI G207 20 WUERHE B H L R 2 AR - DAL Ry R
OER— (R E - 2R R RE R AN ERRESS - SRKIF—(EEE R A Z BRI
PR o b B HE (A W e — (I A v B2 S A SR A SRR R 1R+ 7 A [ (5 B B &
L AT AR Y B B ARG DR ATRE L AT B B R AR NG A T RS LR
A EE B TE AR - B 2 B G B A R AR E AL - anEE &R - E T
Aoy A FHEL LA R = B 2 R » (e R ETAT IR L AL B (B 5 2 -

/

\

=~ {2 (Brand concept)

rn S R FE R T B B RV EARTE K (ThREtE ~ SREMERIRE R ) B R PTE
$52 Y A ) — I8 L R B2 3% (Park, Jaworski, & Maclnnis, 1986) o —{lE A THREME &Y L8 -
FoNEHER R EME A ERIRTE - —(EBE REM SR - R EREREHE S
WIEE R B ot ~ AmEENL ~ BriSiR e IR <K M—(E A ke ®
HYRR - RN ERET R TH B B NTE A RS KT R Z R R FE 3K (Park et al., 1986) ©
rnfREE S R R - Al DU Bt =FH & & TR oKaH & - FRra R DUP BCE (73R - A
MPEEEENENSEIE S - B SESE— el 5% (1) TIREE A ALk
#f:& (Function-oriented Brand Concept) * F27~JH & & B A A B 03 fF = 2 g il
FENMTAUEEE R 5 (2) B E A YRS (Prestige-oriented Brand Concept) * FEx B
rm A R AR E PR AR A H E BB B B S EP &2 (Park et al., 1991) -

et S IR - ] RE R IR B R — LR pAY i SR MR & PP 28 HE L R R A Y
HESR (P10 - whE s ) - DURAEREREE & E LE LT EHEGEEERVE
J7 (B4 - Lexus B TIBER5E3E » STFHTR ) ) (Park et al., 1991) o 3538 SRS 7T LU
FEnEHEE DHIPRCERL - B EEAHE ZESSE TR E M E AR (Park et al.,
1986) * ATLA » BIMEE Al it ke eI — L2 2 AL g R BV AE _EAFF AL - (B Rdh
LSRG - BLE (SR B EEE & DB E R A EHE A FrANE -
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2 - BiaGiEa M EHERRESERHEZENEE
— ~ IHEH RN P 832

LG SR N LAY (Mental Model) 4387 EL B Z EFITEAR MR AT By ~ i &2 »
Tt ERES 2~ BEHESC » EPUAZEEE M (Carley & Palmquist, 1992) » H 2505
2 Bl R S F B 5R ZF SCARE L (Written and Spoken Texts) » 26 HY H H A Ay A5
e Dl E T 28 - FELAPRET N TR O ERAIE S (Concept) K H 2 Y
#5H#E (Structure) BEFA(A] o Carley Eil Palmquist (1992) FiR - @A TRl A i
ETRBI PR TR B Em B R BB Ry (1) B AR (88 N R BB R RZE - (2) BE S B
EHEH AR RS - JREL AR A DIER FEERA A B K EE R B R BIE T B K 28 - (3)
N AT T R B S UGS (Networks of Concepts) * (4) (E—{EHE & E A RS R E TS
WA F E ELEE R VA R A Fh e S R R R AR 2K AR - 1 L (5) (E— (B S A =/
it & R A EL R {E #E FO R AU B A SRR E A 1 2R - WIE— B S AR
(Universal Sense) © At - —f& M5 » LERIE—MHEEEAGHS (Semantic Structure) -
B FE PR (Verbal Statements) DA 8 (L A1 2 B ARFRAHE S R AR BLRRALR -
ERAUE 53T T RAGR 4 0 Carley (1984) £2H PU{ERETHE » 535152 (1) /517 (Directionality)
B ECEE ] ;5 (2) RE (Strength) 5 (3) f25E (Sign) » RIFHE A MBI DAL 4) B
(Meaning) * FH LARZE BA (REYHIRE (Type)

VRS S3AT E FHAEAT 8H S L R R B B IR A S (Cognitive Structure) » B
FEF'E[E (Perceptual Mapping) (Shocker & Srinivasan, 1979; Green, Carmone, & Smith,
1988) = Henderson et al. (1998) f#ItAE 537 /7 =0 R #8%& 73 (Network Method) » 5 £
FHZR I 72 1H B2 & 5 T R R AE A ARG - BR 55T 38 SEAS RS R I B IR PR At S ek 2
TG LT RS o MFTLE LT o BREE R E N RV R e A T A A
no B PR I B BB - DUBERIRY 5 =N 23 - (€ R ERETELR2 B 10 {8 BA TR L R e
HURERE » 3 BB iR 1% (Branded Feature) » =755k (Driver Brand) » ALRERTEEEME
W e g ~ S E I A8 (Cannibalization) ~ ALFEFE[E] (Brand Parity) ~ ShfEARREE © GhpH
RBE ~ HEHEE 25 (Counter-brand) ~ Bl FRIEE -

T PR AR S B 2R

A FEI R S T 2R Ty R AnARIE) T A (R R T 2 S AR R R (R AE
{HRITR & AL B A IR o - RO BTSRRI RS T - PRAT Sk a M AE (R 2 S
AERE B (81 SR ARRE - JREAE (TR IH S & SR A s A & 2 L - 2008 2 FTss -
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SIEE 52

A Mg 1. E—E ShEHE 1. GREHEE A R T
o BB am st 2. BaBlys JEBaRY
o BAEAR EREEME 3. MERIINETR
o AR HHAERYREE (Spillover Effects)

2. E—ERIARY AR B —HRiA(Forward) Ny e
EEHE vs. 14[E)
B SRR AL {8 2 A R 3. BRhEEE—EHE (Reciprocal)
o kg BAEL AR BB EE AR 4. SREEERAR
o Bk ZEEERARE N SRR 2

2 DB

(—) #EHAR

HR M EIRIEAAER - EEE TR IIRE (Pattern) » JRE[ISL R R FATAUAS
FERALR - AWTFE2% Carley (1984) HHVLETEAIN T RERERAGR 4 AU - SRATH AR
1A~ 5B E — (RS TE » I L Krishnan (1996) S eI AR R B (R HE A ARG 28 4
A BEENE ~ B2 — B AER KRAR SF =R 1 - R R B R E - DA
Fe Keller (1993) HYBREGREL - {F R AW e Ry BFaRAVBEmELRE - Rl —fZA0E -
FE AR FEAE R 7 M7 52 1 B A SRR A (PR RS - BT DAAS S SRR AR B =y P R AR A
A EFERR 5 [RIIF - IR A RER I AR B 2 SR 5 S A IR AR N A 1T LU - BORAS
P9 A et R B R B R R 1 - (R A SRR TR R DAB R H B RO =R RN
ThR L TR TRy —RERER 95, o BREEE JTHE - A RS R S
HIBEE E 2 - BR T FoR A B R A R B - R R AL R T RE
PEREE  FTLA - ARWTFE SR E AL IRIA) T AL (LR R BAE AT - ESu @ st BB
R AT S — R SRR T BRI ,  TAHARREN: ) B T RERRE , - K
F— W RE IR E - AR (E R R AURE TS - OSSR Z [ - 2B

" R B R B T i RE BRI L -
(=) ZEiaE

LT e

WERVERHTF TR - & SRR R EELASEERE (Clusters) ZREH - RREMER
FHIFEIAIREAIEFE A - PRI LS £ —#E (Anderson, 1983; Barsalou, 1983) ° [FtHh »
B ORI SR - FTRERYAL R S o] A —(E O % W18 (Mental Schema) ZRHRfiE -
B FHIHE RO R T 25 S AR AR A B S R Y — RS (Anderson, 1983;
Morrin, 1999) « kit » AWFSRER » &b E TR AN NS (IRENEES ) B
B TR © () B R&ZOFE » ) It EEMEAEREME - B Q) EifmEE k
FRRE > HIHEAHH & AR & T i R A& © Park et al. (1991) BURFFEEH » £F 5L R B AE {f

93

2012/12/20 T4 02:43:10 (



VA S R A 1B AT IR A e i @) R AR AR SR R ¢ AR S MR AL A 0 B 15 AR

AL feft

TEuk/E

mifZ I R L R SR B R B i A2 (JREN 2 — 2t ) - HR A
HIEHE B EER - —iRIME @ B E ARS8 a5 A B ah RS A
SRR S o DAEHA T AE e 2 R K HHE [ Y 2E LAl A R S A B B i LR
T o

2. 1A (Typicality) vs. JEHLHY (Atypicality)

nnl AR UK R AL - AEIHE LR T AL 2L ) (Brand Schema) YA -
FIT A TR A 2 i B 7 B P ) e PR AT B LA (Sujan & Bettman, 1989) » {EU2 » & %
figg 2] B FE A SR A0 AN — WY& N (Incongruent Information) BF » JHE & ARG E i H A H
HY A 22 © Weber B Crocker (1983) 42 Hi = s U 2 o3 Ay H B 2 L R O A Z2 401 {e]
P B — B R4 FE B (Subtyping Model) » 5 AR 28 JE #1 HU 59 51 7 (Atypical
Instances) i 28 (91| &M IG B RE Ry FEAE AR EAY (Subtype) @ #EH B CHI—HHE &G
W EE EEAERYGHREE R 53-B 5 58 R R GRS (Bookkeeping Model) » 78 Ry T — 1l
FrEfUE Y B A & SR A B i g - R LR E B S R I A B - (HE2E R
HAYFE A E AR A 2SI - b W R L R B AR R B 1E 5 = MR R A
(Conversion Model) » 7854 A MEHYFEHLAIF] T~ (Extremely Atypical Instances) Hi¥R
W e A O S R B A AR D A RO - A R A HE SR 2O RE - Rl R
SR S o BRI S EAR SR o R E bRl RI AR A ER] o fan - 2nfE]
KAk s FERE AL A HERR » Romeo (1991) BRZZE] » UG TR IR B Y L BAE (R Ay - HH ERLER
HE A M E R A — B E R - A E A SRR - [MAE Loken B
John (1993) HYMFZEML - FHAEMFEREFr R EJei 2 HIE 2 HE N E S - & H
R AR IR T - RfGR LGS 2 & R Al - B3R A MEURAFAE » Rl Ry
FLMRE R HERR -

3. THAE YNGR (Spillover Effects)

PEAE Y Na R 53 Ry Rl R B2 7] B RIAYYMNE R (Forward Spillover Effect) f5H/E
HEEWIRER « JRAFECRNFRE BF AL SN s BRS B8 28 A {2 AL BRI, - TR MY Y
U (Reciprocal Spillover Effect) BISEFEIE AL (1% MLk Mg B A% 88 22 KRR R0ER: -
Balachander £ Ghose (2003) HIMF4E82 3R » DAY LR AE (Hf BAA TE BRI R A YN@ R
{HATAIFYNGESERANZHEE - KRR - IRIZRFHERS 3R (Associated Network Theory)
HOHERR - IHE LG B A B 25 WA L O AR A 2 kS 3 A A (R AL R BT 5 AR
AV B B 5 B A (R L R A 5 B A L L R B R By e S A RE LRV EC TR - RS2 R
HERA BB L A L O RS S 22 i 4E (Umbrella Brand) (Farquhar, Herr, & Fazio,
1990; Morrin, 1999) » Agt A5 8 5e #LEL# & 1Y LR AE o TLAN - fRIZ R R 5w
(Spreading Activation Theory) (Anderson, 1983) » & M2 & 5L 1B HH B AR AE A B Hh 252
EIEERS - HANRAE AR R B BT RS B B B P s gl m s IR - ghEr s
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(Activation) * [f E-HREEN Y rT RENE AU iR £ 85 [EI RO A5 58 R T 7E -
4. B (Brand-specific Associations)

nnl SRR - {5 Z B2 AR LERE R AL A B HL s T2 BB M BH 7 (MacInnis
& Nakamoto, 1990) « 5 T A" B jH & 5 1 B e P SR Y B B0 F sl A P da sy » AT 8 AR
BERYTY (Myers & Alpert, 1968) ° Broniarczyk il Alba (1994) 15 i it 25 B Bt AR A - F A
anRRAE R ERET - F8 R R AR I (B (E & N (R B P et 2 et ) A = SR A 2 A
[RS8 - DRI » e o o o Wt B A (v ) 2 i S B AE BRI RSY S o 3B B A (i e
HAFIEGEHE o
(Z) Shee T ik fb 2 kA

RIS FEARMETIHE B S i m NI FHE - (E DL E sk 23 H LA
SRR AN AL R LR B S - BT DA R kR A N e (e R R AT R & 4
BURES T DURE SO Y VEAE FTRETE » Horf - ALl B PR AR FRE G H S AR R A T A
{ifilF (Keller, 2008) » ARy » LR AL (S AL [F]— A St dE I R - FHEHTE AN [F LA ]
HISRERAE (- B2 H (Reddy et al., 1994) ° [AIF » DRIAHF AR AU SRR A T ZE (R
RAE S A (6 T R B B i he - H - S H Rt A BBy TG & & (7RBIRE By B R
55 )+ DURHE o0 BB 50 SRR i R A4 TR 428 iR i 12 AR Y B T U - LI - AR SE R
FTHYIA) N E A R B E AR 5 2 AR LR S O~ DUR TR 7 RE R 00 R R A ke
HIEaHFE=J7H -

£2 - s nsaRst

- WSETHRBL L

ARFFERA John et al. (2006) FFF%.2 SIS R BN ZE: - JEA B AR
Bl - FELRAIENARESE - DRGSR ORI - S5 RTEE -
1. IR

BB RER 2 S E - B RRE E S AP0 b
TBH RS EARTFAA TI R RSE (TE 5 S T BRI AR 4 2 - DR
BRI+ R BT S (B AR T B AP 2 - I BOR R TED b
% WAEER S - EBT AR 10 (B23% - YRR aBHEFER - DL
S R 4655 By TE R SR A+ I 5 (2 BRI 1 20 (AR -
2. A BUBHREAHEA E)

GERTHI - AL AR R - HRESIE =B 3 1 R BB A SRl
WEE L 2% - BB BT AR - TR -
3. Bk A

SERRAE AR AR R HE % - ZRIERR AFIIRR - DINUS Ik B e 2 — 2k
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KRG R A R -

4. 1E5CEGER

FRE PR ALY 20 (EHHAEEESR - SaF2d & rl DUE oE Bt El R Ry A - Y%ﬁ
FATHRINE CHBESEZRHRE b - 85 - X5 REmEEANAaEdkE - &
HA A A 2 TR B AR M5y I DABEAR ~ iR R — H R FRIFE R R - S
fRrT DU BB RE AR B B B R 58 -t n] DU I AE B A B 5 R s -
5. FE BN SR R AR e

RIEZ 5 ERVERETTIRAG  STEAER - RS — 12 DB AE R H 5 B2 — [
A8 PGB A R S AR A R ] -

T~ AR R I R T R
(—)FE @Rl sAmEsE  RIESEZHEO LB AE Lo EHETT

ZEES T
1. B A FTE B e AR GG R - (i R A B
2. W AEEE FR DA [F Bl RE Y Sl B o o 42 i B L Ath B AR R s A 1 B

3. HF—(EBEAEE SRR R E _ERRTERIALE - MR — T RN R A E
B A — YRR
4. FEGHEIHP B ERGESE DRSS RAOERSE RIS - SRR
TS B L R AR [ B T I AR A TR T » 35 H AT 5 BT LR 5% >
BHEER2ZEE - AT LU -
(=) BEATR SRS E
< John et al. (2006) Al E B Al - fE S/ KA SIS R - 2022 1 B~ A F A

96

W 1213-AKEFF-41Z.indd 96 2012/12/20 T4 02:43:11 (



W 1213-BKEFF-41L indd 97

2= ﬁ% %23 A% 14

®1 ARNEEBSEERAL

R HIE 1881
1EERDS  BEESAY - SSHABZREE 50% L o
heR AR 2 EEf) - BARHIRAORBIAE 50% LU - {8 E MRS AEA0 B B AR ZH SR

HEE  FESHIRIARFE 45%~49% ©
2. EEFE—E FRERIWELER - B EARRMEE 50% Lk -

HOMmAREE  RoBAEEUAE - EE#K (Superordinate ) BYEFRE XEELL T EfK (Subordinate )
OB IS o

3. FEEROM  BHEIRAVER - P BRI AS R B FT Y R A AR Y B AR BR AR AR AL FRRREEIT 2
18R BRENAERHTEL

- BRITRAFTHIFEAVEARERE KB =R A -
- RESENEFFVRAVE B AT A RARAR -
4. FEIFD  HBABIRRYSAR - BRRZD RAREAREAS o

HABAR - A B E MR B B B TS RS -
5. SHEESN  BSHMERTY - SERAERSELEY « BN S TRRNRE - REE—
= % SEAEA0E AR - $RP0R A HOT5 O RREE o

EFHIAR : John et al. (2006)

=~ WS

AR TR A L I 0 Y 2 ER AL R Prada FTHEH Y T ETEEER  Miu Miu 0 PAR
Giorgio Armani ZE{HfHY " B, Armani Exchange (A/E) fift9t¥i 5 » FEHE G
PO SR R A AR IR A SE R FER N R SRR R B R S - HEZE 2 IR R R A AR o
AR B AARE By - JHE S O AR E R A A HE R - K - HanEEE
FA S B R P E L ELAAAS » FE T SRR AR R N o EREEE 28 Y 2 1l 1m) B B E Y
FNZS (Krishnan, 1996)  [L4) » Monga B John (2010) 7538 FH 12 3 1Y B RS BEE T
fhfREE M (Brand Elastic) FYRFZEHfEH » SHATHAERL AR (Functional Brand) M5 @ ¥
RS A FEE JERS (Holistic Thinking) HTHEEF - HHAE BLERERY fERAE {41 (Distant
Extension) ZFHE » & LT AUESEJEAS (Analytic Thinking) #HBERIE ; KIMER
AL (Prestige Brand) 2 fMRAE(HEHE - 18 A fE ARSI HE EIR A AR -
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A ~ tHRIEREADHT

— ~ ZEEAER

AT ILFHRT 63 (125G E - Hp 28 1514 » 2k 35 A - R R4
WFgeAE - Hhg 3 (7 LR BB/ ME o $2 Prada » B 21 (238 B IR E PR
15 (74 » 20 (IS HEE » 7 (772 B b AR 5 Miu Miu G 18 (7 # R MR IR 2%
20 (7RG - 17 (IHGEESE - 8 (7R P 5 Giorgio Armani 5 23 A7EFAGHRRIEE 2% - 29
(L > 6 (WM& RS » 5 272 5% © Armani Exchange & 15 {7 $ A BRIEE 20& - 22
(7 » 23 (HREEE - 3 (7R B o AT U (E SL RIS B~ 8 - T A
HAR B Z 55 R P A R AR MR H LR - AL A E 55 a2 kR
FiTit . 25 @l 2 32300 - BRI AT RE E 2852 35 B Y an R SAg A AT & - 13k 2 2%

H oo
x2 ZAEREABEERIE
HEE - - . .

o IEEHE #E BSEZE L AL kg JREEE L AR RE
[=[=}

Prada 21 15 20 7
Miu Miu 18 20 17 8
Giorgio Armani 23 29 6 5
Armani Exchange 15 22 23 3

—~ ~ Prada Bl Miu Miu shRREE ] 2 JE B il L
( — ) Prada ser# i & H

FREIFR 1 AU RS S & el g SRR A » R R AR s R BT i i P 15 2 A o
AR AR E R 3 0 A& H Prada BYSEEBESE - RUE 3 - Hep o BLOBHEIL 10 (F
FERZ AR SE 8 {1 5 BERSHY SRR IR - K220 TR - (EH —AHEA R — R
FRB R AN
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Prada ‘ ]
| e
I
@ =
e \\
| = ARt
) s aEw

|=F==3
=

B 3 Prada B9MEEBSE (5 @ EFERKIEZ OB )

AW FER I T2 ET Prada SLRAM N E - B2 Prada BRFGHYSE — BRI P I
e E BRI - 1 ELAR I R B A A S B RS 1 - B B R BB — g ARy
KRR - B BB R BN TR ) BGRRIBREE o {1 - BRFY T BvE ) AOZGRIBRR A
H3E - RE3FR -

AW

xR 3 Prada & SEEZE

HEEE FRhE AR
BAE AR E Rt AR (58 ) BE (58 ) KB ()

Mg (B —EHE ) AR (58 ) BE (58 ) KB ()
A% (58) > (RS (P ) > BEE () HHEEWE (F) -

B A (6
BRI AR EAR 5 ©) Rtk (Fh) > EMEEEE ()
S8 (3) R () B () EBE(F)

5 ¢ RN RYSR AR S5 Z R B P AV EAE SR - FH BB RN IR EARE -
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( =) Miu Miu & et A Bl

FEEHZR 1 BN LR A SRR A - Sk A SE RS 2K BT o e P 15 H o2 A% L R AR
IR E Ry 4 #8H Miu Miu B SR REEE SR - R 4 - HA o BOHESE 8 {F -
FERZ LR 7 (] 5 BEESHY L ERER R - R ED TR - (8 iERE R
FRBRE RS

4 Miu Miu mEEESE (5 ERIERRIEZOEE )

AT ZER i B2 T Miu Miu SLEREESE - B Miu Miu BRSO 55 — AR
BREE - " N BEEAEEE o 77 H AR AR b A A S EL B
iR 2R B —ERRR IR E T - RZPETRER TOREE TN
2Z N 3 BYZRARITEAE 3 (8 > HACZRAR T8 ) BZGHRBIE 2 (8 > s R2RR T Al
KRR IEERS 1 (8 > "3 4 Fr -
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F4 MiuMiu REEESERZE
wRIEE e
MR E RAE IS (38) T () ML () BIE () F8E ()
MR (E—BHAE ) YW (38) W () N&LA () BIE () F8E ()
BFEE (3) BFEE (58 ) 28 (Fh) HE ()
E—— /J\a‘f)\ 3) SEB () %iﬂ (FR) " 1R (58)
FE (2) BFEE (P ) BRI (55)

AlE (1) fHEZ ()
5 1 B ARYSR AR S5 R R R BOEAE SR E - IRMABF R AR ANHE -

( =) Prada # Miu Miu &R 5t A8 rb 5 2 25

Fb#% Prada Bl Miu Miu SRR Y SRS E - #84 H RV — RS B A
HREME - BEGERENSE - R RSB ST - (B2 - fEIISREESTE
A > fFE Prada DAFTHLRE Miu Miu 0Rs[A) NERZ BAY - B T S SIEYE o
R#RRE

= ~ Giorgio Armani Bl Armani Exchange [R5 % & Bl 2 T Bk Bl Eb it
( — ) Giorgio Armani &= #E &

FEERZR 1 B RS B AG SR - S kA EE RS K BT o i P 15 W2 A% R AE
R ZAREIEE By 3 » #8H Giorgio Armani BYanRBE R E - RE 5 - Heh o #2080 #E
16 & - FEFRZ BRI 4 {1 ; BEESHY MR AERE - RSP TR - (EH —HE
— AR - FoRB R E AN -

mm
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Glorglo
Armani

5 Giorgio Armani @EEHIEE ( 5 © ERERRIERZ OIS )

WA TRl EFERER2 BT Giorgio Armani dufRHE & E - Bd Giorgio Armani Y
B Bt - Bk e B BEECH - BRT TERAMAE, 4h 0 H
E AR LA A B RE N - 2EnB R R AR T E - BT RARR Rk
BB 2B T HVE 5 BGRIRAEAE 5 (@ - HOZEN T Bt E , K
BB 4 (F - BRI T B BREEEE 3 [F - KRR THAR L B9
RAEER 1 (8 - "Z 5 Fr -

& 5 Giorgio Armani k&S E

p—— RHEHE
SRR E AR LSRR (3) BHEL (38) - 8 (R ) BAF ()
MR T SRR (3) - B (38) - B8 (B) AR (R)  BAF ()
(B )

we o) Zii;;’ﬁﬁ%(ﬂh)’iﬁ&ﬂi(ﬂh)’WJEI(EF')’
% ERARRY TR EGAE EimntE (4) Wi () BB (R) #H(H) BB (H)

S (3)  FEE () RBURENE (R ) P ()

HRE (1) AEE
5 ¢ AP R R R MR AR BB R T AR OB -
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( =) Armani Exchange & %4 & B

FEHFR 1 B9 AR S B SR AT R I A S R BT AR B A 1S H A DR
W EEHIEE Ry 4 » #8HH Armani Exchange HISHRREESE - RE 6 - Hb - #Z05EIE
12 8 - IR LBHERS o ([ ; BERERY LRI - RZ2 2D R - (6 HEEE
— MR - FORBEE R AR E A -

o EME T

Armani
Exchange

6 Armani Exchange @S E (5 - ERIERRIFZ OIS )

AN SR EFEIE2 T Armani Exchange St a[E - B Armani Exchange B
FEHEE —TE R 1 - RS~ BROREE - (& T AR B TR AYBRE R I B AR A
Wi ELBREE - AR AR B Ry R+ AT B2 R S I L R A R RN AR B 2 Rt =
ESLERM SRR rE S — R R EES - ER 2 # - B3 6 ik -
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% 6 Armani Exchange @S B2 ER
HEIEE mhE AR
B4R A & BaE M B () FEE ()

BB gm 2t
(=W )

B (R > FE () (KRB ()

& (2) PRI (R ) v RBAR (R )
E—ERARRY AR EAR FEE (2) BAF () &N ()
AHE (2) B () 'R (5)

£ ¢ FEAAAYSR AR S5 NI AR RIAVEAE SR » FBEBIF RN KRR E -

( =) Giorgio Armani ¥ Armani Exchange & % B 78 bt 5 12 25 B

FE#Z Giorgio Armani 2 Armani Exchange A e & FY SRR S B - 2230 Giorgio
Armani FEE—EHAER T TERARG S BREEMEARENE - BEsSmE RO E R
b FRFEAREMESE A 5 Armani Exchange BYEE— @ AERR T T IRHE L 45 -
B HAEMHORENE - EERERE R EEREIE SRS RS - (B A R
IR 2 - IRENEL R AR AR S o [LAh - /9 A s 2R B - fF & Giorgio
Armani DA Armani Exchange #7ithHCRy [ N E(HZ HAEY - FEME T SR SIEVE o BUER

E
R o

=~ SR I 1S R B R

A B st ] & Y B YRR 5 B (B RUUE » John et al. (2006) FirfE YT
Fohy R i 2 R EHEL LTRSS E - AR L LR SR
[R5 A BA PR BRI E T 7 bt 5 38 B 2%~ YO [ D ) A B B2 = B 2 2 AR
Y o R A [ T A B LU N DB AEE 28 — @ AR~ BlcEiS e s R Ba
2G5 DL AR RIAHRE - BIE A ER - HIRERERHIE John et al. (2006) F2{Hk —f#
Jidke ks - — A B {E R A 22 E H R AR RS T 70% MHEIBERY RIS %
i+ AWSE Prada 5 20 {3 {[E A AR [ B EL AR S FERY & B AR E A 70% AR B AREE
i AHZ=EHY 62% © Miu Miu £y 58% * Giorgio Armani 5 63.7 % * Armani Exchange HI|
Ky 65.3% + SH—TEITE R Lot AR BRI K B/ S AR B AR B - AR oE
#& B Prada J% 63% (377/598) * Miu Miu % 47% (228/488) » Giorgio Armani % 88%
(557/635) ~ Armani Exchange 5 70% (410/584) ° AT LAAKHIFZE T 28 Fe (g VU AR AL R it - [
BT John et al. (2006) A EoR " RESIEIRE =532 AU AER - HBEZ /A5 E
SUAHE S | AUREYE -
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PY ~ e ol i B i i HE i
(—) s Aas g RA

PR o AR SRR EE — AR - B R DIRAR - LR EG A AR
- HoEAEERE R FE - WM IERF X EROEAEZNSEMS - EES
RIS AL (B {5 R T L SR K IRF - Prada 2RV SR T 2K B F|AFKETY S FERF
M Miu Miu BSEEERES DR T B EE - 88 - a1 - FIERIERIR M/ N A S
il Prada HY R & LAY 2 2R [E] (Incongruence) © HR15 Weber B2 Crocker (1983) FiE
AR HESs - & PRy EEL AT 2240 (Extremely Atypical Instances) Ff » & fi/HE &
YA SRR SR RS R - 1 HL - JHE R O SRR SRR - R A
WHAE N R 2% (Activating) HEMIESL (Spreading) ZJFA MEAVEHIERE - DIEINE
BRRAHIING DR EE -

%

U

[ 1)] - ZXRomaTEMERER "HEMm, » LSMEABEAEATY Be) SR A
WEH SR AHE » BIRENIERAE > AR ERMREBEAKRE - F
HE R @R TR e M E AR -

T E ™ 2B {5 A B TEIS B - Giorgio Armani IR &R & & Lt
T B MHALRYZFE AR © Armani Exchange HYH AR & HIRy T (& R ELAEES | - AT, -
AT R SRS - ARSI R LR BHEEIE P o [FIFF - Giorgio Armani 25— &
A TERAURR L BORRIBAE Tl L - BAEfH{% Armani Exchange fif#ES — g AR
B TEE ) fEEE RS A AR - AIHERR fy Armani B HEIGEESRISEHER » #E
FHHE L2 AR (Share Associations) FURE » DU Btk A N AL o [FIRF - AR$2A
FEAR AT RE A BIAH A /NG IR A » Bl SLhE A B i B B =8 - [ErEl
Bhtg YN RS R EAE - RS B A sk E A T 2 (R 2 8 FH Bl LRy 5 /Y -

mj

=

[ 2a] : RASRMZISMBEAR T » £ HAF — BB A6 X8R K58 #E S ik
PRy EEE —RBHAZ Y AZEE LA (Semantic Similarity) @ BI = KA
RARmEEZNBA (Share Associations) » & #1% &) S R oo B
(Activation) * T4 T &|Spe | LR A iR F A id 4k o

Loken Ei John (1993) $5H} » ZE{GLRER PR 32 R AU R A 8 1 e H AR AL Y 5 & [
I E DUE RZRIEERRE - AL - AW FER R S s & P 2 — B BRI N 2 (ZREETES )
BEAETYIRE - () BB OEBHE » ) 12 EGMHEEREME - B Q) #EEmERd
T R - AIEAH SRR NME T E R /oS - e E BT - ATk
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HEE L EIREZME L ELL o« MKIILELZ » /€ Armani Exchange & E 15
H SRR S - R R E ARy rflliéﬁifﬁii—& ] Giorgio Armani HJ7E (7 H Ry T &R
&G it & B IECRIEARR 1 SE S e AL AN E]  EALE AR - ERK
EWTZL{EF'EI’JEEI’J

HR - EE A SR A4 B AE {28 H R R SRR R B [R5 W PR s - H
REEE (Brand Breadth) &30 - (H 5 SRECOR B YL (Broad Brand) (Dawar,
1996) = Boush £ Loken (1991) $5H} » Sl A EE B2 PR IE fR B K54 R P A A8 {2 oL Y
POV E - — (& A SR TERZ iR re f & A R AR AU =+ 110 B P R A2 B i
(Narrow Brand) » H A% {28 it 25 B R 2 S8, » AL - & B0 R R SL iSRG IF - BEAR
A A L= HAE (20 boftanRE 2a 2 HEGR ) - (HEREHEANFESEEN - ]
A BRI L R

(4% 20] @ ZRmbd Tk fmm Talnm, - 3 &mind B AP 8 6 &
SMBAH S ASHR - 2 B (D) RF oS B IR R
MEALT R 0 12 (2) mE A A FOME - Rl GRRA & ike) R R
& (Brand Breadth) ¥&/m °

(=) i RA

nn R AE (R IRF B 26 B A E i R A WO R AL AR AR R ACR. - (HEE B R m a2 1
JiE 2 H—R S - R HEE AR R R B - LR N AR o — EEL AR
HA) 4 e B T 5 B 2 BRI 5 7 AR BRI % mTRE S 2k R L FUR R = 8 L TP 2 Yt
LM&%rN%)A:%%%m%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁmmmmmmwmmm e
T e R (Y (8 - B2 R E R B L [FOF LR R B B I B S ot R i L E B
ETJ‘A%ﬁﬁ/\\Eﬁ%%?&%@[ﬁﬁiﬁyﬁ*ﬁﬂ/ﬁyﬁﬁ (Loken & John, 1993) o 35 LA {2 FECE R [ A
nnhEREELR A B M E AR - R s B BB - UMm@kmuw%thg
B A o B AL AR R M B R AL R (B N — BRE B AR
PRI+ & VH B ATl A B AL (eh oL R R G B TR B B L R R B B R AH EL 2 IR AU (E
Rf > A PLEc N g A A R -

1E Milberg et al. (1997) #5551 FH &Il i el B 122 DAREG Sl MOk A8 (H SR IS AR 5T 1
feHt - B EEEE R REE LA (i - E H AR A RCE AR - R R SRR EHE
e o TLRIECIRMERAHESS - JREN R IR A A A — EBGNERE - BE
FEAFRERRR » AR - & BRI SRS - ARIBR R JE R B A HE R » 0SB [ T fE
i SN — B U R B A T E B A AR - B R L R S 5 B 0 99 LB
IR INER R+ DAEICHA SRR R 2 SR i Rl -
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Reexamining Downward Line Extension Decisions through Brand
Concept Maps: Brand Associations as Measurement Indicators

Je-Sheng Huang, Assistant Professor, Department of International Business, Tamkang University

Wan-Hsin Pan, Master, Department of International Business, Tamkang University

Summary

Previous research has devoted substantial efforts to examining the impact of using an
established brand name on a new product introduction. However, the majority of these works
focus on brand extensions, not product line extensions. In practice, managers often extend
brands to different quality levels within a product category, which may increase sales but risk
diluting brand image. In addition, prior research in line extensions has shown that there are
asymmetric effects of vertical line extensions. That is, higher-quality (i.e., upward) line
extensions have tended to produce responses ranging neutral to positive responses, whereas
lower-quality (i.e., downward) line extensions have produced responses ranging from
negative to positive. Therefore, this article aims to identify the reciprocal spillover effects
between the parent brand and its downward line extension and to re-examine under what
strategic concerns companies launch new products as line extensions or as second brands.

Since brand value resides in the minds of customers, not in the brand itself, brand
associations in consumer memory would be a key component of brand equity and related
brand effects. That is, the set of associations that make up a consumer’s cognitive structure
for a brand name will affect the encoding, storage and utilization of new information about
this brand. Accordingly, the issues of examining the success of line extensions can be studied
by how a consumer’s cognitive structure for a parent brand affects the possible transfer of
associations to the line extension product. Therefore, based on the methodology of Brand
Concept Map (BCM) developed by John et al. (2006), for eliciting brand association
networks from consumers and aggregating individual maps into a consensus map of the
brand, this article takes brand associations as measurement indicators to diagnose the
performance of downward line extensions. This approach characterizes consumers’ mental
models as semantic structures and supports textual comparison both in terms of what
concepts are formed and in terms of what structures of information are presented. By doing
so, it supports both qualitative and quantitative comparisons of the resulting brand
knowledge between consumers’ BCM to parent brand and line extension brand. Furthermore,
it also offers a memory-based explanation for the existence of reciprocal spillover effects on

downward line extension through the associative network theory.
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For diagnosing the effects of downward line extension, this article proposes a
framework which combines the dimensions of relationship analysis in Carley’s mental model
(1984), the characteristics of memory associations in Krishnan’s expanding associative
model (1996), and the measures of brand association strength in Keller’s customer-based
brand equity model (1993). The indicators in this framework include (1) the patterns of
direct associations with brand name, namely, the resonance of associations, the
interconnectivity of associations, and the strength of association, respectively; (2) the
number of secondary associations from its primary associations; and (3) the semantic
relatedness between the primary associations in parent brand’s BCM and secondary
associations in extended brand’s BCM. Furthermore, the analytic dimensions for diagnosing
the brand effects in downward line extensions are as follows: (1) brand concepts; (2)
typicality vs. atypicality; (3) reciprocal spillover effects; (4) brand-specific associations.

Most of current research have focused on attitudes toward hypothetical extensions,
with little work on actual extensions. However, to evaluate how consumers’ cognitive
representations of brands influence the effects of downward line extensions on the original
brand, this study uses actual, rather than fictitious, brands. Two cases illustrates the
examination tasks, i.e., the downward line extensions from Prada to Miu Miu (second brand
name) and from Giorgio Armani to Armani Exchange (A/E) (sub-brand name), respectively.
Thus, the successes of branding strategies for downward line extensions are proposed to be
examined by the contrasts of two brand concept maps between parent brand’s and sub-
brand’s as well as between parent brand’s and second brand’s. As using second brand name,
the results have shown that the pattern of direct associations with its brand name has been
confirmed for either Prada or Miu Miu, and that their representing brand concepts are totally
different, which supports its purpose of downward line extension. Besides, comparing the
two BCMs, there are no exits of reciprocal spillover effects, which means no potential
dilution effects will be caused by Miu Miu. As using sub-brand name, the results have
revealed that the pattern of direct associations with its brand name has been confirmed for
either Giorgio Armani or A/E, and that their representing brand concepts are nearly different,
which supports its purpose of downward line extension. Furthermore, comparing the two
BCMs, there is a semantic relatedness between the primary associations in Giorgio Armani
and secondary associations in A/E, which can be taken as a share association and then be
attributed to the reason of using sub-branding.

Since this article takes brand association as measurement indicator to diagnose the
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performance of downward line extensions, the authors have developed some propositions for
examining its degree of success and for measuring its potential risks of branding strategies in
line extensions. In other words, the evaluation of appropriate degree of line extensions may
thus be determined without consumers making any judgments about a proposed extension;
instead, based on the analysis of cognitive mapping elicited from consumers, association
measures can provide diagnostics to the related brand effects. First, when using second brand
name in downward line extension, if the core brand associations derived from the extension
brand’s BCM are taken as extremely atypical instances with those from the parent brand’s
BCM, the brand concepts will be changed and thus no reciprocal spillover effects
(proposition 1). Second, when using sub-brand name in downward line extension, if there is
at least one semantic relatedness between one of the second brand associations from its
primary associations in parent brand’s BCM and one of the primary associations in extension
brand’s BCM, this connected association can be taken as the share association to lead to
connection with parent brand through the reciprocal spillover effect activated from extension
brand (proposition 2a); furthermore, if the brand positioning formed by brand-specific
associations in extension brand’s BCM is different from the one in parent brand’s BCM and
there is a share association between both two, the brand breadth of parent brand will be
increased (proposition 2b). Third, if the brand concepts derived from the extension brand’s
BCM are extremely atypical attributes or concepts with those from the parent brand’s BCM,
there will be no brand dilution effects, whether or not using second brand or line extension
brand (proposition 3). Finally, compared to sub-branding strategy, if the brand concepts
derived from the second brand’s BCM are extremely atypical concepts with those from the
parent brand’s BCM and its formed brand-specific associations are totally different from
those in parent brand’s BCM, brand cannibalization effects will not occur (proposition 4).

The perspectives adopted in this article are important for the following reasons. First,
the brand extension measures should be diagnostic on areas of improvement for the
subsequent brand extensions. Second, delving into consumer knowledge structures (i.e.,
BCM) can provide measuring information on the potential risks of brand extensions that may
not be captured by past research.

However, there are still some limitations in this study. First, the authors do not elicit the
negative brand associations when asking subjects for doing free associations of a given
brand, which may make the information from BCM not good enough to be the bases of
diagnostics. Second, for the contents of elicited brand associations, this study does not

perform much more deeply semantic analysis to deal with the implicit meaning behind each
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association word, which may ignore the influences of cultural context on the accuracy of
interpretation.

In sum, the present study highlights the contributing role of the structure and pattern of
the brand associations in downward line extension. The proposed diagnostic framework
could apply or extend to the examinations of another brand extensions. For managerial
issues, by measuring these comparisons of BCMs via the metric of indicators, marketers can
identify their appropriate brand or line extension strategies, such as sequential brand or line
extensions (including upward extensions), horizontal band or line extensions, the localization
strategies for global band, and the simulations for developing new brand. In addition, for
measurement issues, since the selected product category in this study is categorized to have
more abstract, symbolic, and emotional brand associations, future studies can choose the

product categories with more functional brand associations in nature as research target.
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