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ABSTRACT
Line extensions have been a basis for strategic growth for
many flrms during the past decade. The viability of line extensions
largely depends on how consumers perceive the new features of the
extensions. This study examined how consumers differ in their
evaluations of original products and line extensions in terms of
behavioralcharacteristics, using an individual-level conjoint analysis. Of particular interest was to compare and contrast the effects
of consumer characteristics on evaluations of line extensions with
those of brand extensions. A within-subjects conjoint experiment
was conducted which involved rankings of full profiles of original
products and line extensions. The results showed that subjects'
evaluations of the new features of line extensions were influenced
by three behavioral factors: perceived brand strength, perceived
typicality, and product usage. Theoretical and managerial implications of the results are discussed.

INTRODUCTION
Launching a new product is a risky endeavor because of the
high costs of introduction and the low probability of success. One
increasingly popular strategy for lowering the costs and improving
the odds is to extend a well-known brand name to a new product.
The use of existing brand names involves at least two strategic
options: line and brand extensions (Aaker and Keller 1990;
Farquhar 1989; Tauber 1981). Line extensions occur when the
original brand name is extended by modifying features (such as
flavors, sizes, or varieties) within the existing product category
(e.g.. Diet Pepsi or Liquid Tide), whereas brand extensions take
place when the brand name is used to enter a completely different
product category (e.g., Clorox laundry detergent or Zenith computers). Thus, these two strategies, although conceptually related, are
quite different from each other and are expected to work in different
ways.
Line extensions, the focus of the present study, are prevalent
in the marketplace. According to Gorman's New Product News,
6,125 new products were accepted by groceries in the first five
months of 1991. Of these, 89% were line extensions, 6% were
brand extensions, and only 5% bore new brand names (Dornblaser
1992). From a company's point of view, it may be less risky and
costly to use an existing brand name in introducing a new product
with relatively minor changes. Although intuitively appealing and
widely used, this line extension strategy does not necessarily
guarantee success. Another study conducted by the A^fociar/o/to/
National Advertisers reports that 27% of line extensions fail (ANA
1984). As an example, in 1993, PepsiCo, intioduccd Crystal Pepsi,
a clear cola with the impression of purity, to tap into a New Age
mentality among young consumers. But the sales figures of this
product have not been encouraging thus far (Business Week 1994).
Industry analysts speculate that the company failed to impress
consumers with any real benefitsof the product other than the pure
and natural image (MarketingNews 1994). Then what determines
the success or failure of a line extension? The Crystal Pepsi
example provides insights into this question. It suggests that critical
to the success of a tine extension is whether or not consumers value
the newly added features of the extension. If so, a question remains
as to what makes consumers appreciate or reject those features.

Thisstudy investigates how consumeisevaluate original brands
and their line extensions using an individual-level conjoint analysis. Twobrandsandtheirextensionsareexamined. The objectives
are: (a) to trace the changes in attribute importance from original
products to line extensions, (b) to determine the importance weights
of the new features of line extensions, and (c) to assess the relative
influence of several consumer behavioral characteristics on the
importance weights of those new features. These individual characteristics include (a) consumers' perception of similarity between
the original and extended brand, (b) brand attitude, (c) brand
knowledge, (d) product experience, and (e) product usage.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Consumer Evaluations of Brand and Line Extensions
Recent research attention has predominantly focused on consumer responses to brand extensions. It has been shown that
consumers engage in a categorization process when evaluating a
brand extension, and that they use their affect associated with the
original brand when they find a good "fit" or similarity between the
parent brand and the extension (Aaker and Keller 1990; Boush and
Loken 1991; Roux and Lorange 1993). However, as mentioned
earlier, the distinction between line and brand extensions isa matter
of type, not a matter of degree. A line extension typically involves
modification of an attribute(s) of a current product. Therefore, it
createsat most a slight or moderate level of inconsistency from its
parent brand. From the standpoint of the categorization framework,
such a level of inconsistency is likely to be filtered or ignored
(Neisser 1976), and thus, the line extension is perceived to be
"typical" of the original brand and triggers affect transfer from the
original to theextended brand. Ifso, according to thecategorization
model, all line extensions should be successful. In reality, however,
this is not the case as there are numerous examples of failure in the
market. Thus, consumer evaluations of line extensions should be
considered from a different perspective.
The Schema Pointer Plus Tag Model
The schema pointer plus tag (SP+T) model provides a useful
framework for understanding how consumers evaluate line extensions. The SP+T model makes specific predictions about how
information is encoded, comprehended, and recalled (Graesser
1981; Graesser, Gordon, and Sawyer 1979; Woll and Graesser
1982). It suggests that information that is congruent with schematic
expectations is stored in memory along with a "pointer" to the
generic schema that best matches the information. On the other
hand, schema-incongruent information is encoded in a separate
memory location and marked with a unique "tag." The model
predicts that schema-incongruent information is particularly well
recognized and better recalled in comparison with congruent information, since it occupies a unique space in memory.
Line extensions generally share most attributes in common
with parent brands, with the exception of one or more features.
Thus, from the standpoint of the SP+T model, these common
attributes are encoded within the original brand schema with new,
modified features tagged with them. It is expected that consumers
pay more attention to and remember the new features better, and
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TABLE 1
Description of Conjoint Design
Original Product
and
Line extension

Product Category

Attributes

Number of
Levels

Tide

Price
Brightness
Whiteness
Stain Removal

3
3
3
3

Tide with Bleach

Price
Brightness
Whiteness
Stain Removal
Extra Bleach

3
3
3
3
3

Coke

Price
Fizziness
Sweetness
Thirst Quenching

3
3
3
3

Coke Clear

Price
Fizziness
Sweetness
Thirst Quenching
Color

3
3
3
3
2

Laundry Detergent

Soft Drink

thus, when they are asked to make their evaluations of a line
extensim, they rely niore heavily on these features than on their
affect associated with the original brand. These features become a
focal point of the evaluations of the line extension. Therefore, the
successof a line extension hinges on whether these new features are
perceived as important and appealing.
The Effects of Consumer Characteristics on Evaluations of
Line Extensions
Little research to date has dealt with consumer characteristics
as potential determinants of line extension success. Research on
brand extensions offers some insights into how individual characteristics affect the way consumers react to extended brands in
general.

First, as mentioned earlier, many studies found that the "fit" or
similarity between the parent and extended product has a positive
impact on consumer evaluations of extensions (Aaker and Keller
1990; Boush and Loken 1991; Park, Milberg, and Uwson 1991).
Second, Smith and Park (1992) empirically demonstrated that the
strength of the parent brand is related positively to the market share
of the brand extension. Brand strength or the equity built up in the
name of an existing brand is opera tionatized by consumer attitude
toward the brand (Aaker and Keller 1990; Marketing Science
Institute 1988) or brand familiarity (Keller 1993). These two
factors are also examined as potential determinants of line extension success. Finally, it has been indicated that consumer knowledge about the original and new product categories positively
influences auisumer evaluations because experts, compared to
novices, tend to use more elaborate inferences to find a Ht between
the two categories (Muthukrishnan and Weitz 1991).
Two knowledge constructs have been conceptualized: subjective and objective knowledge (Brucks 1985; Park and Lessig 1981;

Park, Mothersbaugh, and Feick 1994). In the present research, in
addition to consumers' self-assessed knowledge, product usage is
included as an objective measure of knowledge.

METHOD
An individual-level conjoint analysis was used in this study to
estimate partworths of each attribute level across respondents using
rank-ordered data obtained from multiple conjoint tasks. The
experiment examined two product categories, laundry detergents
and soft drinks, where line extensions are commonly found. A
brand was selected for each category: Tide for laundry detergents
and Coke for soft drinks. Then, line extensions were chosen or
created for each brand; the extension for Tide was Tide withBieach,
an existingextension, while the extension for CoJte wasCoieC/ear,
a hypothetical case. Finally, based on Consumer Reports (1992),
several relevant attributes from each product category were selected for the conjoint task.
An orthogonal fractional-factorial design was used in the
study. For each product category, the experimental task involved
the ranking of two sets of full profiles, that is, 12 profiles for each
original product and line extension. Therefore, each subject completed four conjoint tasks, which resulted in two sets of withinsubjects rankings. In addition to the conjoint data, subjects provided information about their individual characteristics which were
mentioned earlier. The profiles of the line extensions included
marginal or additional attributes which were not present in those of
the original products. Subjects for this study were 188 undergraduate and graduate students at a major state university. They were
offered an incentive of four dollars to complete the questionnaire.
Table 1 shows the design of the conjoint experiment for the two
product categories described above.
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TABLE 2
Partworth Estimates of Coke and Coke Clear
Original Produet

Line Extension

Coke

Coke Clear

Average
Partworlh

Attribute
Importance

Average
Partworth

Attribute
importance

Changes in
Attribute
Importance

Price

0.279

0.729

0.011

0.011

-0.718

Fizziness
(Moderate)

0.145

4.685

0.767

Fizziness
(Strong)

0.097

Sweetness
(Moderate)

0.198

4379

1.108

Sweetness
(Strong)

-0.148

Thirst Quenching
(Moderate)

-0.256

5.064

0.410

Thirst Quenching
(Strong)

1.09

6.159

6.159

Attributes

-0.072
3.918
0.054
0.080
3271
-0.088
-0.214
4.655

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Based on the rank-ordered data obtained from the conjoint
experiment, the following pr(x:edure was used to test the effects of
behavioral factors on the changes in attribute importance. First,
individual-level conjoint models were fit separately to the rankings
ofthe full profilesoftheoriginal products andlineextensions. With
rankings transformed into ratings, which then were reseated as
deviations from the mean, a model was estimated by ordinary least
squaFes (OLS). The model yielded unbiased estimates of individual-level parameters. Individual-level estimation allows arbitrary heterogeneity in the coefficients across respondents (EIrod,
Louviere, and Davey 1992). Therefore, for each subject / within
each choice set, the individual-level regression model of preference
ratings,V?)i, of the altematives/was given as:

where

0.404
-0.024

Color
(Clear)

0)

Overall

For tmth product categories, the effect of price was assumed to be
linear and modeled based on a single variable, white the eH^ects of
other variables were assumed to be non-linear and modeled based
on two effect-type dummy variables.
Second, the importance of each attribute, //^ was computed
using partworths of different attribute levels. Then, the changes in
attribute importance from original products toiineextensions,Z)/jjt,
were obtained from the differences between them for each individual. That is, for each attribute in both the original products and
line extensions, the importance of attributes for subject i was
obtained by:
(2)

-min

Rl

k

m

= number of attributes
= number of levels in attribute k
= vector of conjoint variables associated
with / th level of attribute k in profile j
= vector of response parameters of
subject i for / th level of attribute k
and S A)

= 0 for all k.

And the changes in attribute importance between the original
products and line extensions were given as:

(3)

D4 = 4 - / S

The changes in attribute importance obtained from equation (3)
served as dependent variables in testing the effects of behavioral
factors. Table 2 shows the partworth estimates and importance of
each attribute obtained by averaging estimates over all subjects for
Coke and Coke Clear respectively; Table 3 reports those for Tide
and Tide with Bleach.
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TABLE 3
Partworth Estimates of Tide and Tide with Bleach
Original Product

Line Extension

Tide

Tide with Bleach

Overall

Average
Ave rag
Partworth
Partwor

Attribute
Importance

Average
Partworth

Attribute
Importance

Changes in
Attribute
Importance

Price

2.262

2.262

3.558

3.558

1.297

Brightness
(Moderate)

0.003

5.641

1.473

Brightness
(Strong)

-0.309

Whiteness
(Moderate)

0.168

5.309

1.579

Whiteness
(Strong)

-0.518

5.711

1.365

4.985

4.985

Attributes

0.134
4.168

-0.778
0.540
3.729

Stain Removal
(Moderate)

0.172

Stain Removal
(Strong)

-1.202

-0.977
0.120
4.346
-1.417

Extra Bleach
(Moderate)

-0.176

Extra Bleach
(Strong)

0.556

Finally, five individual difference variables were measured:
(a) perceived similarity between the parent and extended brands,
(b) brand attitude, (c) brand knowledge, (d) product experience, and
(e) product usage. Except for product usage, all variables were
measured with multi-item scales. Measurement items used in this
study were excerpted from the previous research on brand extensions mentioned earlier.
Several principal components were identified based on the
behavioral variables. The results of the factor analysis in Table 4
and Table 5 show that four rotated factors provided a good summary
ofthe data, accounting for 96 percent ofthe standardized variance.
The first component in both product categories was a measure of
brand familiarity since it showed approximately equal loadings on
brand knowledge and product experience. Product usage and
perceived typicality were based on single items, while perceived
brand strength was a combination of brand attitude, knowledge, and
product experience.
TTien, the regressions of Z)/,^ were run on the rotated factor
scores of those principal components to examine the influence of
the behavioral factors on any changes in preferences between the
original products and line extensions. For both product categories.

four common factors were found: (a) brand familiarity, (b) perceived brand strength, (c) perceived typicality and (d) product
usage. Table 4 present the results ofthe factor analyses for the soft
drink and for the laundry detergent categories, respectively. Based
on the factor scores of each individual, S/p, the regression model
was given as:
(4)

2
F=l

Pooled regressions were run across subjects with changes in attribute importance as dependent variables and four behavioral
factors as independent variables.
Table 5 reports the results of the regression based on equation
(4) for Coke and Coke Clear. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
resultsshow that the importance changes infizzinessand colorwere
significant. Furthermore, in both regressions, perceived brand
strength and perceived typicality were significant in evaluating
those attributes. However, it should be noted that the direction of
the main effects was negative (cf. Aaker and Keller 1990;
and Loken 1991; Smith and Park 1992).
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TABLE 4
Consumer Behavioral Variables and Factor Pattern
Rotated Factor Pattern (Coke)
Factor 1
(Brand Familiarity)

Factor 2
(Perceived
Brand Strength)

Factor 3
(Usage)

Factor 4
(Perceived
Typicality)

Similarity
Satisfaction
Knowledge
Experience
Usage

0.003
0395
0.948
0.841
0.090

-0.012
0.913
0.188
0.413
0.022

-0.042
0.017
0.056
0.106
0.995

0.998
-0.020
-0.034
0.051
-0.042

Cumulative
Proportion

48.2%

69.4%

87.6%

96.3%

Rotated Factor Pattern {Tide)

Factor 1
(Brand Familiarity)

Factor 2
(Usage)

Factor 3
(Perceived
Typicality)

Factor 4
(Perceived
Brand Strength)

Similarity
Satisfaction
Knowledge
Experience
Usage

-0.015
0.338
0.923
0.927
-0.025

0.032
0.009
0.011
-0.051
0.998

0.999
0.019
0.017
-0.039
0.032

0.016
0.941
0.231
0.210
0.007

Cumulative
Proportion

44.9%

66.4%

85.1%

96.2%

TABLE 5
Regression Results {Coke)
Influence of Consumer Behavioral Factors upon Changes in Attribute Importance
Behavioral Factors
Changes in Attribute
importance

Analysis of
Variance
(F / Prob>F)

Brand
Familiarity

Perceived
Brand Strength

Perceived
Typicality

Usage

^Price

0.475
(0.565)

0.736
(0.365)

0.865
(0.405)

0.542
(0.462)

0.65 / 0.62

'^Fizziness

-0.030
(0.883)

-0.36Sb
(0.069)

-a.60a
(0.005)

0.125
(0.493)

2.65 / 0.03

"Sweetness

-0.005
(0.982)

-0.186
(0.372)

0.116
(0.601)

0.240
(0.205)

0.68 / 0.60

"TTiirst Quenching

-0.442a
(0.039)

0.023
(0.913)

-0.249
(0.265)

0.105
(0.581)

1.42/0.22

Color

-0.319
(0.512)

-0.859b
(0.074)

-0.879b
(0.086)

0.659
(0.131)

1.99/0.09

( .)
"
a
b

p-values
Attribute Importance (extension)—Attribute Importance (original)
Significant at the 5% significance level
Significant at the 10% significance level
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TABLE 6
Regression Results (Tide)
Influence of Consumer Behavioral Factors upon Changes in Attribute Importance

Behavioral Factors

Changes in Attribute
Importance

Analysis of
Variance
(F / Prob>F)

Brand
Familiarity

Perceived
Brand Strength

Perceived
Typicality

Usage

''Price

-0.906
(0.251)

-0.571
(0.495)

2.033a
(0.017)

0.931
(0.223)

2.18/0.07

'^Brightness

0.101
(0.707)

0.134
(0.641)

-0.045
(0.877)

0.009
(0.971)

0.09/0.98

"Whiteness

-0.117
(0.662)

-0.375
(0.190)

0.359
(0.216)

0.228
(0.382)

1.01/0.39

"Stain Removal

0.182
(0.522)

0.134
(0.657)

-0.047
(0.877)

0.372
(0.178)

0.64/0.63

Extra Bleach

-0.352
(0.377)

-0.075
(0,860)

0.423
(0.326)

0.946a
(0.014)

1.86/0.12

(.)
"
a

p-values
Attribute Importance (extension) - Attribute Importance (original)
Significant at the 5% significance level

Table 6 shows the regression results for Tide and Tide with
Bleach. The effect of perceived typicality was significant for
changes in price importance. For the other attributes, there were no
significant effects of the behavioral factors which were common to
the original product and the line extension. Unlike the soft drink
category,neitherperceivedbrand strength nor perceived typicality
was found to be a significant behavioral factor in evaluating the
marginal attribute, extra bleach. Only product usage was significant. ANOVA results show that the significant effects of the
behavioral factors were found only for changes in price importance
between Tide and Tide with Bleach.

DISCUSSION
The results of this study generally support the intriguing
notion that the additional features of line extensions are not always
valued by consumers, that is, they are valued or ignored depending
on several behavioral factors. For Coke Clear, it was found that two
factors had a negative influence on the valuation of the "clear"
color: perceived brand strength and perceived typicality. This is
somewhat counter-intuitive and appears to be inconsistent with the
results of the previous studies on brand extensions. For instance.
Smith and Park (1992) found that brand strength is positively
related to the market performance of brand extensions, and Boush
and Loken (1991) revealed that perceived fit between parent brands
and brand extensions enhances consumer evaluations of extensi(His. Although these studies are not directly comparable to the
present research due to differences in methodology and dependent
measures, the results of this study imply that the consumer evaluation process for line extensions might be quite different from that
for brand extensions. For Tide with Bleach, product usage had a
positive impact on the valuation of the added attribute, "extra

bleach." The results from Ihe twoextension conditions, considered
in combination, suggest that there are brand differences in consumer valuations of new features of line extensions. Thus, marketing managers should first understand how their brands are perceived by consumers when planning on a line extension rather than
simply relying on the strength of the reputation of their brands.
Although the additional features of the line extensions were
not selected on the basis of any theoretical taxonomy, some interpretations are possible by understanding the basic characteristics of
those features. Formany consumers, thecleamessofcola,although
not very meaningful or relevant, has a unique, pure, and natural
image. The results of ihis study, however, indicate that such an
attribute is not valued even by consumers who have a favorable
impression about the brand name, Coke, and those who perceive the
extension. Coke Clear, to be consistent with the image of original
Coke. It is speculated that since Coca Cola has been in the market
for a long lime, consumers seem to have built up a strong emotional
attachment or inertia about the brand, that is, they do not like to see
any change in it. This is why Coca Cola company had to abandon
its New Coke line and introduce Coca Cola Classic years ago.
Consumers liked the taste of New Coke but did not consider it
important (McCarthy and Pereault 1993). Carpenter, Glazer, and
Nakamoto (1994) found in their experiments that consumers often
value distinguishable, unique, but irrelevant attributes. However,
specific brand names were not given in their studies. Their results
might have been different if subjects were given brand names.
The bleach content of laundry detergent is a utilitarian or
functional feature. It is also valuable and relevant to creating an
actual benefit for consumers who use the product. Therefore, it is
quite natural that this attribute is more valued by those who use
more laundry detergent. The name Tide seems to be associated with
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function and performance, rather than any symbolic values. The
results of this study are consistent with Park et ai. (1991) and
Broniarczykand Alba (1994) in the sense that these studies underscore the importance of brand-specific images and associations for
the success^l introduction of brand extensions. Marketing practitioners planning on line extensions should make sure they add to or
modify the feature(s) that match the image of their current brand.
More importantly, they should keep in mind that the strength of a
brand name does not always guarantee the success of a line
extension since the evaluation of the extended product is determined primarily by consumer perceptions of the new feature(s).
From a modeling point of view, it should be pointed out that
the estimation method used in this research does not allow the test
of statistical significance of the changes in attribute importance.
Thus, an immediate extension of the current study would be to
develop a latent class model of tine extension evaluations that can
infer schema characteristics from the significant changes in attribute importance using multiple choice sets and associate the
schema pointer plus tag model with consumer behavioral factors.
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