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Evaluation of Brand Extensions: The Moderating Effect of Product Knowledge
on the Role of Attribute Similarity and Extension Ability
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Abstract

This study examine the moderating
effect of product knowledge of attribute
similarity and extension ability on brand
extension. Real brands of watches and soft
drinks were used to test college students
acceptability of extended products. The
results showed that product difficulty and
transfer ability were the most important
factors of the success of brand extension.

Keywords: Brand Extensions, Attribute
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