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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the present study is to consider how consumers evaluate
ingredient brand and host brand with different ingredient branding strategies in two
brand expansion types. Besides, we also want to explore the influence of the product
involvement on ingredient brand and the influence of the ingredient brand eval uation
on host brand evaluation.This study uses several brand expansions as experimental
factors. The experimental design involved a 2 (expansion type: slot-filler or new
attribute) x 2 (ingredient branding strategies: self-branded or cobranded ingredient)
mixed factorial experiment. The moderating variable is product involvement.The
results indicate that ingredient branding strategies are significantly correlated with
the ingredient brand evaluation. Moreover, the brand expansion type and ingredient
branding strategies also have interaction effect on ingredient brand evaluation.
Finally, the ingredient brand with low product involvement is significantly affected
by different ingredient branding strategies, but this phenomenon is not seen in low
involvement products.

Keywords ingredient branding, product involvement, brand expansion
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