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A Study of Effects of
Brand Alliances on Wax Apple Brand Evaluations

Ching-Hsuan Huang* and Shwu-En Chen™

By empirically examining the effect of perception of primary brand
quality, secondary brand familiarity, and fit of brand alliances, the purpose of
this study is to investigate the effects of brand alliances on brand evaluations
of wax apple. Consequently, five hypotheses were derived. An experiment
employing a 2 perception of primary brand quality: high, low x 2

secondary brand familiarity: high, low x 2 fit of brand alliances: high,
low between-subject factorial design with 8 experimental groups and 2
control groups was conducted. The main study was followed by two pretests
for variable manipulations and brand selections. Independent t- and z- tests
and ANOVA were used to test the hypotheses. The results finds that brand
alliances with lower-quality primary brand significantly influence the brand
evaluations, however, those with higher-quality primary brand do not.
Quality perceptions of primary brands insignificantly affect the brand
alliances evaluations of wax apple, but both secondary brand familiarity and
fit of brand alliances directly and interactively affect the brand alliances

evaluations of wax apple.

Keywords: brand alliances, brand evaluations, wax apple, experiment of

factorial design.
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