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Abstract

Purpose – The purpose of this study is to examine the COO’s effect on consumer-based brand equity, especially when the acquirer brand is afflicted by a low COO image and the acquired brand enjoys a high COO image. This study also looks for possible impacts of COO on brand name redeployment strategy decision-making.
Design/methodology/approach – This study uses an online questionnaire in Taiwan to acquire its experimental design data. A total of 234 usable questionnaires were returned. Data analysis was conducted using a MANOVA test.

Findings – The results of this study indicate that the variance of COO and brand name redeployment strategy in an M&A context has a significantly positive influence on consumer-based brand equity. Brand name redeployment strategies have a positive influence on all the dimensions of brand equity, and a target dominant strategy—in which the acquired brand is effectively eclipsed by the acquirer brand—has the greatest positive impact.  A high variance of COO in an M&A has more influence on dimensions of brand equity than low variance. In particular, COO variance has the greatest impact on brand loyalty.
Originality/value – A few studies have done some surface evaluation of COO’s effect on M&As from a marketing perspective. This study raises the bar by seeking harder data on this effect, and helps managers understand that a brand name redeployment strategy post acquisition is essential because of the significant impact of COO on brand equity; especially so when the companies involved hold large COO image differentials.
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Introduction

A sound understanding of brand equity is an important aspect of business practice because it can help managers build brands that are more competitive in the market (Lassar, Mittal and Sharma, 1995). Building strong brand equity involves developing a familiar brand with unique, favorable and vivid brand association. Among these factors, a brand name is the best way to establish the brand equity of a product (Keller, 1993) because brand equity is the incremental utility and value added to a product by its brand name (Yoo, Donthu and Lee, 2000). In addition, a brand name can also guarantee that the quality of its products will be uniform (Motameni and Shahrokhi, 1998). From the customer purchase viewpoint, brand name definitely plays an important role in purchase decisions (Thakor and Katsanis, 1997).

In addition to brand name, country-of-origin (COO) is also an important purchase decision criterion which many consumers use to evaluate products (Yasin, Noor and Mohamad, 2007). A high COO image enhances the perceived quality of weak image brands (Jo, 2005). This is because customers tend to evaluate products more positively if they are made in countries that have a positive image (Liu and Johnson, 2005). Therefore, as Keller (1993) believed, COO can affect a brand’s equity by linking to the brand and generating secondary associations. Careful post-M&A consideration of COO becomes more and more relevant, as globalization makes it easy for consumers in one country to access the brands of other countries (Pappu, Quester and Cooksey, 2007), and M&As continue to become an important and speedy way for businesses to expand globally.
In the M&A process, the acquiring company needs to know how to manage the migration of a brand to the new company, ensuring that customers will remain loyal to their brand (Kumar and Blomqvist, 2004). Brand names are valuable assets for a company (Jaju, Joiner and Reddy, 2006), and in the M&A process, an acquiring company must consider the appropriate brand name redeployment strategy for the merged brand. Hewlett-Packard acquiring Compaq is an example of this practice, where the company’s name remained “Hewlett-Packard.” The Daimler group acquired Chrysler and the group’s name became “Daimler-Chrysler.” Another example is when Vodafone acquired SmartTone Mobil in Hong Kong and the company’s name became “SmartTone-Vodafone.” Many M&A failures occur when companies fail to maintain the brand name’s value during the merger process (Balmer and Dinnie, 1991). Deciding which brand name should be retained in the wake of an M&A to best preserve and possibly even increase customer loyalty and repurchase intention is an important decision. Finding the answer to this question is the primary motivation of this research. As globalization continues, successful companies from developing countries (i.e. low COO image) will attempt to acquire companies from developed countries (i.e. high COO image), such as when the largest Chinese computer-maker Lenovo acquired IBM’s PC department. Companies with a low COO image must understand how that image differential will impact customer perceptions of quality and brand equity for the new, merged brand.

The academic field has extensively investigated the motivations and impacts of M&A from different perspectives, but the M&A literature appears to lack any studies regarding marketing discipline (Homburg and Bucerius, 2005). Of all the research on brand name redeployment and COO effects on brand equity after an M&A, some empirical studies (Mahajan, Rao and Srivastava, 1994; Capron and Hulland, 1999; Jaju et al., 2006; Muzellec and Lambkin, 2006) investigated the effects of different post merger brand name redeployment strategies or COO on customer trust and perception of the product. New developments in international M&A are helping to redefine the frontiers of COO and brand (Ahmed, Johnson, Lin, Fang and Hui, 2002). To fill the marketing discipline research gap, this study focuses on COO and brand name redeployment effects on customer perceptions of the new brand, and how these factors affect brand equity after M&A activities.
Literature review and hypothesis development
Brand Equity

Customer-based brand equity occurs when customers are familiar with the brand and hold favorable, strong, and unique brand associations in memory (Keller, 1993). Aaker (1996) stated that brand equity is a set of assets and liabilities. Five brand equity assets—brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand association, other proprietary brand assets—are the sources of value created. This study draws from these five brand equity classifications from Aaker(1991) as they are the most accepted to-date.
However, 
prior studies have not examined COO effects on brand awareness because it is difficult to experimentally control customer mind sets in relation to brand awareness (Pappu, Quester and Cooksey, 2006). Besides, other proprietary brand assets such as patents are not easy to measure. Therefore, customer-based brand equity in this study draws from only three of these categories; brand loyalty, brand association, and perceived quality.
Effects of brand name redeployment strategies on customer-based brand equity

More and more companies understand the importance of brand names as valuable assets, and are paying more attention to maintaining brand name value (Keller and Sood, 2003). Strong brands are built through many years of significant investment in a brand name that will yield loyal customers and high profit margins (Keller, 2002). Many companies use M&A to acquire intangible assets - namely, brands. However, it is very critical to choose a suitable brand name redeployment strategy. This is because changing a brand name will negate value accrued to the old name, and can seriously damage or even destroy brand equity (Muzellec and Lambkin, 2006). 
Jaju et al. (2006) found that different brand name redeployment strategies had varied impacts on brand equity after an M&A. They established a number of corporate brand name redeployment alternatives post-M&A. The first strategy is acquirer-dominant redeployment: Only the name of acquiring company is used (e.g. Hewlett-Packard acquired Compaq and the firm’s name remains Hewlett-Packard). The second strategy is target-dominant redeployment: An acquired company’s name is retained (e.g. SBC Communication acquired AT&T and the new firm’s became AT&T). The last strategy is synergistic redeployment: The merged company decides to reserve both company names. However, that study suggested that the order of the brands in a new name might influence judgment of the new company. As a result, they distinguished between acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment (e.g. American Online acquires Time Warner and the firm’s become AOL Time Wanner) and target dominant synergistic redeployment (e.g. Farnell acquired Premier PLC and the firm’s became Premier Farnell). However the results found no statistically significant pattern of difference between the two synergistic redeployment strategies although the target dominant synergistic tended slightly worse. So the present study examines three strategies; acquirer dominant, target dominant, and acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment). 
Furthermore, according to hierarchy of bias theory, there is a positive relationship between product evaluations and degree of economic development (Bilkey and Nes, 1982) and consumers in developing country have more positive attitudes to products or companies from developed countries (foreign country bias). That is, if a company from a developing country acquires a company from a developed country, the brand name of acquired company should be retained as the new company’s name to attract more consumers. This just-so-happens to dovetail nicely with Jaju et al. (2006)’s findings that the target dominant strategy tended to outperform the acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment. This discussion leads to the following hypothesis: 
H1: The consumer-based brand equity of an acquirer varies significantly over different brand name redeployment strategies after M&A, and the target dominant strategy outperforms both the acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment and acquirer dominant
Maintaining customer brand loyalty is an important factor in controlling a company’s profitability (Rafiq and Fulford, 2005). Carefully cultivating brand name in marketing can establish customer brand loyalty (Ha, 2004) since a brand name can facilitate brand awareness and familiarity (Keller, 1998). Because a brand name has a strong effect on customer loyalty, more and more studies are emphasizing the relationships between brand name and brand loyalty (Smith and Park, 1992). The role of a brand name in enhancing customer brand loyalty is important not only for physical products, but also for service and product-service combined industries (Fred, 1993). Brand loyalty is the core of brand equity (Aaker, 1991). In light of the findings of Jaju et al.(2006), that different brand name redeployment strategies have varied influences on brand equity. and applying the hierarchy of biases theory, consumers will be more loyal to brands in the wake of the application of target dominant strategy than either the acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment or acquirer dominant strategies. This discussion leads to the following hypothesis:

H2：The brand loyalty of an acquirer varies significantly over different brand redeployment strategies after M&A and the target dominant strategy outperforms both the acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment and acquirer dominant strategies.
Brand name is an important extrinsic information cue customers use to evaluate product quality (Agarwal and Teas, 2002; Thakor and Katsanis, 1997). When customers have neither enough information about the attributes of a product nor past experience with which to judge its quality, the brand name may be their best inference as to the quality of the product (Smith and Park, 1992). Previous research shows that a brand name can help customers recall product information (Janiszewski and van Osselaer, 2000), and numerous studies demonstrate the relationship between brand name and perceived quality (Dodds, Monroe and Grewal, 1991; Agarwal and Teas, 2002). A brand name not only influences customers’ perceived quality, but can also affect the formation of internal reference price in the purchase process (Greual, Krihnan, Backer and Boin, 1998). Perceived quality is the core of brand equity (Aaker, 1991). Given the findings of Jaju et al. (2006) that different brand redeployment strategies have different influences on brand equity, and applying the hierarchy of biases theory that consumers’ perceived quality under a target dominant strategy outperforms both the acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment and acquirer dominant strategies, the third hypothesis can be stated as follows:

H3：The perceived quality of an acquirer varies significantly from different 
brand redeployment strategies after M&A and the target dominant strategy outperforms both the acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment and acquirer dominant strategies.
Experience with a brand generates a lot of information. If processed, this information is linked to the brand in buyers’ memories. Brand association is the result of this information processing (Romaniuk, 2006). The information above informs concepts correlated to the brand name in customers’ memory (Keller, 2003). Choosing a valuable brand name is an important factor for a company, because that name may reinforce a primary attribute or profit association that captures the meaning of the brand (Keller, 1998). In addition, a brand name can generate associations that help describe the brand (Aaker, 1991). Much marketing research has described the power of a brand name to create strong, beneficial, and unique associations as brand equity (McDowell, 2004). These associations consist of attributes, benefits, and attitudes that have become connected to the brand name as a consequence of marketing communication, personal interaction, and direct experience with the brand (Meyvis and Janiszewski, 2004). Brand association is also a core component of brand equity (Aaker, 1991), and according to the findings of Jaju et al. (2006), different brand redeployment strategies have different influences on brand equity. In addition, application of the hierarchy of biases theory to this relationship suggests that consumers’ brand association will fare better under a target dominant strategy than either the acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment or acquirer dominant strategies. Therefore, the next hypothesis is stated as follows:

H4：The brand association of an acquirer varies significantly over different brand redeployment strategies after M&A and the target dominant strategy outperforms either the acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment or acquirer dominant strategies.
COO and customer-based brand equity
COO image, according to Knight and Calantone (2000), reflects a consumer’s perception about the quality of products made in a particular country and assumptions about the nature of people from that country Customers tend to evaluate products more positively when the product is made in a country with a positive image or perception (Liu and Johnson, 2005).
Many brands have strongly differentiated themselves on the basis of customer perceptions of and beliefs about their COO (Keller, 1998). Therefore country of origin is believed to be one way to enhance brand equity (Keller, 1993). Previous studies have demonstrated the relationships between COO and brand equity (Pappu et al., 2006; Yasin et al., 2007) “If consumers hold a positive product-country image for a given product and country, this image would lead to a positive attitude and evaluation towards all the brands of a product associated with the country” (Agrawal and Kamakura, 1999).. Therefore a positive COO image can compensate for a weak image brand (Ahmed et al., 2002). Correspondingly, an inferior country image can also damage a brand (Thakor and Katsanis, 1997). Jo, Nakamotom and Nelson (2003) found that the perceived quality of a weak brand varies by country of production. This study demonstrated a significant and gradual perceived diminished quality over the lower quality COO. 
Many inferior country image companies merge with or acquire high country image companies to increase their market share. Tata Motos Ltds from India acquiring Jaguar and Land Rover from England is a notable example of this. Through M&A, those companies hope that consumers will change their perception of the inferior country image, and maintain cognitive consistency among consumers. Inferior country image and superior country image can be viewed as in a balance, and balance theory (Heider, 1958) can be applied. This theory proposes that “consumers’ value harmony among their thoughts and that they are motivated to reconcile incongruent thoughts” (Dean, 2002). Therefore, if there is an imbalance, people change their attitudes or behaviors to restore balance. Hence, people are inclined to like whatever is associated with what they already like, and vice versa (Dalakas and Levin, 2005). In addition, the hierarchy of bias theory suggests that consumers in developing countries will have more positive attitudes towards products or companies from developed countries (foreign country bias). From this viewpoint, if consumers have more positive attitudes toward the acquired country, they may adopt a more positive attitude or change their existing attitude toward the acquirer country. The discussion above leads to the following hypothesis:
H5: The better the COO image of a company acquired by an inferior image COO, the greater the increase of consumer-based brand equity of the inferior image COO company after an M&A

COO can provide customers with a surrogate indicator of product quality and social acceptability (Papadopoulous, Heslop and Bamossy, 1990). Over time, as customers gain experience and confidence, they might develop loyalty to the country (Ahmed and d’Astous, 1996). Many customers believe that “Made in…” means a product is “superior” or “inferior’ depending on their perception of the country, and the products or brands from a countries with a positive image are more easily accepted than those those from inferior image countries (Yasin et al., 2007). Fournier (1998) found that a product COO image may have its locus in country identity, and may thus invoke a strong emotional connection with certain brands. Therefore, the more customers are loyal to certain countries, the more they will be loyal to brands from those countries. Pappu et al.(2006) and Yasin et al. (2007) demonstrated the relationship between COO image and brand loyalty. Pappu et al.(2006) found that the positive COO image of Japan produced significantly more brand loyalty than the negative COO images of China and Malaysia. Yasin et al. (2007) also found that in various product categories, COO image has a significant influence on brand loyalty. From the standpoints of balance theory (Heider, 1958) and hierarchy of bias theory, consumers increase their brand loyalty to an inferior image country’s company after merging with a superior image country company and the greater the superiority of the acquired company’s country image, the greater the increase in brand loyalty (Dalakas and Kropp, 2002). Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H6: The better the COO image of a company acquired by an inferior COO company, the greater the increase in brand loyalty toward the inferior imageCOO after an M&A.


COO plays an important role in customers’ perceived quality of brands or products, and influences their choices (Speece and Nguyen, 2005). The COO affects not only consumer product categories, but industrial products as well. Studies show that in industrial purchasing, COO is a notable factor that influences customer evaluations of perceived quality (White and Cundiff, 1978; Johansson, Douglas and Nonaka, 1985). The results of a recent meta-analysis examining 41 empirical studies show that COO effects on quality evaluations are greater than those of attitude and purchase intention (Veregh and Steenkamp, 1999). Many studies also demonstrate that products from developed countries such as the USA and Japan are evaluated as higher quality than those from less developed countries such as India (Ahmed and d’Astous, 1996; Thakor and Katasnis, 1997; Verlegh and Steenkamp, 1999). These studies support the hierarchy of biases analysis which suggests “a positive relationship exists between product quality and degree of economic development of COO” (Huddleston, Good and Stoel, 2001). In other words, the same brand made in different countries will receive different levels of perceived quality. According to the balance theory perspective (Heider, 1958) and hierarchy of bias theory, consumers increase their perceived quality of an inferior image country after merging with a good image country company, and vice versa. In addition, the more superior the country image of the company they acquire, the more the perceived quality increases (Dalakas and Kropp, 2002).. Hence, the next hypothesis of this study is as follows:

H7: The better the COO image of a company that an inferior image COO company acquires, the greater the increase of the perceived quality of the inferior image COO company after an M&A.


Many approaches can be used to create strong, profitable, and unique brand associations (Keller, 1998). “Brand associations imply superiority over other brands depending on the types of brand association attached to the brand by consumers. Such associations can include price, self-image/brand image congruency, COO, and culture of origin” (O’Cass and Lim, 2002). A country can be a powerful symbol that can be strongly linked to a product or service. For example, Japan is associated with high quality automobiles and electric household appliances and Taiwan with OEM (Original Equipment Manufacturing) and ODM (Original Design Manufacture) in the electronics industry. Such associations can be taken advantage of by associating a brand with a country (Aaker, 1991).

If consumers’ COO associations can act as secondary associations, they might affect brand associations (Pappu et al., 2006) and furthermore, be able to transfer to a global association. Pappu et al. (2006) and Yasin et al. (2007) empirically demonstrated that COO image has a positive influence on brand association. Application of Bbalance theory and hierarchy of bias theory suggests that consumers would increase their positive association for an inferior image country’s company when it acquires a company from a better image country. In addition, the more superior the image of the country whose company they acquire, the greater the increase in brand association (Dalakas and Kropp, 2002). Hence, the last hypothesis of this study can be stated as follows:
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H8: The better the COO image of a brand acquired by an inferior image COO brand,
 the greater the increase in brand association of the inferior image COO brand 

after an M&A.
Method
Research design


      
This study conducted a survey to determine how COO and brand name redeployment strategies affect brand equity after an international M&A. The experimental design in this study manipulated two variables: the gap between COO images after M&A (using two levels; an inferior COO image brand acquiring a medium COO image brand and an inferior COO image brand acquiring a superior COO image brand) and brand name redeployment strategies. The present study uses three brand name redeployment strategies: acquirer dominant, target dominant, and acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment. That is, this study is a 2 (gap between country of origin) ×3 (brand redeployment strategies) between-subject design. The gap between COO image and brand name redeployment strategies were between-subject factors.
Pre-test

This study used household electrical appliance marketing as its branding subject. The reason for this choice is that household electrical appliances are usually expensive, technologically complex, with a level of personal involvement that entails some risk. In addition, consumers can be expected to have a consistent level of brand knowledge and therefore already have some established criteria for making purchase decisions. 
This consistency serves to heighten the specific impact of \country of origin (Yasin et al., 2007). Besides, use of household electric appliances is a well-established standard in COO research (Ahmed and d’Astous, 1996; Jo et al., 2003; Chao, Wuhrer and Werani, 2005; Jo, 2005; Pappu et al., 2006; Yasin et al., 2007; Pappu et al., 2007), so we follow suit. This study uses “naming methods,” (Fazio, 1990; Pappu et al., 2006) in a pre-test1, asking respondents to list the names of countries (a maximum total of six) where they thought the quality of household electrical appliances was superior, medium, and inferior. For as the pre-test1 sample, this study surveyed 40 consumers who had had experience buying household electrical appliances. Consumer perception results showed that appliances made in Japan were considered to be the highest quality, Taiwanese appliances were of medium quality, and Chinese appliances were considered to be of inferior quality.
In a pre-test2, another 64 consumers’ were polled for perceived quality of household electrical appliances from three representative countries selected from the pre-test1. Respondents rated their perceived quality on a five-point Likert-type scale, and measures for the dimensions of perceived quality were based on Dodds et al.(1991), Aaker (1991), Yoo et al. (2000) and Pappu et al., (2006). For example, respondents were asked to rate the statement “household electrical appliances from Japan(/Taiwan/China) are very durable”. The results of the pre-test showed that the best quality of household electrical appliances were consider to be those from Japan (score 3.88). Taiwan was rated at a medium perceived quality (score 3.188) and the inferior perceived quality was China (score 1.96). This study also used a T test to verify significance (Japan v.s. Taiwan, p=0.00; Japan v.s. China, p=0.00; Taiwan v.s. China, p=0.00). In addition the pre-test2 also asked respondents to name the best household electrical appliances company for these countries, excepting China: Household electrical appliances from China are not sold in Taiwan. The results showed “Sony” and “TECO” as the best brands in these two countries. As for household electrical appliances from China, the researchers for this study chose the leading brand “Konka” (from the reports of DisplaySearch: Q1’07 Global TV Shipment & Forecast Report) as the target brand in this experiment.
Survey instrument and measures
The questionnaire included three sections. Section One contained some information about the international M&A, with six variants to cover the experimental manipulables. This information revealed that Konka from China recently acquired 1) TECO (Taiwan) or 2) Sony (Japan) and 1) retained the brand name “Konka,” 2) changed the name to “Konka-TECO” or “Konka-Sony”, or 3) changed the name to “TECO” or “Sony.”. In the Section Two, respondents were asked to rate their perceptions of the newly acquired brand.

Section Two of the questionnaire contained items measuring various dimensions of brand equity, namely brand loyalty, brand association, and perceived quality and overall evaluation of brand equity (see Appendix I). In this section, respondents rated their perception of these dimensions on a five-point Likert-type scale. Measures for the dimensions of brand equity were based on the literature (Aaker, 1991; 1996; 1997; Dodds et al., 1991; Yoo et al., 2000; Yoo and Donthu, 2001; Pappu et al., 2007). Measures for perceived quality were adapted from Dodds et al. (1991), Aaker (1991), Yoo et al. (2000), Pappu et al. (2006). For example, respondents were asked to rate the statement “after the M&A, brand X must be of very good quality,” on a scale of 1 to 5. Brand loyalty items were adapted from Aaker (1991) and Yoo et al. (2000). For example, respondents rated the statement “after the M&A, brand X would be my first choice,” on a scale of 1 to 5. As for brand association, Aaker(1996) stated that measurement of brand associations could be structured by three perspectives: brand value, brand personality and organizational association. Since brand value focuses on monetary value, and the present study doesn’t mention the price of the brand X after the M&A, our  brand association measurement only comprised two parts; brand personality and organizational association. Respondents were asked to rate statements such as “I trust the company which makes brand X” on a scale of 1 to 5. Every item had the verbal anchor “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” for 1 to 5, and all items were written in Chinese. Each of the constructs used in other COO research all exceeded the suggested level of 0.7 for reliability for both automobiles and televisions. In addition, all the constructs exceeded recommended levels for convergent and discriminant validity (Pappu et al. 2006; the research of Pappu et al. is the first to examine the relationship between country of origin and multi-dimensional consumer-based brand equity). That is to say all the constructs are good for this research.

Section Three of the questionnaire gathered respondent demographics (e.g. gender, age, level of education). While Section One featured variant forms to cover our experimental variables, Sections Two and Three were identical. Each respondent completed only one version of the questionnaire.
Sampling
The present study used convenience sampling and the participants were 234 respondents (126 males and 108 females) completing an online questionnaire in Chinese made available on a secure research website (www.my3Q.com) in Taiwan (Table 1), and the unit of analysis was the individual consumer. The questionnaire was advertised on a mailing list and on internet research websites. The profiles of respondents are shown in Table 2. The questionnaire used to collect date instrument contained an experimental design. A doubly multivariate design was used to examine the changes in brand equity over two kinds of variance of COO image in an M&A and under three different redeployment strategies. That is, the variance of COO image (two levels) and redeployment strategies (three levels) were between-subjects factors.
----------------------------
Insert Table 1 here

----------------------------
----------------------------
Insert Table 2 here

----------------------------
Analysis Procedures
The scales of all the constructs were analyzed using Cronbach’s α to determine if they possessed acceptable levels of reliability (Nunnally, 1978). Table 3 shows the reliability estimates. All the Cronbach’s α were more than 0.7, indicating that all the constructs had acceptable reliability. Convergent and discriminant validity were assessed through confirmatory factor analysis (Fornell, 1983; Bagozzi and Yi, 1989). Appendix I shows the validity of measurements. The estimated factor loadings indicated that all the items loaded as expected (∣t∣value > 1.96), with significant and positive parameter estimates. These results provide strong evidence of convergent validity. As for discriminant validity, Appendix 2 shows that the correlation of paired constructs is significantly less than 1. In addition, the smallest T value observed was -5, which corresponds to T< -1.96. This result implies the discriminate validity suggested by Bagozzi, Yi, and Singh (1991). 
----------------------------
Insert Table 3 here

----------------------------
With respect to data fit to the proposed model, specific criteria were used. Fit is constrained to Χ2 / df value smaller then 5 (Taylor and Todd, 1995). Other fit indices (NFI, NNFI and CFI) range from 0 to 1, with values greater than 0.9 considered to be acceptable fit to the data (Bentler, 1992). The results of this study suggest a good fit of data to the measurement model; Χ2=112.86 with 41 degrees of freedom, Χ2/df= 2.75; NFI=0.95; NNFI=0.96; CFI=O.97; RMSA=0.022; SRMR=0.031.
The MANOVA used three consumer-based equity variables (perceived quality, brand association and brand loyalty), which were computed by averaging the scores of items loading onto them, as the dependent variables. The data were checked, and all the assumptions (e.g. equality of variance-covariance, normality, linearity and absence of multicollinearity) of MANOVA were met and in all cases, the cell sizes were all about the minimum recommended size (Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Black, 1998). A requirement for MANOVA is that the dependent variables be corrected. Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Hair et al., 1998) indicated that MANOVA was suitable for analyzing the data (Bartlett’s χ2 (5)=480.875, P<0.001) and that the assumption of equity of variance-covariance matrices was satisfied. The Box’s test (p=0.124>0.05) showed no statistically significant deviation from homogeneity of covariance matrices (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1983).
MANOVA Results
Brand redeployment strategy and COO variance were the independent variables fed to MANOVA. Table 4 summarizes the results. They show that the two-way multivariate interaction between COO variance after M&A and brand redeployment strategies was not significant at p<0.05. That is, the difference in customer-based brand equity based on COO variance after the M&A was not significant across the brand redeployment strategies. However, Table 4 also shows that the multivariate main effects of COO variance after M&A and brand redeployment strategy are significant. These results indicate that the sets of three consumer-based brand equity variables correlate to COO after the M&A and brand redeployment strategies (the mean vectors for the brand equity dimensions among the COO variance and brand redeployment strategies are shown in table 5~6). Thus, hypotheses H1 and H5 are supported.
Table 5 shows the consequences of the multivariate brand redeployment strategies’ main effects. The results show that all of the consumer-based brand equity dimensions vary significantly with brand redeployment strategies and target dominant strategy is better than either the acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment or the acquirer dominant strategy. Therefore, hypotheses H2, H3, and H4 are supported. In addition, the impact of brand redeployment strategy had the strongest effect on brand association.
----------------------------
Insert Table 4 here

  ----------------------------
----------------------------
Insert Table 5 here

  ----------------------------

Table 6 shows that all the consumer-based brand equity dimensions (perceived quality, brand association, and brand loyalty) vary significantly over COO after an M&A, and the impact of COO variance is greatest in relation to brand loyalty. Table 6 also shows the statistical means for brand equity dimensions for the different kinds of COO after an M&A. High COO variance produced significantly higher ratings for all the brand equity dimensions (perceived quality, brand association, and brand loyalty) than did low image variance. These results imply that COO variance after an M&A does cause a drop in consumer perceived quality. These results correspond to real world case histories where a low COO image business like an Indian corporation acquired a high COO image corporation to bolster its brand or product image (e.g. the Tata Motos Ltds from Indian acquiring Jaguar and Land Rover to increase their international brand image). Hypotheses H6~H8 were all supported in this study.  
----------------------------
Insert Table 6 here

----------------------------

This study also conducted a post hoc multiple comparison to investigate significant differences among the group means. This study used LSD methods, and Table 7 shows the results. Respondents’ perceived quality under the target dominant strategy and acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment were both significantly higher than for the acquiring dominant strategy. In terms of brand association, respondents’ responses to the target dominant and acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment strategies were both significantly higher than to the acquiring dominant strategy. Respondents’ brand loyalty under the target dominant strategy was significantly higher than for the acquiring dominant strategy. However, this result was not significantly different from that in acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment. MANOVA results and respondents’ associations with a new brand name after M&A show that everything else being equal, if an inferior image brand acquires a better image brand, then if the superior brands’ name can be preserved—or even allowing for both brands being combined into the superior brand name—consumer-based brand equity is significantly higher than that for the inferior brand name.
----------------------------
Insert Table 7 here

----------------------------
Conclusions and Implications
Brand names are closely tied to products in consumers’ minds, so it is difficult for marketers to change (Keller, 1998). A brand name is an anchor for brand equity, so changing a brand name might not only damage brand equity, it might destroy it (Muzellec and Lambkin, 2006). Therefore, businesses should carefully manipulate a brand name after an M&A. Little attention had been paid to the effectiveness of corporate brand names as part of the M&A process, let alone the brand redeployment strategies after an M&A. Hypothesis H1 in this study states that the consumer-based brand equity of a brand varies according to brand redeployment strategies after an M&A, and this hypothesis is supported. This finding also supports the argument of Jaju et al. (2006) that different kinds of brand redeployment strategies have different effects on brand equity.
However, Jaju et al. (2006) only discussed brand equity effects in a general way, and did not analyze impacts on individual dimensions of of brand equity after an M&A. To examine these effects, this study uses H2, H3, and H4 to test the brand redeployment effects on individual brand equity dimensions. Results show that all the brand equity dimensions, as expected, varied significantly according to different brand redeployment strategies. These results confirm the findings of Ahmed and d’Astous (1992), that a brand name is an important predictor of perceived quality and purchase value. In addition, these results demonstrate that different brand redeployment strategies have varied influences on perceived quality. The results of the research show that changing the brand name to the target dominant brand or acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment would achieve greater perceived quality than the acquirer dominant methods. That is to say, a superior brand may be acquired by an inferior brand, but the brand name should be preserved to maintain its excellent quality image in consumers’ minds. Furthermore, this research shows that the impact of brand name redeployment strategies were the greatest for perceived quality. 
Previous studies demonstrate that a brand name influences consumers’ associations about a brand (Ahmed and d’Astous, 1996; McDowell, 2004) and this study confirmed those findings. The results of this study show that the target dominant strategy still has the highest scores among the redeployment strategies, and acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment has the same influence on brand association. The most important features of a brand name are that it can generate consumer associations that accurately describe the brand (Aaker, 1991). The essential value of a brand name often is its set of associations—dwhat it means to consumers (Aaker, 1996). The two acquired brands in this experimental survey are very famous brands in Taiwan, so they can elicit many positive associations from customers even if they were acquired. As long as the brand name is preserved, positive associations remain intact.
Brand loyalty got the lowest scores in all dimensions (see Table 4). As Brand loyalty is tied closely to user experiences, and cannot exist without prior purchase and exposure (Aaker, 1991) brand loyalty therefore requires more time and more experience to accumulate. After an M&A, even though the company might maintain the original brand name, the performance of the new brand is unknown. Consumers need more information and more first-hand experience to judge the new brand, and brand loyalty might rebuild to its original level after a long time. This study does not analyze real circumstances, and consumers did not have a chance to judge the new brand. In light of all this, it can be said that brand redeployment strategies have the lowest effect on brand loyalty.
Brand equity is a multidimensional construct, and many studies demonstrate that the COO effect is an important internal factor in evaluating some of its components (such as perceived quality) (Thakor and Lavack, 2003; Jo, 2005). Few studies examine how COO image may affect brand equity (Pappu et al., 2006, 2007; Yasin et al., 2007). The results show that COO image has significant effects on perceived quality, brand association, and brand loyalty. 
If consumers are not familiar with a brand, country of origin has a considerable influence on their quality perception of the brand (Bilkey and Nes, 1982). This study demonstrates the relationship between the two constructs, and its results show that the greater the COO image variance, the greater the positive impact on brand equity after an M&A. That is, the inferior COO image company can increase their perceived quality by acquiring the superior COO image company.
The country of origin image may generate secondary associations with brand associations (Keller, 1993). Results suggest that consumers’ country of origin associations do influence their brand associations, and this result corresponds well with previous studies (Pappu et al., 2006; Yasin et al., 2007). In addition, this study finds that respondents’ brand associations vary significantly across country image variance after M&A. That is, acquiring a better country image company can enable a better brand association than acquiring a medium country image company.
Consumers that gain experience and confidence might develop loyalty toward countries (Ahmed and d’Astous, 1996). Pappu et al. (2006) found that consumers were more loyal towards a brand made in a country with a strong association with a particular product category than to the same brand made in countries with a weaker association with the product category. Yasin et al. (2007) demonstrated the same. Respondents in the present study revealed that they would be more loyal to a high variance of country image brand after M&A than a low variance of country image brand after M&A. In other words, consumers would still maintain their country loyalty to the brand or product from a company with a higher COO image even though it was acquired by a lower COO image company.
Managerial implications
As globalization continues, more successful companies from developing countries  will attempt to acquire companies from developed countries, such as the largest Indian steelmaker Mittal acquiring French Arcelor (Craze and Deen, 2006). For companies with a low COO image, it is essential to understand how that image will impact their M&A activities. After an M&A, consumers may feel uncertain about the quality of the new brand or product since they have less experience or information with which to evaluate. The COO and brand information are methods to eliminate unnecessary information processing (Ahmed and d’Astous, 1996). The results of this study indicate that brand name redeployment and country of origin are important variables that can affect brand equity.

In the present study, because both the acquired brands have a better reputation in Taiwan than the acquiring brand, the target dominant and acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment strategies had higher effects on brand equity than the acquirer dominant strategy. This result corresponds with the statement of Kumar and Blomqvist (2004). They thought that if the acquired brand is stronger than the acquiring brand, the acquirer may even consider abandoning its own name in favor of the acquired brand, or opt for a combination of the two names. The results of this study imply that if an inferior brand acquires a superior brand, they should preserve the superior image brand name to keep its good brand image, and the target dominant strategy is the best of all. Jaju et al. (2006) also used 5 monolithic corporate brands  to find out how brand redeployment strategies affect brand equity after an M&A. The results of that research found the acquirer-dominant and target-dominant strategies consistently outperforming the strategy of maintaining both brands names after an M&A. The types of M&A in these two studies were quite different (the research of Jaju et al.(2006) used well-established corporations as both acquirer and acquired), so the results are also quite different. Both results serve as important references for managers thinking about how to maintain and increase the equity of a new brand.    
With respect to COO effects, the present study is one of the few studies to show that the COO effect is an important cue for evaluating the brand or product after an M&A, and examines the relationships between COO and multi-dimensional brand equity. This study shows that consumers still have country loyalty after an M&A, and this is consistent with the view of Ahmed and d’Astous (1996) and Pappu et al. (2007). The literature suggests that when a company seeks to use M&A to increase their market share, they should merge or acquire a reputable company from a country with a strong association with the product category.
However, a positive country of origin image can alleviate negative associations with product quality for lesser-known brands (Ahmed et al., 2002). Pappu et al. (2007) thought that managers should carefully weigh the risk of eroding brand equity when exploring offshore manufacturing or sourcing options. This study suggests that managers should pay more attention to changes in brand equity, and manage the dimensions of brand equity more effectively after an M&A. For example, many M&A cases involve successful companies from developing countries which acquired companies from developed countries. However, manufacturing in a high-quality country would enhance perceived quality and provide a greater competitive advantage for weak image brands (Jo, 2005). Therefore, managers from acquiring companies should take advantage of and highlight the features of the brand which is made by a high image COO business with a high association with the product category that would increase the perceived quality of their weak image brand. If the acquirer can increase their perceived quality, they can influence consumers’ choices and increase the brand equity of their new brand (Yasin et al., 2007).
Contribution, Limitations and directions for future research 
Cpntribution
Many inferior country image companies use M&As to increase their market share and positive company image such as when TCL Computer Technology in China acquired Alcatel from France and Tata Motos Ltds in India acquired Jaguar and Land Rover from England. It is important for an inferior image country acquirer to reduce consumers’ fear about the quality or service of the brand and product, post acquisition. Few studies have evaluated the COO’s effects on M&As from a brand equity perspective. This study addresses this paucity of research on the country of origin effect, post acquisition. This study also helps managers understand that the country of origin effect is an important factor that can influence consumers’ perception when the companies involved hold large COO image differentials. 
Besides, much research in this area has focused on measuring changes in brand equity where the acquiring company is in a country with a superior image and the acquired company from a inferior image country, and within specific product categories. It is also important to examine how the brand equity would be affected under reversed circumstances (Pappu et al., 2006). This study extended addresses this. The results of this study can be a useful reference for those from inferior image or developing country companies who want to use an M&A to increase market share and help them increase consumers’ brand equity.
Company often turn to brand acquisition in order to better secure market position, however, an inappropriate management of brands in the wake of the transfer could damage brand equity (Kapferer, 1992). This study demonstrates that chosing a proper brand redeployment strategy is essential for companies, post acquisition and the results also identify the best redeployment strategies when the acquirer is from a company in an inferior image country. These findings could help acquirers know which one of the brand equity dimensions needs more attention to increase consumers’ brand equity more effectively.
Limitations and directions for future research
All the respondents in this study were Taiwanese consumers, who are generally quite familiar with technology and Chinese products. Their responses could be different from those of consumers who are not familiar with Chinese products. Hence, future research must be executed using consumers who are not familiar with Chinese products to more clearly illustrate COO effects. In addition, the product used in the present study is a durable good that falls into the categories of shopping goods and specialty goods. However, many M&A cases involve two companies that produce convenience goods. Therefore, future studies should analyze different kinds of M&A cases, such as an M&A for two convenience goods companies.

The sampling method used was conventient, but correspondingly somewhat skewed. To the extent of this skewing, the results might not exactly predict the overall consumers’ perception of the post merger company. Future research must use random sampling to ensure the sample is applicable to the general population and the results can be more accurately predict what consumers will think about the post merger company.

COO information can be divided into many cues such as “country of manufacture,” “country of design,” “country of brand,” and “country of assembly” (Pappu et al., 2006). Future study should examine the effects of different COO cues to determine which one has the greatest impact on brand equity after an M&A, or which cues best suit certain product categories. These results can let managers from different product categories know what kinds of COO cues they can use if they want to use M&A.

The results of this study indicate that different brand redeployment strategies have different effects on brand equity after M&A. However, this study only uses three strategies, so future study can use other strategies such as an acquired brand being a sub-brand of the acquiring brand. Future studies can also examine the effects of sub-brands on brand equity as either headers (placed before the parent brand) or modifiers (placed after the parent brand) (Jo, 2007). 

Finally, the present study only determined the dimensions of brand equity after an M&A. We did not test brand equity before the M&A, and future research should test the brand equity both before and after the M&A. Such an analysis would reveal changes in brand equity and find out whether or not brand redeployment strategies and COO image increase or decrease brand equity.
Table 1: Between-subjects factors cell sizes

	Brand Redeployment Strategy

	Variance of COO image
	Acquirer dominant
	Target dominant
	Acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment
	total

	Low acquire medium
	36
	36
	48
	120

	Low acquire superior
	39
	38
	37
	114

	Total
	75
	74
	85
	234


Table 2 Description of respondent

	Item
	Description
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Gender
	Male
	126
	53.8%

	
	Female
	108
	46.2%

	Education
	High school
	1
	0.4%

	
	College
	22
	9.4%

	
	University
	103
	44%

	
	Master/PHD
	108
	46.2%

	Age
	21-30
	112
	47.9%

	
	31-40
	68
	29.1%

	
	41-50
	34
	14.5%

	
	>50
	20
	8.5%


Table 3: Reliability estimates

	Perceived Quality
	Brand Association
	Brand Loyalty

	0.9233
	0.9119
	0.9277


Table 4 MANOVO results: significance of multivariate tests 
	Between-subject effect value
	Wilks’ λ
	F value
	P

	brand redeployment strategy
	0.926
	2.970
	0.008*

	Variance of COO after M&A
	0.949
	4.053
	0.008*

	Variance of COO after M&A × brand redeployment strategies
	0.985
	0.564
	0.759


*deemed significant at the 0.05 level
Table 5 MANOVA results: brand redeployment strategies effects 
	
	Mean(SD)

	Source measure
	F value
	P value
	η2
	Acquirer dominant
	Acquirer dominant Synergistic redeployment
	Target dominant

	brand redeployment Strategies
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Quality  
	   6.947
	0.01*             
	0.057
	2.3672(0.088)
	2.655(0.098)
	2.815(0.083)

	Brand Association   
	8.617    
	0.00*  
	0.070
	2.159(0.080)
	2.460(0.081)
	2.612(0.076)

	Brand Loyalty                    
	3.882   
	0.022*  
	0.033
	2.003(0.090)
	2.212(0.090)    
	2.346(0.085)


* deemed significant at the 0.05 level
Table 6 MANOVA results: variance of COO effects 
	
	
	
	
	Mean(SD)

	Source measure
	F value
	P value
	η2
	High Variance
	Low Variance

	Variance of COO after M&A

	Perceived Quality  
	4.803
	0.029*   
	0.021
	2.722(0.070)
	2.504(0.070)

	Brand Association                         
	7.920  
	0.005*   
	0.034
	2.539(0.065)
	2.282(0.064)

	Brand Loyalty                              
	12.08  
	0.001*
	0.050
	2.364(0.073)
	2.009(0.072)


*deemed significant at the 0.05 level
Table 7: Post hoc results of MANOVA
	Consumer-based brand equity dimensions
	Brand redeployment 1
	Brand redeployment 2
	Mean
	P value

	Perceived Quality
	Acquirer dominant
	Acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment
	-0.289*
	0.021

	
	Acquirer dominant
	Target dominant
	-0.424*     
	0.000

	
	Acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment
	Target dominant
	-0.135      
	0.263

	Brand Association


	Acquirer dominant
	Acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment
	-0.305*     
	0.008

	
	Acquirer dominant
	Target dominant
	-0.428*     
	0.000

	
	Acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment
	Target dominant
	-0.123      
	0.265

	Brand Loyalty
	Acquirer dominant
	Acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment
	-0.21       
	0.101

	
	Acquirer dominant
	Target dominant
	-0.31*      
	0.014

	
	Acquirer dominant synergistic redeployment
	Target dominant
	-9.55E-02   
	0.440


*deemed significant at the 0.05 level
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Appendix I
	
	indicator
	Standardized Loading (t-value)

	Perceived quality
	after M&A, brand X must be of very good quality
	0.87*

	
	after M&A, brand X would offer products of consistent quality
	0.88(18.32)

	
	after M&A, brand X would offer very durable products
	0.90(19.3)

	
	after M&A, brand X would offer very reliable product
	0.86(17.56)

	Brand association
	It is appropriate to describe the products offered by brand X as up-market after M&A(Brand personality)
	0.78*



	
	It is appropriate to describe the products offered by brand X as tough after M&A(Brand personality)
	0.77(12.57)

	
	I like the company which makes Brand X after M&A(organizational association) 
	0.87(14.74)

	
	I will feel proud to own products from the company which makes brand X after M&A(organizational association)
	0.86(14.54)

	
	I trust the company which makes brand X after M&A(organizational association)
	0.84(14.2)

	Brand Loyalty
	I consider myself loyal to brand X after M&A
	0.96

	
	If I want to buy household electric appliances, brand X after M&A would be my first choose
	0.89(20.52)


*reference variable
Appendix II

	
	Perceived Quality*
Brand Association
	Perceived Quality*
Brand Loyalty
	Brand Association*
Brand Loyalty

	T value
	-5(0.90, 0.02)
	-8(0.76, 0.03)
	-6.5(0.87, 0.02)


*(correlation, standard error)
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