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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the research is to evaluate the brand extension strategy of SMEs food companies, through the 

analysis of the consumers' response. The research analysed the case study of a food processing cooperative, 

“Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare”, which diversified its production through the acquisition of new SMEs companies. 

Through an hypothetical brand extension of the products, the goal is to study which factors would affect the 

acceptance and the purchasing of the extension. The results drive allow the SMEs food companies to know the 

needs of new consumers and to be able to meet these needs, both in terms of distribution and in terms of offer.  
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1 Introduction 

The original social goals of cooperatives are “mutuality”, “solidarity” and “participation”, which are 
achieved within an economical and financial equilibrium in the long term (Hendrikse and Bijman, 2002; 
Mazzoleni, 1996, 2005; Ménard, 2007; Cook and James, 2016). For this reason, the analysis of the 
cooperatives’ performance must be carried out through two main lines: a holistic one, in which the 
impacts on social welfare must be considered, and an economic one, by considering its ability to remain 
competitive in the market (Stadler, 2007; Su and Cook, 2015).  

SMEs food companies are very important in terms of rural development (Karantininis and Nilsson, 2007; 
Pascucci et al., 2013; Zecca and Rastorgueva, 2017; Martino et al., 2017). In this context food-processing 
cooperatives play a key role. The growth and diversification process of cooperatives occurs through the 
merge and acquisition of other local cooperatives, which produce different kinds of products and may 
have had financial troubles. The case study analysed in this research is the Grifo Latte company, which has 
implemented in its group medium and small-sized companies in Umbria although not being able to do an 
ex-ante analysis of the impact that this process would have had, or to make a financial assessment of the 
companies. For these reasons, the validity of this process must be  necessarily verified after the 
implementation. This assessment should be done with an analysis of the effects of the brand -extension on 
the consumer. 

In this context, the efficiency of cooperatives can be analysed by also considering how muc h they meet 
the consumers’ needs and if they are able to modify their traditional products and processes, without 
damaging the social concepts and the benefits it can bring to producers. In order to achieve this purpose, 
an important prerequisite is the identification of the cooperative as a quality brand, in order to guarantee 
competitiveness in the agri-food context (Ménard, 1996; Battaglia, 2002; Belletti et al., 2005). The original 
concept of cooperatives, which involves the producers of the same type of product, has led to a complex 
situation of competitiveness: although there is a strong horizontal competition, the modifications of the 
consumers’ life styles require a strategy which allows product differentiation (Vindigni, 2003; Antonelli, 
2006, 2003; Caroli, 2006; Iaia et al., 2014). 

The diversification of the production process is an important competitive factor in the ag ri-food context, 
which allows for meeting the growing consumers’ demand in term of quality and nutritional aspect (Nath 
et al., 2010; Riganelli and Marchini, 2017). In order to reach that condition, a company must guarantee a 
wide array of products, which are chosen based on what might be the satisfaction and the future behavior 
of consumers.  

A key factor in the planning of strategies is the Brand Equity, which considers the value of a product based 
also on the inclusion of the company’s mark logo on the package, net of the technical and functional value 
(Aaker, 1991, 1996). In particular, the Consumer Based Brand Equity (CBBE) theory  includes the 
consumers’ evaluation of the Brand in terms of image and fame, quality, safety and loyalty (Keller, 1993, 
2003; Lassaret al., 1995; Aaker, 2003; Netemeyeret al., 2004).  The Brand Extension strategy allows the 
diversification of a company’s products, in order to meet consumers’ demand. A Brand Extension consists 
on affixing a mark, usually well-known and stable, to a new category of products. These new products 
could gain the same benefits of the existing mark's Brand Equity, and have its same reputation, image and 
loyalty. There are different typologies of Brand Extension, based on the coherence that the new product 
will have within the consumers' imaginary and the categories of the brand’s products (Tauber, 1993). The 
wider the distance between the new product and the main concept of the brand, the greater the 
investment will be in advertising it and in trying to make it acceptable in the consumer's eye in order to 
lead to its purchase 

The phenomenon of the Brand Extension is particularly applied in the cooperative system: the managing 
of a brand portfolio, which is typical of a cooperative association, is based on a brand extension strategy. 
In the recent few years, many single-product cooperatives in the agri-food context have rapidly become 
multi-brand companies, preserving so the brand from the vulnerability of the single -product strategy 
(Milberg et al., 2010). 

This research focuses on this phenomenon, evaluating how the consumers respond to the brand 
extension strategy of a local and traditional cooperative. Through a specific case study, we imagine a 
possible brand extension of the products of a local Group. The goal is to study which factors would affect 
the acceptance of the extension and might induce the consumer to buy it.  
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Section 2 describes the case study of “Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare”, and its transition from a single -
product cooperative to a Group. This section also presents the model that we aim to test and the 
description of the data and variables used. Section 3 shows the result of the empirical analysis carried out. 
Finally, section 4 presents the conclusions of the study. 

2 Methodology 

Our approach focuses on a single case study regarding a cooperative in the dairy sector (Gruppo Grifo 
Agroalimentare, Umbria, Central Italy). As a first step we gathered data from documents regarding the 
company, and this allowed us to contextualize the investigation within the framework of the company's 
history and strategy. After collecting evidence from the analysis of literature and document s, we suggest 
four testable hypotheses. 

The strategy testing was based on the quantitative analysis of the survey data. We collected the data 
through a questionnaire, by interviewing a sample of consumers. Then, we carried out a statistical analysis 
of the data in order to test the hypotheses we have suggested. 

2.1 The “Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare” case study 

The Brand “Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare” is a local dairy company with the goal to have a constant 
equilibrium between traditional production and innovation. The production of milk was the first (and for 
many years the only) product of cooperative. During the 70’s the “Grifo Latte” cooperative started to 
differentiate its products. A new “high quality” milk can be considered a first attempt of brand extension, 
in particular a case of line extension, within the same product category. Subsequently, in the 80’, Grifo 
Latte expanded its portfolio towards cheese production, with a range extension, which is closely linked to 
the original one, milk. These extensions are a result of the company's will to improve and keep growing, 
since there was a scarce probability to survive with the making of only one product. So, new marketing 
strategies have been carried out, without going against the original and social obje ctives of sustainability. 
The constant extension of the company’s portfolio, which is carried out with new products quite distant 
from the original concept of milk (e.g. typical bean or traditional sauces), leads Grifo Latte to become, in 
2012, a group of companies, with the name “Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare”. The success of the extensions 
was due mainly to the positive image of Grifo Latte in the local consumers' eyes, which allowed to 
consolidating further positive reputation of the brand through their new products. 

2.2 An hypothetical brand extension strategy 

The research focuses on the study of the Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare, by considering possible evolution 
of the Brand, and by identifying the motivations that lead to buy the new products. In order to  analyse 
this phenomenon, we consider a possible brand extension of the company. The extension has been made 
to groceries because this is the production area of the cooperative, therefore to test the willingness to 
buy in relation to the perceived consistency, a relation with the cooperative’s main products was 
required. The products that have been considered are: (a) fresh snack bars; (b) frozen precooked food; (c) 
breakfast cereals; (d) fruit juices; (e) eggs; (f) fresh pasta. Each one of them share at least one ingredient 
(if the original products aren’t ingredients themselves) and/or the location, and/or the concept with the 
original range of products. They can be complementary with other goods already in the market, or they 
can just take advantage of the cooperative’s image. To show the influence of the CBBE of the cooperative, 
two products have been chosen close to the original range (fresh snack bars and breakfast cereals) and 
another four increasingly distant from it (fresh pasta, eggs, frozen precooked food and fruit juice). The 
former are an example of the range extension, while the latter are representative of the brand stretching.  

The motivations that can lead consumers to buy these new products derive from different factors that 
must be considered.  

Firstly the awareness that the consumer has of the brand's image has a crucial role in the products' launch 
(Martìnez and de Chernatony, 2004). The mark is usually associated with milk, so we expect that the more 
distant the extension from this product, the more difficult will the acceptance and the purchase be of the 
Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare's products of the hypothetical extension (Park et al., 1991). Considering this 
evidence, the Group should be considering this relationship in its marketing strategy, evaluating the 
different position of the Group’s mark in the product packaging. For these reasons, it is interesting to 
investigate this relationship, enouncing a first hypothesis of the research:  
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H1:  The close link with the original brand impacts positively on the propensity to buy the products of 
brand extension.  

The second factor that we consider in order to have an evaluation of  the propensity to buy the products 
of the extension is to be already a consumer in the category. Loyalty and habits  can be considered a two-
dimensional representation of each consumer, so firms can then devise proper interaction based on these 
two aspects (Liu-Thompkins and Tam, 2013). This relationship allows to have an evaluation of the 
consumers’ motivation to purchase a brand extension of Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare. As a matter of 
fact, previous consumers’ habits could or could not influence purchasing the extension, and this result 
might highlight or not the strength of the brand (Olsen et al., 2013). So, the hypothesis that we aim to test 
is: 

H2: Consumers that usually consume the extended product category are more inclined to buy the 
product of the extension. 

The third factor that must be taken under consideration is the perceived quality of Gruppo Grifo 
Agroalimentare. A brand with a high consumers' satisfaction in terms of quality can attempt a less 
coherent extension, due to the higher success probability (Aaker and Keller, 1992; Rotemberg, 2013). 
Quality could be declined by the consumer for two reasons: the l ink with the territory or the nutritional 
features, which are often difficult to investigate through a first reading of label (Stranieri et al., 2010; 
Simeone et al., 2016). Every one of these can potentially play a role in the purchasing decisions regardi ng 
the products’ extension (Völckner and Sattler, 2006).  For this reason, another hypothesis can be 
enounced in the research: 

H3: Consumers with a high quality image awareness of “Grifo Latte” are more inclined to buy the 
products of brand extension. 

2.3 Data, model specification and variables 

Data was gathered in the Umbrian region, in August of 2016, through a structural questionnaire. The 
samples consisted of 232 respondents. The subjects of the interview were asked to express their opinion 
about some quality aspects of Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare (first set of questionnaire item) and to give an 
evaluation about the closeness between two marks: the existing one and another one chosen to innovate 
the portfolio (second set of item). Furthermore, the interview investigated the habitual consumption of 
samples from products within the extension's category (third set of item). Then, the questionnaire 
focused on possible purchasing behavior in connection to the brand extension hypotheses that were 
suggested (forth set of item). Finally, some questions about socio-demographic characteristics were asked 
(fifth set of item). The economic literature highlighted that socio-demographic and economic variables are 
key factors that must be taken into consideration while studying the decisions to purchase, especially in 
the brand extension strategy (Bottomley and Holder, 2001; Torelli and Ahluwalia, 2012). So these last set 
of variables are useful when taking into account some features that could play a role in the purchasi ng 
decision.  

In order to test the hypotheses, we analysed the data by the following equation, obtained by the firm i for 
each products p of the extension: 

 (1) 

where  denotes the outcome variables. These are dummy variables that show whether or not 
consumers would buy the product of the extension. indicates if consumers identify links between 
the new mark of Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare and the previous mark (H1). Similarly,  allows to 
have an indication about the habitudinal consumption of the product concerned.  represents the 
set of the features through which brand quality is composed. In particular, these are the origin of the 
product, the loyalty, the degree of diffusion, the diversification of array, the cheapness, the packaging, 
the nutritional aspect and organoleptic features. Finally,  represents the socio-demographic 
characteristics of the sample in order to control for these characteristics. The set of variables include th e 
gender, the age, the size of household, the level of education and of household income. In Table 1 are 
present descriptive statistics of the variables used in the model.  

Considering the nature of the dependent variable, we estimated a Logit model (Dobson  and Barnett, 
2008; Verbeek, 2012). We applied the Logit model in order to evaluate the impact of the explanatory 
variables on the dichotomous dependent variables with regard to the willingness to buy the products of 
the extension (dummy variables, see Table 1). We have also included a robust estimation of standard 
errors, in order to avoid possible serial correlations in the Logit model and in order to take under 
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consideration a potential violation of the normality of the sample. As for the interpretation of the result, 
odds ratio (OR) are presented: OR are able to analyse the propensity/willingness to buy the products of 
the extension, given an unitary increase of the value of the independent variable. This interpretation is 
particularly useful in order to explain how the factor might have a role in the products’ purchase.  

3 Results 

To better analyse the phenomenon of the brand extension we have hypothesized, we created a set of 6 
Logit models, one for each product considered in the dependent variable. The results are presented in 
Table 2 and 3

1
 in the appendix. From the results, we can answer the previous hypotheses:  

Considering the socio-economical characteristics, there are some significant considerations to make with 
regard to the propensity to buy the products of the extension. When it comes to the propensity to buy the 
fresh snack bars, it increases in the households with higher income. Furthermore, there are negative 
implications in the case of respondents over 46: this result leads to conclude that th is product is not 
targeted at those of an older age range. This last result is also valid in the case of breakfast cereals. With 
regard to eggs, there is a positive implication instead when it comes to the age range between 31 and 45, 
with a family formed by two people and with a high degree of education. This can be considered a typical 
family formed by a young couple, who cook by mainly using basic and common ingredients so they don't 
have a real need for this kind of product.  Finally, taking into account the fresh pasta, respondents over 65 
show a high propensity to buy this product. Furthermore, the propensity grows with the increase of 
household's size and its educational level. Finally, the propensity decreases instead in the case of a low 
level of household income. 

Following answers to the hypotheses previously formulated:  

H1: The results about the positive impact on the propensity to buy, due to the closeness of the new brand 
with the original one, are different according to the different products of  the extension. The positive 
implications are shown only for two products: fresh snack bars and breakfast cereals. As we have already 
mentioned, these two products are a range extension for Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare, and the 
acceptance of the consumers is confirmed through these results. 

H2: The positive impact on the consumer, due to the habitual consumptions of the extended product 
category, is found for all the products considered, with positive and significant coefficients. These results 
led to consider the brand of Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare strictly connected to the consumers’ lifestyle 
habits, who are strongly inclined to buy the new products.  

H3: With regard to the components of the quality, there are some different evidences among products. 
Considering the fresh snack bars, there are only two aspects that are positive and significant: the diffusion 
and the nutritional aspect, with odds ratio about 2 and 3 respectively. The attention to the nutritional 
aspect gives us information about the evolution that a food traditionally considered “unhealthy” can have 
with the brand of Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare. Furthermore, the company must focalize its strategy on 
the distribution of product. With regard to the frozen precooked food, there is only an implication in the 
cheapness aspect, with a negative coefficient: the consumers that pay attention to the cost of the 
products have a propensity about 60% lower to buy frozen precooked food. Considering the breakfast 
cereals, diffusion, origin and cheapness are significant. So, we can conclude that the high quality image 
awareness of Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare is not a strong factor to consider in a possible launch of this 
product, with a consumer potentially able to accept a price premium (Bleich and Herrmann, 2013). For the 
fruit juice product, the significance and positive coefficients are diffusion and loyalty. This last result is 
quite important, considering the huge distance that there is between this product and the milk: loyal 
consumers have a propensity to buy fruit juice products about 3 times higher than non loyal ones. Finally, 
considering fresh pasta products, we find a positive coefficient in loyalty and variety and a negative 
coefficient in cheapness. 

                                                 
1
 For the categorical variables, the class reference class is the first one. So, the coefficients must be considered in reference 

for the first class. For Age is the class “< or = to 30”, for Family components is the category “single”, for the Education is the 
category “Secondary school” and for the Income is the class “< or = to 10000€”. 
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4 Conclusions 

The practice of the brand extension is crucial in the modern market, where introducing new brands is 
becoming increasingly difficult. So, it is easier to expand and exploit an already existing brand, having 
benefits from its reputation. 

The research hypothesizes a brand extension for Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare by analyzing a consumer 
evaluation. One of the most important factors for the cooperative brand -extension is the habitual 
consumption of products, so if a cooperative wants to expand its brand portfolio, it should study its 
typical consumer and socio-economical characteristics of the extension’s target. This is also important 
because the cooperative should know the needs of new consumers and should be able to meet these 
needs, both in terms of distribution and in terms of offer. This  can also help the cooperative to know 
about the potential willingness to pay a premium price for the new product, which is possible in some 
cases (e.g., frozen precooked food and breakfast cereals this research), and to manage the extension 
accordingly (DelVecchio and Smith, 2005; Sattler et al., 2010). Another important factor, in addition to the 
needs and habits of consumers, is loyalty. A loyal consumer will also buy the stretch extension and, 
because of this, it’s important for cooperatives to work on the consumers’ fidelity and on the brand’s 
CBBE, before trying an extension. This result, together with those that show significance about the quality 
components, is in line with previous studies about brand extension (Aaker and Keller, 1990; Sunde and 
Brodie, 1993).  

After all, this marketing strategy could work for the cooperative that has already created a behavioral 
loyalty and attitudinal attachment, which can affect the propensity to buy products from the brand 
stretching, although a line extension might be safer if the cooperative knows the consumers’ needs and 
habits.  
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Varible name Description Obs Freq Mean SD

Dependent variables

Fresh snack bars Dummy, respondents buy Grifo fresh snack bars =1; otherwise=0 231 72 0,31 0,46

Frozen precooked food Dummy, respondents buy Grifo frozen precooked food =1; otherwise=0 230 45 0,20 0,40

Breakfast cereals Dummy, respondents buy Grifo breakfast cereals =1; otherwise=0 231 101 0,44 0,50

Fruit Juice Dummy, respondents buy Grifo fruit juices =1; otherwise=0 230 91 0,40 0,49

Eggs Dummy, respondents buy Grifo eggs =1; otherwise=0 230 115 0,50 0,50

Fresh Pasta Dummy, respondents buy Grifo fresh pasta =1; otherwise=0 231 108 0,47 0,50

Independent variables

NEW MARK Dummy, respondents linked new mark with the old one =1;  otherwise=0 232 209 0,90 0,30

HABITUAL CONSUMPTION - Sweet snacks Dummy, respondents consume sweet snacks =1;  otherwise=0 232 11 0,05 0,21

HABITUAL CONSUMPTION - Frozen precook-food Dummy, respondents consume frozen precooked food =1;  otherwise=0 232 29 0,13 0,33

HABITUAL CONSUMPTION - Breakfast cereals Dummy, respondents consume breakfast cereals =1;  otherwise=0 230 83 0,36 0,48

HABITUAL CONSUMPTION - Fruit Juice Dummy, respondents consume fruit juices =1;  otherwise=0 231 82 0,35 0,48

HABITUAL CONSUMPTION - Eggs Dummy, respondents consume eggs =1;  otherwise=0 230 140 0,61 0,49

HABITUAL CONSUMPTION - Fresh Pasta Dummy, respondents consume fresh pasta =1;  otherwise=0 232 82 0,35 0,48

QUAL - Origin Dummy, respondents consider important origin =1; otherwise=0 228 205 0,90 0,30

QUAL - Loyalty Dummy, respondents consider important loyalty =1; otherwise=0 227 127 0,56 0,50

QUAL - Diffusion Dummy, respondents consider important diffusion =1; otherwise=0 226 116 0,51 0,50

QUAL - Array Dummy, respondents consider important array =1; otherwise=0 226 127 0,56 0,50

QUAL - Cheapness Dummy, respondents consider important cheapness =1; otherwise=0 228 154 0,68 0,47

QUAL - Packaging Dummy, respondents consider important packaging =1; otherwise=0 225 84 0,37 0,48

QUAL - Nutritional Dummy, respondents consider important nutritional =1; otherwise=0 226 193 0,85 0,35

QUAL - Organolepctic Dummy, respondents consider important organoleptic =1; otherwise=0 226 188 0,83 0,37

SOC - Woman Dummy, respondents are woman =1; otherwise =0 232 156 0,67 0,47

SOC - Age: Scale, age of respondets 230 3,00 0,93

SOC - Household size Scale, household size of respondents 231 3,22 1,23

SOC - Education Scale, level of education of respondents 232 4,40 0,70

SOC - Household income Scale, level of household income of respondents 224 2,42 1,08

Table 1. 
Definition of variables, means, frequencies and standard deviations 
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Table 2.  
Model estimation: beta coefficients and odds ratio for products quite close to the original range of Gruppo Grifo 

Agroalimentare. 

Hypothesis Variables

β Odds ratio β Odds ratio

H1 NEW MARK
1.298*

[0.74]

3.662* 

[2.70]

    1.187** 

[0.55]

    3.276** 

[1.80]

H2 HABITUAL CONSUMPTION
    2.216**               

[0.69]

    9.171** 

[6.34]

      2.734***

[0.45]

15.388*** 

[7.00]

QUAL - Origin
0.568                 

[0.67]

1.765    

[1.18]

   -1.650**

[0.66]

0.192 

[0.13]

QUAL - Loyalty
-0.497            

[0.39]

0.608       

[0.24]

-0.502 

[0.42]

0.606 

[0.25]

QUAL - Diffusion
0.613*              

[0.37]

1.847*       

[0.68]

  0.848* 

[0.43]

  2.334* 

[1.01]

QUAL - Array
-0.045                 

[0.40]

0.956          

[0.38]

0.567 

[0.52]

1.763

[0.92]

QUAL - Cheapness
0.022                  

[0.44]

1.022          

[0.45]

     -1.468** 

[0.52]

0.230**

[0.12]

QUAL - Packaging
0.156                  

[0.42]

1.169          

[0.49]

0.231 

[0.48]

1.260 

[0.60]

QUAL - Nutritional
1.214*                  

[0.65]

  3.367*          

[2.19]

1.052 

[0.70]

2.863

[2.01]

QUAL - Organolepctic
-0.859                  

[0.69]

0.424          

[0.29]

1.059

[0.72]

2.885

[2.08]

SOC - Woman
-0.426                 

[0.37]

0.653          

[0.24]

-0.237 

[0.40]

0.789

[0.31]

SOC - Age: 31 - 45 
-0.416                 

[0.47]

0.660          

[0.31]

-0.676

[0.50]

0.509 

[0.26]

SOC - Age: 46 - 65 
   -1.553**                 

[0.52]

    0.212 **       

[0.11]

    -1.117** 

[0.52]

    0.327**

[0.17]

SOC - Age: > 65 
-1.759*                  

[0.99]

 0.172*         

[0.17]

-1.784

[1.21]

0.168 

[0.20]

SOC - Household size: 2 members 
-0.542                 

[0.54]

0.581          

[0.38]

0.037

[0.77]

1.037 

[0.80]

SOC - Household size: 3 members 
-0.211                  

[0.62]

0.810         

[0.50]

-0.651

[0.73]

0.521 

[0.38]

SOC - Household size: 4 members 
-0.696                     

[0.61]

0.499       

[0.30]

-0.199

[0.76]

0.819

[0.62]

SOC - Household size: > 4 members 
-0.787                     

[0.75]

0.455       

[0.34]

0.307 

[0.85]

1.360

[1.16]

SOC - Education: High school
-0.449                      

[0.87]

0.638                     

[0.55]

0.181 

[0.84]

1.199 

[1.00]

SOC - Education: Degree
-0.321                     

[0.84]

0.725       

[0.61]

0.160 

[0.82]

1.173 

[0.97]

SOC - Household income: 10000-20000€
-0.185                     

[0.50]

0.831       

[0.41]

-0.592

[0.58]

0.553

[0.32]

SOC - Household income: 20000-30000€
0.846                     

[0.53]

2.330       

[1.24]

0.761 

[0.62]

2.141

[1.33]

SOC - Household income: > 30000€
1.030*                    

[0.59]

  2.800*       

[1.66]

0.079 

[0.66]

1.082 

[0.72]

Cons
-1.684                       

[1.32]

0.186       

[0.25]

-1.524 

[1.29]

0.218 

[0.28]

Observations 209 209 207 207

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.10. 

There are robust standard errors in brackets.

FRESH SNACK BARS BREAKFAST CEREALS

Model (Model 1) (Model 3)

H3

H4
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Table 3. 

Model estimation: beta coefficients and odds ratio for products quite distant to the original range of Gruppo Grifo Agroalimentare. 

Hypothesis Variables

β Odds ratio β Odds ratio β Odds ratio β Odds ratio

H1 NEW MARK
0.930 

[0.81]

2.535 

[2.06]

-0.022 

[0.57]

0.998 

[0.57]

0.586 

[0.58]

1.797

[1.04]

0.433 

[0.56]

1.542 

[0.87]

H2 HABITUAL CONSUMPTION
     2.300***

[0.54]

9.976*** 

[5.35]

     1.705***

[0.36]

     5.500*** 

[2.00]

    0.835**

[0.34]

    2.304**

[0.78]

    0.968**

[0.35]

   2.634** 

[0.93]

QUAL - Origin
-0.640 

[0.81]

0.527

[0.42]

0.536

[0.69]

1.710

[1.17]

0.073 

[0.60]

1.076 

[0.64]

-0.137

[0.62]

0.872

[0.54]

QUAL - Loyalty
-0.090 

[0.41]

0.914 

[0.38]

  0.737* 

[0.40]

  2.090* 

[0.84]

0.243 

[0.35]

1.275 

[0.45]

    0.775** 

[0.38]

    2.170**

[0.82]

QUAL - Diffusion
0.674 

[0.45]

1.962 

[0.87]

  0.654* 

[0.38]

  1.924* 

[0.73]

0.130 

[0.38]

1.139

[0.43]

0.150

[0.40]

1.162 

[0.47]

QUAL - Array
0.533 

[0.46]

1.704 

[0.78]

0.471

[0.42]

1.601 

[0.67]

0.696 

[0.43]

2.006 

[0.86]

    1.303** 

[0.44]

    3.681** 

[1.62]

QUAL - Cheapness
-0.804* 

[0.43]

  0.448*

[0.19]

0.247

[0.44]

1.280 

[0.56]

0.221 

[0.42]

1.248 

[0.53]

  -0.723*

[0.44]

  0.485*

[0.21]

QUAL - Packaging
0.617 

[0.48]

1.853 

[0.89]

-0.417

[0.43]

0.659 

[0.28]

-0.438

[0.39]

0.645

[0.25]

-0.172 

[0.39]

0.842 

[0.33]

QUAL - Nutritional
0.626 

[0.86]

1.870 

[1.61]

0.515 

[0.76]

1.674 

[1.27]

-0.004

[0.75]

0.996 

[0.75]

-0.277 

[0.74]

0.758 

[0.56]

QUAL - Organolepctic
0.194

[0.95]

1.214

[1.15]

-0.288 

[0.81]

0.750 

[0.61]

0.158

[0.72]

1.172 

[0.84]

0.769 

[0.69]

2.157 

[1.48]

SOC - Woman
-0.403 

[0.49]

0.668

[0.33]

-0.612 

[0.37]

0.542

[0.20]

0.036 

[0.35]

1.036 

[0.37]

0.513 

[0.36]

1.670 

[0.59]

SOC - Age: 31 - 45 
-0.508 

[0.66]

0.602

[0.40]

0.320

[0.50]

1.377 

[0.68]

  0.762* 

[0.43]

  2.142*

[0.91]

0.146 

[0.46]

1.157

[0.53]

SOC - Age: 46 - 65 
-0.369

[0.54]

0.691 

[0.37]

-0.058 

[0.48]

0.944 

[0.45]

-0.673

[0.46]

0.510 

[0.24]

-0.566 

[0.45]

0.568 

[0.26]

SOC - Age: > 65 
-0.902 

[1.28]

0.406 

[0.52]

1.675 

[1.20]

5.340 

[6.41]

0.217

[0.92]

1.242 

[1.15]

    3.035** 

[1.07]

     20.801**

[22.39]

SOC - Household size: 2 members 
0.826 

[1.20]

2.285 

[2.75]

-0.874 

[0.68]

0.417 

[0.29]

    1.191** 

[0.60]

     3.291** 

[1.97]

1.061

[0.66]

2.889 

[1.91]

SOC - Household size: 3 members 
1.128 

[1.22]

3.090 

[3.76]

0.389 

[0.59]

1.476

[0.87]

0.848

[0.60]

2.334

[1.40]

  1.190*

[0.63]

  3.288* 

[2.07]

SOC - Household size: 4 members 
0.558 

[1.23]

1.748 

[2.15]

-0.479 

[0.61]

0.619 

[0.38]

0.908

[0.57]

2.479 

[1.41]

0.733

[0.64]

2.082 

[1.34]

SOC - Household size: > 4 members 
1.381 

[1.17]

3.981 

[4.64]

-0.185 

[0.65]

0.831

[0.54]

0.574

[0.67]

1.775

[1.18]

    1.543** 

[0.78]

   4.677** 

[3.65]

SOC - Education: High school
1.125 

[0.90]

3.079 

[2.77]

0.388

[0.80]

1.475

[1.18]

0.664 

[0.86]

1.943 

[1.68]

    1.756**

[0.82]

   5.790** 

[4.76]

SOC - Education: Degree
1.417 

[0.87]

4.124 

[3.59]

0.042 

[0.79]

1.043 

[0.83]

  1.480* 

[0.88]

  4.394* 

[3.89]

    1.941** 

[0.82]

   6,969** 

[5.75]

SOC - Household income: 10000-20000€
-0.373 

[0.60]

0.689 

[0.41]

-0.396 

[0.50]

0.673 

[0.33]

-0.362 

[0.42]

0.696 

[0.29]

   -0.921** 

[0,47]

   0.398** 

[0.19]

SOC - Household income: 20000-30000€
0.916 

[0.61]

2.498 

[1.51]

-0.390 

[0.50]

0.677 

[0.34]

-0.015 

[0.49]

0.985

[0.48]

-0,449 

[0.51]

0.638 

[0.32]

SOC - Household income: > 30000€
0.216 

[0.74]

1.242

[0.92]

-0.480

[0.57]

0.619

[0.35]

0.497

[0.55]

1.644 

[0.90]

-0.198

[0.51]

0.820 

[0.42]

Cons
  -4.887** 

[1.64]

   0.008** 

[0.01]

  2.222*

[1.24]

  0.108*

[0.13]

  -3.619** 

[1.28]

   0.268** 

[0.34]

     -4.519*** 

[1.27]

      0.109*** 

[0.14]

Observations 209 209 208 208 206 206 209 209

H3

H4

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.10. 

There are robust standard errors in brackets.

(Model 6)

FROZEN PRECOOKED FOOD FRUIT JUICES EGGS FRESH PASTA

Model (Model 2) (Model 4) (Model 5)


