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. This paper also proposes an empirical strategy to assess both umbrella impacts (the impact of a collective reputation on a given individual reputation) and contributions to the umbrella (the contrary). Then, the theoretical model is applied to the case of Bordeaux wines from a rich dataset on individual opinions.
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1 Introduction

When applying for a job, a researcher may be faced with several non-equivalent opportunities and sometimes has a choice between a position of follower in a first-rank laboratory (a typical "second in Rome" opportunity) and a position of leader in a second-rank laboratory (a typical "first in a little Iberian village" opportunity). The challenge in such a situation is to select the right position, i.e. to adopt the best strategy for career purposes. While the first opportunity is generally tempting for income and reputation rationales, the alternative strategy is not so easy to reject especially when the applicant has in mind what Julius Caesar declared jadis to his soldiers while crossing the Alps : "As far as I'm concerned I would rather be first in the little Iberian village than second in Rome". From the laboratory standpoint, the objective is -given a budget constraint-to maximize the scientific impact and also to get the best reputation possible. In that respect, one relevant question among others may be to determine the ideal research profile to hire: are two second-rank researchers equivalent to a sole first-rank researcher?

What researchers and laboratories actually ignore but would like to know is how peers perceive their own quality or skill. More generally, one does not know precisely how individuals or things through their own reputation give birth to a group's reputation and conversely how they take advantage of this group's reputation. Do they contribute to (derive benefit from) the group's reputation proportionally to their individual reputation or in a different way?

These questions are relevant given the major role played by reputation in daily life as recognized earlier by F. von Hayek (1948, ch.V, p.97) and Marshall (1949, vol.4, xi) 1 but also in professional life as illustrated above.

Indeed, a good firm's reputation attracts clients, and often leads to higher prices2 and larger profit margins while a good individual's reputation can lead to better careers (see [START_REF] Levin | Career Concerns and Collective Reputation[END_REF][START_REF] Tadelis | The Market for Reputations as an Incentive Mechanism[END_REF]2003 among others).

For [START_REF] Andersson | Pooling Reputations[END_REF], the reputation phenomenon concerns many experience goods or services, the quality of which is difficult to ascertain at reasonable cost before consumption. By reputation here, we mean expected quality from the point of view of peers or consumers as suggested by [START_REF] Shapiro | Premiums for High Quality Products as Returns to Reputations[END_REF]. For this author, "a firm has a good reputation if consumers believe its products to be of high quality" (p. 659) and the phenomenon arises when information about quality is imperfect.

To answer these questions we develop in this paper a theoretical model in which collective reputation both determines and is determined -simultaneouslyby individual reputations as suggested first by [START_REF] Tirole | A Theory of Collective Reputations (with Applications to the Persistence of Corruption and to Firm Quality)[END_REF]. However, while Tirole's model studies the joint dynamics of individual and collective reputations, the approach here is voluntarily static. Essentially because of the nature of our data (see below) our model centers on interactions between group and individual reputations at a given period of time3 . More generally, this model has strong connections with the growing collective reputationumbrella branding literature4 (see [START_REF] Andersson | Pooling Reputations[END_REF] for a recent and more detailed survey). In this literature, a collective brand or name may act as a quality signal through image spillovers which create reputation linkages among various firms or individuals [START_REF] Choi | The strategy of grouping and reputation linkage in clubs and multi-products firms[END_REF]. In this context, individual incentives are associated with the group's ones, which provides a strong commitment to maintain a high quality level for each product and could in turn serve as a competitive advantage. Actually, the possibility for consumers of identifying a range of products with the group can provide the firm substantial economies of scope. [START_REF] Andersson | Pooling Reputations[END_REF] shows that the profits made by a firm carrying a pooled reputation for producing two goods of high quality are "not smaller" than the sum of the profits of two separate firms producing each a high quality good and carrying their own individual reputations5 . [START_REF] Wernerfelt | Umbrella Branding as a Signal of New Product Quality : an Example of Signalling by Posting a Bond[END_REF] demonstrates that brand extension is efficient only when all the products under the umbrella are of good quality and therefore contribute to the umbrella's reputation6 . Brand extension practices and more generally bundling a product of established quality to one of unknown quality can also be seen as a mechanism for informational leverage in which a firm leverages off a good's reputation in one market to mitigate the problem of informational asymmetry encountered in other markets [START_REF] Choi | Brand Extension as Informational Leverage[END_REF][START_REF] Choi | Bundling New Products with Old to Signal Quality, with Application to the Sequencing of New Products[END_REF].

multi-product firm point of view. It is also often concerned with a more specific issue: brand extension, i.e. the use of an established brand name to launch a product in a new market in order to reduce the introductory costs [START_REF] Tauber | Brand leverage : Strategy for Growth in a Cost-Control World[END_REF].

This paper also proposes an empirical strategy to assess both umbrella impacts (the impact of a collective reputation on a given individual reputation) and contributions to the umbrella (the contrary). Empirically, the notion of collective reputation has received less attention. [START_REF] Erdem | An Empirical Analysis of Umbrella Branding[END_REF] found -from orale-hygiene products data-, that "consumers expect the quality levels of products that are umbrella branded to be correlated highly". [START_REF] Sullivan | Measuring Image Spillovers in Umbrella-Branded Products[END_REF] provides empirical evidence for the existence of positive and negative image spillovers between the demand for products sold under the same brand name in the case of automobiles. [START_REF] Jarrell | The Impact of Products Recalls on the Wealth of Sellers[END_REF] assess the effect of a product recall on the demand for this product and on the one for its substitutes in the case of drugs and autos. The incriminated producer bears losses greater than the strict recall costs because of a loss of goodwill, and those losses spill over to competitors. Because of a negative externality, any favorable effect of a recall on the demand for substitutes is swamped by a more general negative effect on the industry. A quite comparable effect is examined by [START_REF] Borenstein | Market Incentives for Safe Commercial Airline Operation[END_REF] in the case of airlines. They find that demand losses resulting from a specific crash affect the involved airline as well as competing airlines.

Here, the theoretical model is applied to the case of Bordeaux wines.

Evaluating the quality of a wine is a difficult task that requires considerable effort. Evaluation is mainly subjective; the good we are considering here consists mostly of what economists call experience and credence characteristics 7 , that is to say characteristics that are respectively discovered or not after the product has been consumed. Basically, information about wines, its producers and appellations is largely imperfect.

The dataset used concerns 124,000 different wine quality opinions collected during the year 20018 from 6,394 consumers in seven European countries: Belgium, Denmark, Germany, France, The Netherlands, Switzerland, United-Kingdom. We actually know what a wide range of consumers think on the quality of Bordeaux wines in general (the umbrella) and a large set of 9 -theoretically-related appellations like Saint-Emilion, Margaux, Médoc, etc. This application departs from the preceding ones because it generates -after estimation-both umbrella impacts and contributions to the umbrella at a very large scale (more than 40 each)9 . This is particularly original regarding the existing applications which often concern a very limited number of products (see above). This is from this simulated dataset that the way Saint-Emilion, Margaux et al. build and take advantage of the reputation of Bordeaux wines and more generally the complex interactions existing between individual and team reputations are analyzed.

The layout of the paper is as follows. Section 2 develops the theoretical model, Section 3 presents the data, Section 4 describes the empirical strategy, Section 5 contains the results and Section 6 concludes.

The Theoretical Model

The theoretical model set out in this section appears under the form of a static simultaneous equation system in which a series of individual reputations influence and are influenced by a collective reputation among others.

Both notions of expected quality and reputation are defined briefly in a first subsection. The simultaneous system is introduced in a second subsection and a series of two propositions concerning the interactions between collective and individual reputations follows in a third subsection. This model, designed for a set of related products remains valid for a set of individuals.

Expected quality and reputation

In this paper a distinction is made between the notion of expected quality and the one of reputation. The former is used at an individual level while the latter at an aggregate level10 . The expected quality notion is -in this modelclose to the one of perceived quality as defined by Zeithaml (1988, p.3).

According to this author, quality can be defined as superiority or excellence.

By extension, perceived quality can be defined as the consumer's judgment about a product's overall excellence or superiority.

In a population made of I individuals (i = 1, ..., I), what one commonly calls expected quality for a product j (q e j ) is a set of I idiosyncratic quality opinions/beliefs: q e j ≡ (q e 1j , ..., q e ij , ..., q e Ij ) 0

(1)

The product's level of reputation (R j ) -as reported by polls and surveysis a simple computation, an arithmetic average, of these opinions/beliefs:

R j = 1 I I P i=1 q e ij (2)
Therefore, from a set of J products (i.e. when j = 1, ..., J) and I individuals, we obtain a set of I × J opinions, leading to a vector of J expected quality variables (q e 1 , ..., q e j , ..., q e J ) and a set of J average reputation levels (R 1 , ..., R j , ..., R J ).

When there exists a link, a common trait between the J products; when they are sold under the same brand name or umbrella U for instance, each of the I individuals has an opinion/belief about the entire group's level of quality : q e U ≡ (q e 1U , ..., q e iU , ..., q e IU ) 0

Symmetrically, the group's level of reputation (R U ) is a simple computation, an arithmetic average, of the preceding opinions/beliefs :

R U = 1 I I P i=1 q e iU (4)

The static simultaneous system

Even if in surveys and polls R U and R j 0 s are easily computed from the various elements of q e U and q e j respectively, there is no reason for each q e iU to be the arithmetic result of q e i1 , ..., q e ij , ..., q e iJ . In economic terms, all this means that our opinion about the group's level of quality is not necessarily an arithmetic average, but more likely a weighted average of our opinions concerning the quality of its fellows :

q e iU = α 0 + α 1 q e i1 + ... + α j q e ij + ... + α J q e iJ + ε 0 ∀i = 1 . . . I (5)
q e iU is also likely, among others, affected by a vector of exogenous variables (X U ) relative to the umbrella itself like its own level of goodwill for example. The first equation of interest has therefore the following econometric structure:

q e iU = α 0 + α 1 q e i1 + ... + α j q e ij + ... + α J q e iJ + α U X U + ε 0 ∀i = 1 . . . I (6) 
with (α 1 , ..., α j , ..., α J ) the weights to be estimated which represent the individual contribution of each member to the umbrella's reputation (contribution to the umbrella in what follows). Actually, we may also have reciprocal causalities from q e iU to q e ij ; i.e. by considering that there exists potential umbrella effects:

q e ij = β j + γ j q e iU + δ j X j + ε j ∀j = 1 . . . J (7) 
with {X 1 , X 2 , ..., X j , ..., X J } a series of J exogenous variables vectors, n γ 1 , ..., γ j , ..., γ J o a set of J coefficients relating the influence of the umbrella on each individual reputation (umbrella impact in what follows). Hence, we obtain a simultaneous system made of J + 1 equations 11 :

                                   q e U = α 0 + J P j=1 α j q e j + α U X U + ε 0 q e 1 = β 1 + γ 1 q e U + δ 1 X 1 + ε 1 . . . q e j = β j + γ j q e U + δ j X j + ε j . . . q e J = β J + γ J q e U + δ J X J + ε J (8)
11 The subscript i is omitted in what follows for convenience.

The α 0 s, β 0 s, γ 0 s and δ 0 s are parameters to be estimated and {ε 0 , ..., ε j , ..., ε J } is a vector of well-behaved error terms. Obviously, we could easily imagine more sophisticated models including several umbrellas (U 1 , U 2 and so on), with individuals member of only one group (U 1 ∩ U 2 ∩ . . . = ∅) or more than one group (U 1 ∩ U 2 ∩ . . . 6 = ∅).

Propositions for the collective reputation phenomenon

In this section we analyze a quite common situation in which a given individual (#2 -Reputation level: R 2 ) has a trade-off between a position of follower in a famous organization U 1 (System #1: "Second in Rome") and a position of leader in a second-rank organization U 2 (System #2: "First in a little Iberian village")12 . For ind. #2 to be a follower (F) in the first environment and a leader (L) in the second one, one has to satisfy the following condition with respect to the other individuals, namely individuals #1 and #3 : R 1 > R 2 > R 3 . Let's indicate also that ind. #3 -because of a low reputation level-is not eligible in U 1 . Indeed, the famous organization will undoubtedly protect itself from the entry of "poor" fellows who would decrease the group's collective reputation R U 1 .

System #1: "Second in Rome"

             q e U 1 = α 0 + α 1 q e 1 + α 2F q e 2F + α U 1 X U 1 + ε 0 q e 1 = β 1 + γ 1 q e U 1 + δ 1 X 1 + ε 1 q e 2F = β 2F + γ 2F q e U 1 + δ 2F X 2 + ε 2F System #2: "First in a little Iberian village"              q e U 2 = α 0 0 + α 2L q e 2L + α 3 q e 3 + α U 2 X U 2 + ε 0 0 q e 2L = β 2L + γ 2L q e U 2 + δ 2L X 2 + ε 2L q e 3 = β 3 + γ 3 q e U 2 + δ 3 X 3 + ε 3
In this context, the key question for individual #2 is to choose the right institution, the one that will maximize his/her own reputation level, all other things equal, that is to say given a set of personal characteristics X 2 . For this, he/she has to imagine whether the umbrella impact will be higher with U 1 or with U 2 as an umbrella, i.e. whether γ 2F q e U 1 is greater, lesser than or equals to γ 2L q e U 2 . When referring to Julius Caesar's famous quotation, one could eventually extrapolate the idea that the umbrella impact is greater

for ind. #2 in U 2 than in U 1 : γ 2F q e U 1 < γ 2L q e U 2 .
Within each organization now, this could suggest firstly that γ 1 > γ 2F and secondly that γ 2L > γ 3 . Proposition 1 summarizes these intuitions:

Proposition 1 : The higher the individual reputation level R j , the greater the value of γ j , the umbrella impact, i.e. the intensity with which an individual or a product derives benefits from the group's reputation R U .

Another interesting point will be to determine whether the relationship between γ j and R j is linear or not; whether umbrella impact increases with reputation level proportionally, less than proportionally or more than proportionally.

Conversely, institutions may wonder how their fellows' reputation gives birth to their own reputation. A priori, it is tempting to believe that within System #1 α 1 > α 2F and that within System #2 α 2L > α 3 . Proposition 2 is a generalization of these ideas:

Proposition 2 : The higher the reputation level R j , the greater the value of α j , i.e. the intensity with which an individual, through his/her own reputation, contributes to the group's reputation

Here again, a point of interest will be to check whether the relationship between α j and R j is linear or not.

The dataset

The data are survey data collected during the year 2001 in several European countries 13 : Belgium (1028 wine consumers 14 ), Denmark (613 wine consumers), Germany (1133 wine consumers), France (819 wine consumers),

The Netherlands (1258 wine consumers), Switzerland (584 wine consumers), United-Kingdom (959 wine consumers). As a whole, 6394 individuals have been surveyed. 51.21% of them are women and the sample age is 46.2 years old on average. 21.63% declared to belong to the upper class, 60.65% and 17.18% to the middle and lower-class respectively (0.54% did not answer to this question). 0.68% consider themselves as experts, 3.29% as fairly knowledgeable wine-lovers, 28.17% as fairly ignorant wine-lovers, 18.69% as beginners; 33.52% estimate that they are not gifted in wine and finally 14.81% feel fully ignorant (0.83% have no opinion). Table 1 gives details on their wine-drinking habits.

13 Source : Sociovision / CIVB, 2001. 14 In this survey wine consumers drink wine at least once a quarter. During the survey, people were firstly invited to give their opinion on French wines in general (Bourgogne, Côtes du Rhône, Alsace, Bordeaux, etc.) and only in a second step on the preceding Bordeaux wines appellations. BDX is a regional appellation, the other ones are either generic appellations15 (BSUP), local/village appellations (SEM, MGX, CBG, PCB, SAUT) or sub-regional appellations (MDC, E2M, GR). Let's make clear that BDX is a natural umbrella for these nine appellations (see figure 1).

Figure 1 : Potential reputation linkages between the different Bordeaux wines appellations

Table 2 relates some summary statistics concerning the reputation and goodwill levels of these appellations. For goodwill, people had to tell whether Yes (1) or No (0) they knew appellation j. For reputation, people had to answer whether they considered (1) or not (0) appellation j as a high quality one. 12 months. The wine may be perceived as "Trendy", "Ordinary", "Userfriendly", "Formal", "Simple", "May be tasted apart from meal", "Easy to drink", "Complicated", "Will never buy", "Inspire confidence", "Expensive", "Traditional", "Pleasure", "Festive". All these items or idiosyncratic characteristics are dummies, which take the value 1 when the consumer considers that the appellation has the so-called characteristic, otherwise 0.

Empirical strategy

If reputation model ( 8) can easily be estimated using either limited-information (2SLS or LIML) or full-information methods (3SLS or FIML) when q e j is of the continuous type, i.e. when the consumer gives quality grades to the products ; the procedure is all but trivial when q e j is dichotomous, i.e. when the consumer only has a choice between two polar alternatives : good quality (1) versus bad quality (0). In the latter case, the system can conveniently be assessed through a probit two-stage procedure (see Maddala, 1983: 245-247, model 6), especially when the number of equations exceeds three (1 umbrella plus two members).

In the case of Bordeaux wines we have 9 sub-appellations and 1 umbrella (BDX) and therefore a system made of 10 reputation equations. Here, the dependent variables q e j are all binary 16 : "appellation j is a high quality one" (Yes = 1 ; No = 0). Therefore, the appropriate estimation procedure is the 16 q e MDC , q e E2M , q e GR , q e BSUP , q e SEM , q e MGX , q e CBG , q e P CB , q e SAUT and q e BDX .

-non efficient but consistent-two-stage probit procedure. the first stage, the reduced-form equations are estimated for the binary choice variables using OLS instead of probit ML as suggested by [START_REF] Angrist | Instrumental Variables and the Search for Identification: From Supply and Demand to Natural Experiments[END_REF].

The parameters from the reduced-form equations are then used to generate a predicted value for each endogenous variable. Then the structural equations are estimated during the second stage via probit ML analysis. This approach produces consistent estimates but inaccurate standard errors. Their correction being actually very difficult in practice, a solution -adopted here-is to use the consistent two-stage probit estimates along with bootstrapped standard errors. The bootstrap is a nonparametric alternative approach for estimating the standard errors when the theoretical calculation is either complicated or impossible (see [START_REF] Efron | Bootstrap Methods: Another Look at the Jacknife[END_REF][START_REF] Efron | Bootstrap Methods: Another Look at the Jacknife[END_REF][START_REF] Efron | An Introduction to the Bootstrap[END_REF].

All the instruments used in the first stage are exogenous variables correlated with the endogenous variables. The instrument list for the 9 appellations includes three items -"Pleasure", "Festive" and "Traditional"-, level of goodwill and the following vectors: socio-economic characteristics, consumer's skill in wine, wine-drinking habits. Only the items concerning appellation j are then used17 . Moreover, the three items listed above are not used to predict q e BDX given that, for instance, the pleasure one has with Bordeaux wines may come from SEM, MGX, etc. The correlation coefficients for the reduced form equations range between 0.1349 (BDX) and 0.394418 .

In the second step, the estimated α 0 s and γ 0 s plus their respectivebootstrapped-standard errors are gathered in a new dataset. This dataset is then used to test the preceding propositions (see section 2.3).

Results

Table 4 reports the estimation results for the simultaneous system calculated from pooled data. Only BDX, SEM, BSUP, MGX, MDC and E2M equations are estimated over the 7 European countries, i.e. from the complete sample.

The other appellations concern a more reduced set of countries19 .

[Insert Table 4 around here] On pooled data, we get -as expected-for a majority of appellations a positive and significant impact of the following items on the idea of quality : "trendy", "user-friendly", "formal", "may be tasted apart from meal", "easy to drink", "complicated", "inspire confidence", "expensive", "traditional", "pleasure", "festive". On the opposite and unsurprisingly, the idea of lesser quality is generally associated to the item "ordinary" while "tasted during the last 12 months" appears to be more ambiguous, exhibiting either a positive or a negative impact according to the appellation considered. "will never buy" and "simple" do not seem to have any impact on expected quality. We finally observe, all other things equal, a higher level of reputation in France for appellations MDC, SEM, MGX and SAUT in comparison to the other countries 20 . The results exhibit six beneficiaries of the umbrella (BSUP, E2M, MDC, SEM, MGX, PCB) and only one contributor to the umbrella (BSUP).

In this context, an appellation j is said to contribute to (take advantage of) the collective reputation of Bordeaux wines when α j (γ j ) is significant at the 10% level (resp. z α j > 1.64 and z γ j > 1.64).

To go forward in the analysis and to test more accurately the propositions presented above, the simultaneous system is re-estimated country by country using a similar econometric procedure21 . This generates additional α 0 s and γ 0 s : 43 as a whole22 . Here, only three appellations (SEM, MGX and BSUP) are found to contribute to the umbrella's reputation while a larger group appears to derive benefits from the umbrella : SEM, BSUP, MDC, MGX, PCB and E2M. At first glance, the result is quite surprising for BSUP which is not very well-known (it is recognized by less than 3% of the population).

However, finding a strong statistical link between BSUP and BDX is not so abnormal if one refers to the words composing its name : "Bordeaux" on the one hand and "Supérieur" on the other hand which clearly suggests an idea of high quality. These results are illustrated in Figure 2: Figure 2 In this figure an arrow indicates that a given appellation has a reputation linkage with another appellation. More precisely, when an arrow comes from BDX, it means an umbrella impact and reciprocally when an arrow goes to BDX it symbolizes a contribution to the umbrella. When an appellation both contributes to and takes advantage of the umbrella, it is said to be in the "core" of the system. It is considered as a "free-rider" where it only takes advantage of and do not contribute to the umbrella. At last, when no reputation linkage is found, the appellation is said to be "non-related".

In this application, the related appellations get, on average, a higher level of reputation than the non-related appellations (18.8% and 16.6% respectively). This suggests a positive relationship between "level of reputation" on the one hand, "umbrella impact" and "contribution to the umbrella" on the other hand. These results are confirmed by Graphs 1 and 2: Actually, we use here z α j (α j 's z-stat) instead of α j as a proxy for "contribution to the umbrella". Identically, we use z γ j (γ j 's z-stat) instead of γ j as a proxy for "umbrella impact"23 . Two Pearson correlation coefficients calculated between "contribution to the umbrella" and "reputation" on the one hand (0.38) and between "umbrella impact" and "reputation" on the other hand (0.32)24 reinforce -if necessary-the idea of a positive relationship between these variables.

The fact that some α 0 s and γ 0 s are significantly different from zero while others are not indicates that these relationships are potentially non-linear and that only the strongest individual reputations really take advantage of and contribute to the group's reputation. One derives benefits from the umbrella and contribute to it only above a given individual reputation threshold.

These prime results are emphasized by two Box-Cox analysis:

[Insert Table 5 around here]

Box-Cox regressions both exhibit a positive and significant relationship between "contribution to the umbrella", "umbrella impact" on the one hand and "reputation" on the other hand as suggested above by propositions 1 and 2. Interestingly, we get a non-linear relationship for the regression between "umbrella impact" and "reputation level" as suggested by the acceptation of the assumption of a value of λ = 0 and the rejection of λ = 1. This result informs us that the relationship is potentially concave -of the logarithmic form-and that the umbrella impact is increasing with the reputation level but at a decreasing rate. This result is in line with the fact that, above a given threshold, an individual has an incentive to quit his/her group for a more famous organization. Conversely, the relationship between "contribution to the umbrella" and "reputation" is not proved to be other than linear (λ = 1 is accepted at the 1% level, the other assumptions being clearly rejected by the data). This outcome could reinforce the idea that a group's collective reputation level is simply a weighted average of its most famous members' individual reputations. This result is in accordance with the fact that only a limited number of coefficients α 0 s has revealed to be significantly different from zero.

In the case of Bordeaux wines, reputation linkages have been detected be- This study also confirms the idea that, in a given organization, only the leaders derive benefits from and contribute to the umbrella. This result suggests that from an individual standpoint, a "First in a Little Iberian Village" strategy is more efficient than a "Second in Rome" strategy as suggested by Julius Caesar. The results also clearly indicate that one has interest to quit the group above a given reputation threshold 25 . From the organization standpoint now, the results from Bordeaux wines suggest that a group's reputation is a simple computation of its most famous members' reputation26 . n, p, bc, w indicate that the coefficient is significantly different from zero at the 5 percent level according to the confidence intervals using three different approaches: normal approximation (n), percentile (p) and bias corrected (bc); w is used if all methods point to significance at the 5 percent level. n, p, bc, w indicate that the coefficient is significantly different from zero at the 5 percent level according to the confidence intervals using three different approaches: normal approximation (n), percentile (p) and bias corrected (bc); w is used if all methods point to significance at the 5 percent level. 
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13 Table 1 :

 131 Wine-drinking habits (% of consumers)

	Consumption Red wine White wine	Rosé wine
	frequency			
	Daily	11.9	2.74	1.39
	Weekly	26.48	19.44	7.57
	Monthly	27.31	30.97	13.17
	Quarterly	13.83	20.24	13.06
	Exceptionally	9.37	15.56	27.79
	Never	10.68	10.62	36.29
	Do not know	0.43	0.44	0.73

The data mainly concern their opinion on the quality of Bordeaux wines in general (BDX) and on a series of nine more specific categories of Bordeaux wines: Médoc (MDC), Entre-deux-mers (E2M), Graves (GR), Bordeaux Supérieur (BSUP), Saint-Emilion (SEM), Margaux (MGX), Côtes de Bourg (CBG), Premières côtes de Bordeaux (PCB) and Sauternes (SAUT).

Table 2 :

 2 Goodwill and Reputation levels

	Appellation	Goodwill	Reputation
		% Rank	% Rank
	Bordeaux 33.95	1 50.08	1
	Saint-Emilion 10.12	2 25.6	2
	Bordeaux Supérieur 2.74	7 25.21	3
	Sauternes	4.1	3 23.02	4
	Médoc 3.63	4 21.14	5
	Graves 3.52	5 19.32	6
	Margaux 3.14	6 19.21	7
	Prem. Côtes de Bord. 1.58	10 13.85	8
	Entre-deux-mers	2.6	8 7.65	9
	Côtes de Bourg 2.08	9 7.57	10

Table 3 (

 3 see Appendix) indicates how, on people see each appellation and whether or not the appellation has been tasted during the last

Table 4 :

 4 Reputation equations (Two-stage probit estimates -pooled data)

		Bordeaux Supérieur	Entre-deux-mers	Médoc			Graves
		Coef. Std. Error	Coef. Std. Error	Coef. Std. Error	Coef.	Std. Error
	Country:								
	F r a n c e d r o p p e d	-d r o p p e d	-d r o p p e d	-	-	-
	Germany	0.143	0.09	0.346w	0.106 -0.341w	0.069	-	-
	United Kingdom	-0.007	0.119	-0.106	0.176 -0.567w	0.133	-	-
	Belgium	0.063	0.085	0.095	0.112 -0.215w	0.075	-	-
	Switzerland	-0.114	0.102	-0.038	0.137 -0.377w	0.106	-	-
	Denmark	-0.007	0.114	0.226	0.146 -0.234w	0.105	-	-
	The Netherlands	0.002	0.086	0.225w	0.104 -0.237w	0.077 dropped	-
	Idiosyncratic characteristics:								
	Tasted during the last 12 months -0.153w	0.074	0.189	0.115	0.255w	0.05	0.150	0.175
	Trendy	0.551w	0.055	0.685w	0.081	0.539w	0.058	0.921w	0.111
	Ordinary -0.530w	0.115 -0.801w	0.177 -0.647w	0.128 -0.695w	0.198
	User-Friendly	0.443w	0.065	0.359w	0.105	0.466w	0.072	0.020	0.198
	Formal	0.417w	0.063	0.602w	0.079	0.514w	0.064	0.445w	0.133
	Simple	-0.110	0.078	0.143	0.125	0.072	0.09	-0.038	0.185
	May be tasted apart from meal	0.365w	0.071	0.413w	0.098	0.344w	0.071	0.053	0.128
	Easy to drink	0.250w	0.075	0.155	0.122	0.212w	0.082	0.439w	0.184
	Complicated	0.094	0.078	0.089	0.091	0.290w	0.087	0.146	0.175
	Will never buy	0.015	0.105	-0.091	0.091	-0.031	0.121	0.128	0.168
	Inspire confidence	0.655w	0.049	0.828w	0.092	0.705w	0.059	0.810w	0.128
	Expensive	0.768w	0.045	0.797w	0.071	0.779w	0.051	0.569w	0.119
	Collective reputation effect:								
	Bordeaux expected quality (fitted)	1.002w	0.185 0.430bc	0.231	0.838w	0.203	0.680	0.509
	Constant -1.916w	0.14 -2.335w	0.176 -1.736w	0.146 -2.061w	0.312
	Number of observations	6394		6394		6394			1258
	Pseudo R2	0.2806		0.2932		0.3299			0.3287
	* Standard error obtained from 200 bootstrap replications.						

Table 4

 4 

				(cont.): Reputation equations				
			(Two-stage probit estimates -pooled data)				
		Saint-Emilion	Margaux		Côtes de Bourg	Premières Côtes	Sauternes	
		Coef. Std. Error	Coef. Std. Error	Coef. Std. Error	Coef.	Std. Error	Coef. Std. Error
	Country:										
	F r a n c e d r o p p e d	-d r o p p e d	-d r o p p e d	-	-	-d r o p p e d	-
	Germany -0.620w	0.08 -0.411w	0.089	-	-	0.339w	0.110	-	-
	United Kingdom -0.506w	0.116 -0.644w	0.164	-	-	0.034	0.124	-	-
	Belgium -0.385w	0.074 -0.188w	0.088	-	-0.209p, bc	0.107	-	-
	Switzerland -0.509w	0.094 -0.454w	0.118	-	-	-	--0.364w	0.119
	Denmark -0.236w	0.1 -0.518w	0.139	-	-	dropped	-	-	-
	The Netherlands -0.502w	0.074 -0.438w	0.086	-	-	-	-	-	-
	Idiosyncratic characteristics:										
	Tasted during the last 12 months	0.267w	0.052	0.337w	0.094	0.143	0.247	-0.004	0.195	0.241w	0.113
	Trendy	0.572w	0.062	0.616w	0.081	0.677	0.352	0.536w	0.107	0.293w	0.139
	Ordinary -0.370w	0.186 -0.457p	0.233 -0.820w	0.348	-0.864w	0.257	-0.047	0.250
	User-Friendly	0.306w	0.071	0.511w	0.086	0.734w	0.252	0.481w	0.121	0.251w	0.133
	Formal	0.494w	0.059	0.598w	0.066	0.118	0.585	0.417w	0.104	0.371w	0.154
	Simple	0.098	0.1	-0.067	0.160	-0.193	0.263	0.169	0.169	0.003	0.288
	May be tasted apart from meal	0.400w	0.066	0.484w	0.096	0.394	0.342	0.434w	0.113	0.390w	0.114
	Easy to drink	0.155w	0.071	0.363w	0.123	0.310	0.294	0.295p	0.152	0.061	0.126
	Complicated	0.215w	0.083	0.174w	0.072	0.678w	0.300	0.065	0.131	0.332	0.172
	Will never buy	0.014	0.103	-0.010	0.087	-0.233	0.407	0.020	0.135	0.104	0.199
	Inspire confidence	0.743w	0.058	0.769w	0.071	0.979w	0.237	0.924w	0.093	0.891w	0.125
	Expensive	0.719w	0.048	0.958w	0.050	1.029w	0.239	0.907w	0.077	0.823w	0.091
	Collective reputation effect:										
	Bordeaux expected quality (fitted)	0.969w	0.184	1.121w	0.230	-0.186	0.686	0.703w	0.284	0.555	0.400
	Constant -1.616w	0.136 -2.010w	0.181 -1.799w	0.497	-2.190w	0.139 -1.764w	0.270
	Number of observations	6394		6394		819			3733	1403	
	Pseudo R2	0.3602		0.4244		0.2537		0.2987	0.2810	
	* Standard error obtained from 200 bootstrap replications.								

Table 5 :

 5 Box-Cox regressions between umbrella impact, contribution to the umbrella and reputation level Significantly different from 0 at the 1% level ** Significantly different from 0 at the 5% level * Significantly different from 0 at the 10% level • Z-stats considered for umbrella impact and contribution to the umbrella

		Umbrella		Contribution
		Impact•		to the umbrella•
		Coef. Chi-squared	Coef. Chi-squared
	Country:				
	France dropped	-dropped	-
	Germany	0.289	0.811	0.594	0.964
	United Kingdom	0.585	2.418	0.847	1.429
	Belgium	1.097	9.603	0.020	0.001
	Switzerland	0.151	0.201	0.640	0.991
	Denmark	0.230	0.478	0.349	0.307
	The Netherlands	-0.076	0.062	0.147	0.064
	Reputation level	3.024	9.845	4.975	7.707
	Constant	0.045	-	1.170	-
	Value of λ :	0.399		0.993	
	λ = -1	29.30 (0.000)	69.01 (0.000)
	λ = 0	2.44 (0.118)		15.03 (0.000)
	λ = 1	5.57 (0.018)		0.00 (0.980)	
	Number of observations	43		43	
	LR (d.o.f.)	19.51 (7)		9.10 (7)	
	P-value	0.007		0.246	
	***				

Cited by[START_REF] Klein | The Role of Market Forces in Assuring Contractual Performance[END_REF].

An important set of applications of the Hedonic Price Method to wines agree on the existence of a strong and positive relationship between the firm's individual reputation and the bottle price (see among others[START_REF] Landon | Quality Expectations, Reputation and Price[END_REF].

This assumption seems reasonable given the strong inertia that characterizes the reputation phenomenon. Indeed, reputation polls or surveys are generally led every two or three years only.

 4 In umbrella branding literature, collective reputation effects are analysed from the 4 Cahiers de laMSE -2004.15 

This result holds if and only if the firm has produced in the past a high quality product (credibilty constraint).

For Wernerfelt (1988, p.459), by branding a new product, the firm does two things : it claims that the old product and the new one are both of good quality, and it invites the consumers to pool their experience with the two products to infer both qualities. The author shows that, in equilibrium, only firms producing a good quality actually choose to use the umbrella branding strategy.

The two concepts of search good and experience good were introduced by[START_REF] Nelson | Information and Consumer Behavior[END_REF][START_REF] Nelson | Advertising as information[END_REF]. The notion of credence good was introduced later by[START_REF] Darby | Free Competition and the Optimal Amount of Fraud[END_REF].

Source : Sociovision / Comité Interprofessionnel des Vins de Bordeaux.

By lack of appropriated data essentially, brand reputation is used in a majority of applications as an exogenous variable (to assess umbrella impacts). Very few applications estimate both contributions to the umbrella are umbrella impacts.

Cahiers de laMSE -2004.15 

The distinction is helpful when available data are microdata concerning individual opinions on qualiy.8Cahiers de laMSE -2004.15 

In this context R U1 > R U2 .

This kind of appellation does not refer to a specific geographical area.

The number of variables would have been enormous otherwise.

The distribution is as follows: R 2 between 0.10 and 0.20: 2 instances ; R 2 between 0.20 and 0.30: 4 ; R 2 between 0.30 and 0.40: 4.

CBG is only available for France, SAUT is documented for France and Switzerland, GR concerns The Netherlands and PCB is for Belgium, United-Kingdom, Germany and Denmark.

It is an established fact that French people are very proud of their wines.

First stage estimates generated previously (from pooled data) are used here.

The results for the 43 reputation equations are available from the authors upon request.

Because the values of z αj and z γ j may vary from a country to another one, we actually decided to use -instead of actual zthe residuals generated from two distinct OLS regressions between z α j and z γ j on the country dummy variables.

 24 Both coefficients are significantly different from 0 at the 5% level.

No idea is given here about this threshold.

In the present case, the followers do not contribute to the umbrella's reputation, but do neither depreciate it anyway.