
Going deeper: Evaluating brand equity at a more detailed level 

 

By Alistair Davidse and Dieudonné Kantu 

 

Consumer behaviour is known to differ based on the situation/occasion and we contend that brand 

equity will differ as well.  However, extending a questionnaire to measure this can negatively affect 

data quality.  We propose a method of establishing equity at different occasions without 

substantially lengthening the questionnaire, and the results indicate an improvement over an overall 

measure.   
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Introduction 

 

The impact of occasions or situations on brand consumption has been documented by several 

authors. Regarding the influence occasions on consumers, researchers have analyzed situational 

variables from many different angles and used different dependent variables to assess their impact.  

Granzin and Schjelderup (1982) have highlighted the influence of occasions on consumer 

satisfaction. Orth (2005) has looked at situational influence by comparing purchase frequency at 

different occasions.  Schmitt and Shultz (1995) established situational effects on brand purchase 

preference expressed on an eleven-point scale.  Bearden and Woodside (1976) analysed the 

interaction of consumption situations and brand attitudes and their impact on behavioural intentions 

towards a brand.  On the other hand, research has provided evidence of product type influence on 

purchase intention. Moon, Chadee and Tikoo (2008) show that personalised search goods have a 

higher impact on consumer intention to purchase online than personalised experience goods.  Sheth, 

Newman and Gross (1991) look at the choice of a product type over another and try to explain why 

the consumer makes a particular choice. They also use the same theory to explain consumption 

behaviour.   

 

We would like to bring in a new perspective into the discussion about occasions and product type. 

The unique contribution of this paper is to try to capture the impact of situations and product type 

on brand equity at a respondent level using a minimum number of additional questions to the 

standard approach for brand equity. Most of the approaches we have mentioned operate at an 

aggregate level. Marketers should find our approach particularly useful if respondents need to be 

profiled. Below we discuss the need for economy of measurement i.e. using a minimum number of 

questions for a survey.   

 

Research may be defined as “an investigation or experimentation aimed at the discovery and 

interpretation of facts, revision of accepted theories or laws in the light of new facts, or practical 

application of such new or revised theories or laws" (Merriam-Webster, 2011).  An important step 

in doing research is to collect and analyse data. Research surveys are conducted for that purpose. 

The data and subsequent analysis form the basis of the findings which will lead to recommendations 

and important decisions. Data quality is therefore an important consideration.  

 

Researchers endeavour to collect quality data when they conduct surveys. One of the elements 

which is known to affect data quality is questionnaire length. A number of studies have investigated 

the impact of questionnaire length on survey data quality.  Galesic and Bosnjak (2009) studied the 

effects of stated length on response and completion rates in web surveys. They also considered four 

indicators of data quality: response times, item non-response rates, length of answers to open-ended 

questions, and variability of items arranged in grids.  They found that the expected length of a web-

based questionnaire is negatively related to willingness to participate. They also found that more 

respondents who started the questionnaire stayed until the end when the questionnaire was shorter. 

Regarding data quality, they found that for longer questionnaires response times were shorter, item 

response rates were low, open answers were shorter, and the variability of answers to questions in 

grid decreased. Overall, as fatigue and boredom accumulated through the questionnaire, data quality 

suffered as respondents were less willing to invest the time and effort needed. Helgeson and Usric 

(1994), on the other hand, showed that the length of questionnaire is positively related to the use of 

affective decision making. In other words, when respondents are fatigued or hurried at the end of a 

long survey, they might reduce the difficulty of their mental task in order to conserve time and 

effort. This pattern was found to be more associated with more rating variance, less decision time 

and lower mean ratings. As already noted this behaviour impacts negatively survey results.  

 

Because of all the above-mentioned reasons, we have undertaken to try to assess brand equity at 

different occasions and situations with a minimum of additional questions.  
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A growing literature has studied the impact of occasions and product types on brand use. The issue 

has been discussed from many different angles. Here we include some of those papers. 

 

Cote (1986) challenges the idea that situational effects depend upon the subject. This is not a denial 

of the fact individual behaviour will vary in different situations. He contends that individuals or 

certain segments of the market will display a similar behaviour to some extent in a given situation. 

In other words, situations can be defined objectively and their effect measured. Cote shows that 

both the common and individualized situational effect models are able to predict consumer 

behaviour but notes that the former predict better than the latter. He then shows that the two 

approaches are valid and can be applied in different contexts. If the researcher aims to understand 

how to leverage situational effects or compare them to other factors, the common situational effects 

approach is the most appropriate. If the researcher wants to understand consumer behaviour, then 

the individualized effects approach is indicated. Bearden and Woodside (1976) show that brand 

purchase intention can be better predicted by including consumption situations along with an 

aggregated attitude towards the brand variable. The latter alone cannot predict reliably purchase 

intention. They also show that taking into account the interaction between the consumption 

situations and attitude towards the brand enhances the predictive model. Linear regression was the 

method used for most of this study.  

 

Granzin and Schjelderup (1982) compare the effects of non-situation influenced variables and 

situation variables on consumer anticipated satisfaction. Non-situation influenced variables were 

found not to impact significantly satisfaction. The non-situation influenced variables selected for 

this study were: socio-economic, media habits and lifestyle measures. On the other hand, situation 

had a significant effect on satisfaction. The study also shed light into the process leading to 

consumer satisfaction. A number of variables conceptualized to lie between situation and 

satisfaction were singled out. It was shown these variables except one do predict the level of 

consumer satisfaction and they are themselves in turn affected by situation variables. Orth (2005) 

shows that people will choose different brands for different situations. Brand attributes affect 

consumers’ brand choice and attributes people desire in a brand will vary across situations.  The 

paper shows that the attributes desired in a brand are a function of consumer personality, situational 

disposition and demographics, and the variation in brand attributes between situations will be 

influenced by these factors. 

 

Batra and Homer (2004) looked at the situational impact of brand image/attribute beliefs, in 

particular a brand’s fun and classiness benefits, on brand purchase intentions. The authors found 

that celebrity endorsement reinforces consumers’ brand attribute belief when the advert is relevant 

to the product category as perceived by the consumer even if the endorsement is non-verbal. This 

happens when the consumer sees a similarity between the brand and the image the celebrity projects 

about himself (cultural meaning). As a result, brand image has an impact on purchase intention in 

setting where social and impression management is important. On the other hand, brand image 

beliefs contribute more to brand purchase intentions than to brand attitudes which are private and 

unobservable.  

 

Moon et al. (2008) found a significant effect of product type on purchase intention while comparing 

personalised search goods and experience goods. The former is more attractive to online shoppers 

and is in line with previous research indicating that Internet retailing is more appropriate for selling 

search goods. Sheth et al. (1991) analysed the consumption of two different product types, filtered 

versus non-filtered cigarettes, and found that the most discriminating factors in explaining the 

difference in consumption were functional and social values.  Based on the relevant factors 

identified, they used a classification analysis to predict consumption behaviour and achieved a good 

predictive validity (90%). They contend that the theory can be extended to a full range of product 

types to explain and predict consumer choice behaviour. Ang and Elison (2006) compared symbolic 
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products (cologne perfume and a designer watch) to utilitarian products (mineral water and 

toothpaste) with respect to brand personality. They found that symbolic products were perceived to 

be more sophisticated and exciting, but less sincere and competent than utilitarian products. They 

also show that utilitarian products can projects an image of sophistication and excitement by 

employing metaphors in their advertising and that metaphors in verbal or pictorial form influence 

brand personality and improve perceptions of sophistication and excitement in particular for 

utilitarian products.   

 

Research Objectives 

 

In this study, we have used Attitudinal Equity (AE) as our chosen brand equity measure but the 

concepts discussed here can be applied to other brand equity measures. We aim to investigate the 

following issues: 

 

1. Do occasions impact the propensity of consumers to use a brand? 

2. Can we derive an Attitudinal Equity measure at an occasion level? 

3. Assessing consumer motivations and needs associated with a particular occasion and 

determining how these will affect Attitudinal Equity 

4. Identifying who is likely to use a particular brand at a particular occasion  

5. Assessing whether brand attributes desired by consumers will differ between occasions  

 

Brand equity measure: Attitudinal Equity 

 

Attitudinal Equity (Hofmeyr, Goodhall, Bongers and Holtzman, 2007) is a measure of brand 

strength at a respondent level that can be used as a dependent variable in survey questionnaires. It 

covers all brands that are relevant to a person in a product category, not just the target brand. It 

measures the likelihood that a person will use or buy a brand.  

 

The algorithm is based on the Zipf distribution and the calculation is as follows: 
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Where j is the brand being scored, m is the number of brands that are relevant to a person and s is 

the exponent characterising the distribution. 
s

jRank  refers to the rank given by a respondent to 

Brand j . In order to determine the brands that are relevant to a person, two questions are asked: 

first, which brands are currently used, and second, those would be considered if currently used 

brands are unavailable.  

 

Attitudinal Equity has a few interesting features: 

 

 It is parsimonious with respect to questionnaire length as it requires only four questions: 

1. Brand Performance measured on a ten-point scale 

2. Brand Involvement measured on a ten or seven point scale 

3. Brand Usage 

4. Brand Consideration 

 It supports the fact that brand strength cannot be measured in isolation i.e. without comparing 

how a brand performs relative to other brands 
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 It conforms to a power law, which research has shown that describes the relationship between a 

brand’s rank and its market share (Hofmeyr et al., 2007).   

 

Proposed approach 
 

The ideal for an occasion/product level Attitudinal Equity would be for respondents to rate each 

brand relevant to them for every occasion or product.  However, this may not be achievable in 

practice as a large number of occasions could substantially increase the length of time taken to 

complete the questionnaire.  In addition, the repetitive aspect of rating the same brands multiple 

times may have a negative impact on the quality of the responses given. 

 

As Attitudinal Equity is based on the ranks of scores rather than the scores themselves, it offers a 

potential solution which can easily be implemented.  If it can be established which brand each 

respondent prefers to use for a specific occasion then that brand can be ranked first with the other 

brands retaining their ranks and Attitudinal Equity calculated off the new set of ranks.  While this 

will not give as accurate an estimate of equity as specific ratings, being ranked first is a key driver 

of customer spend (Hofmeyr and Parton, 2010), so we believe that establishing the top-ranked 

brand for each occasion will be enough to give derived Attitudinal Equity scores that will be 

sufficiently close to the actual occasion-based scores. 

 

Results 

 

We applied this proposed method to an alcoholic beverages study from Italy in which respondents 

were asked to indicate their preferred brand for three occasions randomly chosen from a list of 

thirteen.  The study consisted of 1523 respondents and each occasion had 228 to 633 instances of 

respondents specifying their preferred brand. 

 

List of occasions: 

 

1. Partying or dancing in a disco or club 

2. Spending an evening in a bar/cocktail bar 

3. Participating in a party at home 

4. Having something to drink before going out/get ready for  the evening   

5. Watching TV or DVDs alone or with the family 

6. Having friends/relatives over for a drink during the evening (e.g. chatting, playing cards, board 

games, watching TV/DVD etc)   

7. Drinking something at the end of a special celebration lunch/dinner (e.g. Christmas, birthday) 

8. Having something to drink at the end of an everyday dinner 

9. Drinking something at the end of a formal/business meal still sitting at the table 

10. Attending an event (e.g. concert/festival/sports/other event) 

11. Kickback time at home (e.g. reading a newspaper/listening to music/ surfing the web) 

12. Having something to drink at the end of a dinner or lunch organized at home with friends or 

relatives 

13. Drinking something at the end of a dinner/lunch at a restaurant/pizzeria with friends or relatives 

 

Table 1 presents the top five brands at the overall level and for each occasion together with their 

Attitudinal Equity scores.  An examination of the table reveals that each occasion has a different 

composition and/or order of its top five brands and it is possible to pick up various patterns.  For 

example, Brand 2 is the top brand for the majority of the occasion, yet it is only the second brand at 

the overall level.  This is in all likelihood as a result of its relatively poorer performance for the club 

and bar occasions.  This suggests an area of weakness for that brand which could potentially be 
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addressed in an attempt to improve the brand’s standing in the market.  Further insight could be 

gained with a deeper knowledge of the market and the brands themselves, which we do not have. 

 

Table 1: The top five brands at each occasion together with their Attitudinal Equity (AE) score 

 

Overall  AE 

Partying or 

dancing in a 

club AE 

Spending an 

evening in a bar AE 

Party at 

home  AE 

Brand 1 9.6 Brand 4 9.4 Brand 1 9.4 Brand 2 9.3 

Brand 2 8.6 Brand 1 8.4 Brand 4 8.7 Brand 1 9.1 

Brand 3 5.2 Brand 6 6.7 Brand 2 6.0 Brand 3 6.9 

Brand 4 4.4 Brand 7 4.9 Brand 7 4.7 Brand 4 5.4 

Brand 5 3.6 Brand 2 4.4 Brand 3 4.7 Brand 8 3.8 

Drinking 

something 

before going 

out   AE Watching TV AE 

Having 

friends/relatives 

over for a drink  AE 

Drinking 

something at 

the end of a 

special meal  AE 

Brand 1 7.4 Brand 1 7.7 Brand 2 9.8 Brand 2 10.0 

Brand 2 5.9 Brand 2 7.4 Brand 1 9.0 Brand 1 9.2 

Brand 4 5.8 Brand 3 5.4 Brand 3 6.4 Brand 3 6.1 

Brand 3 5.0 Brand 10 5.2 Brand 10 3.7 Brand 11 4.6 

Brand 9 3.8 Brand 5 4.7 Brand 8 3.6 Brand 12 3.8 

Drinking 

something at 

the end of an 

everyday meal  AE 

Drinking 

something at 

the end of a 

formal meal AE 

Attending an 

event   AE     

Brand 2 8.0 Brand 2 9.4 Brand 1 8.1     

Brand 1 6.9 Brand 1 8.3 Brand 2 6.1     

Brand 3 6.6 Brand 3 6.3 Brand 4 6.0     

Brand 10 5.3 Brand 10 5.0 Brand 3 5.7     

Brand 13 4.9 Brand 11 4.7 Brand 6 4.5     

Kickback time 

at home AE 

Drinking 

something at 

the end of a 

dinner/lunch at 

home AE 

Drinking 

something at the 

end of a meal at a 

restaurant   AE     

Brand 1 11.0 Brand 2 11.1 Brand 2 11.4     

Brand 2 7.6 Brand 1 8.0 Brand 3 9.9     

Brand 3 5.7 Brand 3 5.7 Brand 1 7.5     

Brand 5 4.9 Brand 11 5.4 Brand 10 4.8     

Brand 11 4.4 Brand 10 4.5 Brand 13 4.1     

 

Users of a particular brand at a particular occasion  

 

In addition to deriving an Attitudinal Equity score at each occasion, we can also try to identify 

whether users of a brand differ at different occasions, we took a look at the alcoholic beverages 

study already mentioned.  We used correspondence analysis to examine the level of association 

between age groups and occasions for a particular brand and the results are displayed in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Correspondence Analysis of age groups and occasions  

 
 

The following patterns emerge from the chart: 

 

 The 18-24 age group is more associated with drinking at a bar 

 The 25-29 age group is associated with partying in a disco/club 

 The 35-39 age group is associated with drinking at restaurant with friends at the end of a dinner 

or lunch 

 The 40-44 age group is associated with drinking at home with friends 

 The 45-49 age group is associated with drinking at formal/business meal or at a party at home 

 

The general trend suggests that consumers below 35 tend to consume the brand at parties or pubs. 

Those above 35 prefer to drink at home or functions. 

 

Brand managers would be able to use this type of information to better target different age groups in 

terms of distribution or advertising.  

 

Motivations and needs for a particular occasion 

 

We also set out to assess whether motivations for using a particular brand will differ between 

occasions. We also looked at whether functional benefits expected by a consumer of a brand will 

change for different occasions. A total of twenty-four satisfaction statements (e.g. it makes you feel 

“at home”, It makes you feel accepted) and thirty functional benefits of a brand (e.g. bitter, sweet, 

high in alcohol) were listed in the survey. We counted the average amount of mentions for each of 

the statements and the statement which received the highest amount was retained as the most 

significant one for that particular occasion. This analysis was done for the brand with the highest 

Attitudinal Equity score at each occasion. The results in Table 2 were obtained for the five most 

frequent occasions and highlight the fact that there is indeed a difference in satisfaction and needs 

for different situations.  
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Table 2: Most-mentioned statement for the top five occasions 

 

Occasion Satisfaction 

Partying or dancing in a disco or club It makes you feel accepted     

Spending an evening in a bar/cocktail bar It allows you to relax or to chill      

Participating in a party at home It's something you drink without thinking about 

it, as a habit 

Friends/relatives over for a drink during 

the evening 

It enhances the pleasure of being together     

Drinking at a special celebration 

lunch/dinner 

It enhances the pleasure of being together     

Occasion Needs or Functional Benefits 

Partying or dancing in a disco or club Refreshing/ thirst-quenching        

Spending an evening in a bar/cocktail bar Unique/unmistakable taste  

Participating in a party at home It has a taste everybody likes      

Friends/relatives over for a drink during 

the evening 

Easy to drink       

Drinking at a special celebration 

lunch/dinner 

It's suitable to be drunk straight  

 

Attributes or personality of a brand 

 

We applied the same logic described for consumer motivations and needs to attributes. We also 

found a difference between occasions except for two occasions which have a degree of overlap. 

 

Table 3: Most-mentioned attribute for the top five occasions 

 

Occasion Brand Attributes or Personality 

Partying/dancing in a disco/club/locale Light-hearted   

Spending an evening/night in a 

bar/cocktail bar 

Sociable        

Participating in a party at home Successful      

Having friends/relatives over for a drink 

during the evening 

Sociable        

Drinking something at the end of a special 

celebration lunch/dinner 

Reliable        

 

What we have done for a few occasions can be extended to the remaining occasions, with the result 

that marketers can gain an understanding of how their brand is viewed by consumers and design an 

effective strategy to leverage the brand image or alter it to some extent.  This analysis does not use 

Attitudinal Equity so it is not directly linked to our occasion-based Attitudinal Equity approach, but 

can be used in conjunction with the approach to offer additional value to a study, for example a 

driver analysis using the occasion-based Attitudinal Equity as a dependent variable for each 

occasion. 

 

Validating the approach 

 

So far, we have proposed an approach for obtaining an occasion-based equity measure and 

presented an application which appears to yield distinct results for various occasions.  However, the 

question still remains as to whether this has any basis in reality.  The literature supports the 
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hypothesis that equity will differ based on the occasion, so we will need to test the hypothesis with 

an actual occasion measure rather than the derived one we have used so far. 

 

To do this, we used an American study of mosquito repellent, in which respondents were asked to 

rate the performance brands at an overall level as well as three randomly chosen occasions from a 

list of five.  We used the overall ratings as usual to calculate the overall AE and the occasion ratings 

to calculate an AE for each occasion.  Since AE is a respondent level measure, we were able to test 

whether a brand had a significantly different AE at a specific occasion from the overall AE using a 

paired t-test on the respondents who had an AE score for that occasion.  Table 4 gives the top five 

brands at the overall level and at each occasion and their AE scores, along with an indication as to 

which brands showed a significant difference.   

 

Each occasion had at least one of the top five brands showing a significantly different AE score 

from the overall score.  From this we can conclude that it is reasonable to believe that Attitudinal 

Equity will differ when looking at occasions compared against the overall level, and thus supports 

the approach of examining equity at an occasion level. 

 

A further analysis was performed on the same data by adopting the “preferred brand” approach used 

for the alcoholic beverages study.  While respondents were not asked directly which brand they 

preferred for each occasion, the brand which they rated the highest can be deemed to be their 

preferred brand.  As with the alcoholic beverages study we can derive an occasion level Attitudinal 

Equity score by assigning the first rank to the preferred brand and ranking the remaining brands 

based on their overall rating.  Table 5 compares the original occasion-based AE and the AE derived 

from the preferred brand. 

 

Table 4: Top five brands overall and at each occasion.  Brands with a significantly different 

Attitudinal Equity score from the overall value are in bold (p<0.05). 

 

Overall (n=1454)  AE 

Entertaining 

(n=561)  AE 

Camping and related 

activities (n=496)  AE 

Brand 1 22.7 Brand 1 20.4 Brand 1 30.3 

Brand 2 11.5 Brand 2 13.2 Brand 5 10.4 

Brand 3 11.1 Brand 3 12.3 Brand 7 10.6 

Brand 4 9.5 Brand 4 11.2 Brand 4 8.6 

Brand 5 7.3 Brand 6 8.7 Brand 3 8.4 

Casual outdoor activity 

away from home (n=614)  AE 

Working in 

your yard 

(n=642)  AE 

Relaxing in your 

yard (n=712)   AE 

Brand 1 21.7 Brand 1 26.1 Brand 1 21.9 

Brand 4 13.0 Brand 2 11.4 Brand 2 14.6 

Brand 3 11.3 Brand 3 10.5 Brand 3 13.1 

Brand 2 11.2 Brand 4 10.0 Brand 4 8.0 

Brand 5 6.2 Brand 5 7.8 Brand 6 7.1 
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Table 5: Top five brands for each occasion showing original occasion-based Attitudinal Equity and 

occasion-based Attitudinal Equity derived using the preferred brand.  Bold indicates a significant 

difference (p<0.05).  

Entertaining Camping and related activities 

Casual outdoor activity away 

from home 

  

Original 

Occasion 

AE 

New 

Occasion 

AE   

Original 

Occasion 

AE 

New 

Occasion 

AE   

Original 

Occasion 

AE 

New 

Occasion 

AE 

Brand 3 20.4 20.5 Brand 3 30.3 30.9 Brand 3 21.7 21.8 

Brand 1 13.2 13.4 Brand 9 10.4 10.5 Brand 5 13.0 13.1 

Brand 4 12.3 12.6 Brand 8 10.6 10.7 Brand 4 11.3 11.1 

Brand 5 11.2 11.1 Brand 5 8.6 8.6 Brand 1 11.2 11.0 

Brand 6 8.7 8.8 Brand 4 8.4 8.3 Brand 9 6.2 6.2 

Working in your yard Relaxing in your yard       

  

Original 

Occasion 

AE 

New 

Occasion 

AE   

Original 

Occasion 

AE 

New 

Occasion 

AE       

Brand 3 26.1 26.4 Brand 3 21.6 21.9       

Brand 1 11.4 11.2 Brand 1 14.9 14.6       

Brand 4 10.5 10.5 Brand 4 13.3 13.1       

Brand 5 10.0 10.1 Brand 5 7.8 8.0       

Brand 9 7.8 8.0 Brand 6 7.1 7.1       

 

A visual examination of the scores in Table 3 shows only small differences between the original 

occasion-based Attitudinal Equity and the new derived occasion-based Attitudinal Equity.  This is 

confirmed by paired t-tests, which result in only three of the displayed brands showing a significant 

difference.  This is an important result in terms of the preferred brand approach as it indicates that 

there is very little difference between asking respondents to rate every brand at each occasion and 

asking them their preferred brand for each occasion. 

 

We have now established that Attitudinal Equity will change depending on the occasion and that the 

preferred brand approach is equivalent to asking full ratings for every occasion, so all that remains 

is to link the occasion based Attitudinal Equity to real world behaviour.  One of the key features of 

Attitudinal Equity is that it corresponds to actual usage, and so a derived occasion-based equity 

measure needs to perform at least as well as the measure at an overall level. 

 

To examine this we used a study of retailers conducted in the UK.  Respondents rated retailers using 

the standard Attitudinal Equity questions as well as providing ratings for different departments of 

each retailer and their usage of those departments.  As with the mosquito repellent study we were 

able to establish the preferred brand from the department ratings and calculate the Attitudinal 

Equity score by assigning the top rank to the preferred brand.  We then correlated the usage of each 

aspect with the overall Attitudinal Equity and the derived occasion-based Attitudinal Equity, and 

the results are given in Table 6.  
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Table 6: Correlation of usage of departments with overall Attitudinal Equity and occasion-based 

Attitudinal Equity 

 

  

Average correlation 

of original AE with 

usage 

Average correlation 

of occasion AE with 

usage 

Produce Department 0.50 0.75 

Meat Department 0.50 0.75 

Fish Department 0.49 0.76 

Bakery 0.50 0.76 

Delicatessen 0.49 0.76 

Other Grocery Areas 0.51 0.74 

Non-Grocery Sections 0.50 0.75 

Loyalty Program 0.43 0.77 

 

The derived occasion Attitudinal Equity score shows a higher correlation with usage for all 

departments.  This is further evidence in support of the preferred brand occasion based Attitudinal 

Equity score.   

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 

Since consumer behaviour does differ depending on the occasion, including an occasion-based 

analysis offers additional value to a study.  However, implementing that occasion-based analysis is 

not always practical, especially when the desire is to keep a questionnaire length at a minimum.  

Our proposed solution was to develop an occasion-based measure with the addition of a single 

question per occasion, asking respondents to indicate their preferred brand for that occasion.  Our 

equity measure of choice, Attitudinal Equity, is based on ranks of ratings rather than the ratings 

themselves, which means that it can be easily adapted to make use of the preferred brand responses. 

The preferred brand question provides an alternative to asking ratings of every brand that performs 

similarly without substantially increasing the length of the questionnaire.  Attitudinal Equity 

calculated in the standard manner links back to real world behaviour, as does Attitudinal Equity 

calculated using the preferred brand question, offering an improvement over the overall level 

scores.  Because of this link to real world behaviour, Attitudinal Equity can be used as dependent 

variable for driver analysis, and the occasion-based Attitudinal Equity allows for driver analysis to 

be performed at a the more detailed occasion level. 

 

The purpose of the analysis described above was to investigate the feasibility of asking the 

preferred brand question.  The results we obtained have shown that it is a valid approach, but there 

is room for further investigation.  In our analysis we have focused on usage on different occasions, 

but the preferred brand approach could in theory be applied in other scenarios such as brands 

offering different types of products. 

 

While not every study is guaranteed of having occasion-based results that yield meaningful insights, 

we believe that our preferred brand approach is a powerful technique which can be used to add 

significant value to a study. 
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