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Abstract

This project included two studies that looked awtibe brand name and price of
consumer products can affect intended purchasiogides. In Study 1, 30 undergraduate
students tested products from three different ptbdategories (crayons, tissues, and tortilla
chips). Each product category consisted of thréerdnt brands; one with high brand value, one
with medium, and one with low brand value (generfld)e brands for each product were as
follows: Crayons (Crayola, Roseart, and Dollartyde&sues (Puffs, Kleenex, and Wal-Matrt);
Chips (Tostitos, Mission, and Kroger). The designthis study was a 3x3+3+3 matrix. For each
brand, there were five conditions: 1) the prodadhie correct brand name; 2) the product in a
switched brand name; 3) the product in the othéicked brand name; 4) the product alone, no
brand name; and 5) the brand name alone, no protluetproduct alone and brand name alone
conditions acted as controls. Participants werevanathat the products had been switched.
After trying each product, participants rated thi&elihood to purchase that product on a 9-point
Likert scale; 1 being “definitely would not buy” @® being “definitely would buy.” In Study 2,
47 participants completed an online survey assgs$bair likelihood to purchase three different
products (a bicycle, a watch, and a T.V.) basetherprice alone. The brand names were
removed so as to not create an interactive efféus study had the same design as Study 1.

After a within-subjects Repeated Measures ANOVAyas found in Study 1, that the
two brands with higher brand value were rated gkdriquality than the generic. Study 2 found
that when just looking at price, subjects were nituedy to purchase the cheapest product. In
conclusion, it seems that the brand name assoaiatec product can cause people to rate the
quality of that product as either higher or lowepdnding on the strength of the brand, even if
the product itself is lower quality. Also, when kaog at the prices of products without the brand
names, people want to purchase the lowest pricadlpt.
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

Brand Equity is defined as “the marketing and feiahvalue associated with a brand’s
strength in the market, including actual proprigtarand assets, brand name awareness, brand
loyalty, perceived brand quality, and brand asgsmeia” (Pride & Ferrell, 2003, p 299). This
definition includes many different variables thafiact brand equity, but they are not easily
measured nor are there operational definitionsn@Equity has been studied many times
through the years, but there has never been aceaensus as to how the variables that define
it interact.

Consumer research has been integrated into maay af@sychology including
cognitive, social, neuroscience, etc (Grewal, et18198; Chakrapani, 1974; & McClure, et al.,
2004. Although the current study involves judgmemd decision making, it is helpful to look at
previous research in other realms as well. Thisvaipefully help better understand the aspects
of brand equity in its entirety. There has not berrch independent research on the brand equity
variables. Much of the research that has been peeid has been completed by businesses
studying their own products (in-house). Therefties research is not openly available and the
reliability of these studies could be an issue.ypdthesized model of brand equity has been
created that will not be directly tested in thip@a but will be in future research (Appendix A
1). The studies involving the brand equity varigbell be discussed in the following order:

brand name, price, and store name; brand loyalyydbknowledge/learning; and expectations.

BRAND NAME, PRICE, AND STORE NAME

Rao and Monroe (1989) performed a meta-analyssséchow price, brand names, and

store names affect perceptions of quality. Theyébthat the effects of price and brand name on



perceived quality were both statistically signiitaHowever, the store name effect was not.
Brand name had the largest effect on perceivedtyulain did the other variables (price and
store name). The authors also concluded that wbesueners infer quality from price, they
compare the price of the current product to theegpof either another product or a price in
memory. If the current product’s price is highearttthe comparison price, then the current
product is perceived as higher quality.

Grewal, Krishnan, Baker, & Borin (1998) looked aihstore name, brand name, and
price discounts affect the brand equity of a rettte. The authors created a model of purchase
intent (see Figure 1) and found that 41% of théavae was explained by the variables of brand
name, price discounts, and store name. They alsalfthat there was a “positive relationship
between perceived brand quality and perceived Vane “internal reference price strongly
influenced perceived value” (Grewal, et al., 199843). This increased perceived value was
then found to lead to a positive willingness to buwylike Rao and Monroe, Grewal, et al. found
that the store name affected the purchase intenexample from their study is as follows: if
you are going to buy a bike of a certain brand, lyave options on which store to get it from. If
the store has a higher store image, you will pgecthat bike as having a higher quality than if
you got the same bike from a store with a loweresbmage. Grewal, et al. also found that if a
store carried products that were perceived as highality, then that store would be perceived as

higher quality. Therefore, it matters to the steteat products they agree to sell.
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Figure 1. Grewal, et al.'s, Integrative Model

Both Rao, et al. and Grewal, et al. agree thatdbreame and price affect perceptions of
quality. Is this a universal trait? Dawar and Paf#®94) decided to study that. They found that
brand name was the largest determinant of produadityg across cultures. Their sample was
MBA students from 38 countries, most of whom wearf Western industrialized countries and
Japan. Participants were asked about their puréheesgions and ownership of several
electronic products as well as their product faamity, information search, and judgment of

guality. Based on this research, the inference éetvbrand name and quality may be universal.

BRAND LOYALTY

The effect of brand name on perceived quality leskshown to be a positive
relationship. However, what makes people consist@uoirchase one brand over another?
McConnell (1968) looked at the effect of brand loyand price on purchase intent. Participants

were offered three beers (Brand M, L, or P) andevaesiked to pick one. They were told how



much a six-pack of each brand would cost as wedhasvn the approximate price difference per
bottle by placing pennies or nickels on the prosliisee Table 1).

Table 1. Price of each beer presented by McConnell

Brand Price per six-pack Money taped to bottle
M $1.30 None

L $1.20 2 cents

P $0.99 5 cents

Participants were given 24 trials, three per weelefght weeks, in which they were
offered these beers. Brand preferences were olik&wenost participants. “Of the sample, 93
percent selected one of the three brands for st hedf of the trials. AlImost half of the subjects
(47 percent) selected one brand for three-quantemsore of the trials” (McConnell, 1968, p 16).
After trial 13 or 18, participants were given a ratary incentive to choose the beer chosen the
least in the trials up to this. Participants wererlikely to switch early after being offered this
incentive to the least chosen beer, but then wswitth back to their preferred beer. McConnell
also found that participants became loyal to theenexpensive beer faster than to the lower
priced beer. Apparently, quality was being infdrieom price.

This same idea has also been supported by Kardals (2004). It appears that a
shopping product that is the least expensive ikddat as having lower quality than a product of
a higher price. For example, when purchasing aiwt®, most consumers would consider a
Sony TV as having higher quality than the Wal-Magtiivalent because Sony TVs are usually
more expensive. This is not only due to inferrimglty from price, but by also looking at brand

names. However, this has not been extensively retsedh



It seems that not only brand name and price hawdfaat on brand loyalty. A few
studies have shown that the personality of a coes@afso has an effect. Chakrapani (1974)
looked at brand loyalty and repeat purchases.djzatts completed Eysenck’s Maudsley
Personality Inventory and kept track of their ne@tpurchases of the following products: bread,
butter/margarine, coffee/tea, and cigarettes. Mg asked to record which brand they had
purchased. From this record, a brand loyalty se@® computed and compared to the
participants’ personality score. Chakrapani fouifitences in brand loyalty between people
with varying personalities. For example, consunh@ngr in extraversion and neuroticism were
more brand loyal whereas extraverts were moreylitetry different brands. It was also found
that participants were more brand loyal to coffesénd cigarettes compared to bread and
butter/margarine. Therefore, it can be concludeadl e effect of brand loyalty is also dependent
on personality and product type.

Another part of a person’s personality is theif-sehcept, or how they view themselves.
Dolich (1969) performed a study involving a persoself-concept and its congruence with their
preferred brands’ concept. The four products usetis study were beer, cigarettes, bar soap,
and toothpaste. A semantic differential scale wsesiuo measure participants’ real-self image,
ideal-self image, and brand image. These adjectinage chosen based on descriptions from
advertisements of the four products. Participargsevasked to choose where on that scale they
felt fit best for either themselves or a preferoedhon-preferred brand. Dolich found that when a
participant prefers a certain brand, its image @des with both their real- and ideal-self image.
Therefore, people tend to like/purchase brandsateatorrelated with their self-concept.

Landon (1974) similarly found that purchase intensi of a list of products were

positively correlated with self- and ideal self-iges. Hence, when the brand image positively



correlated with a person’s self-image, they wereenti®ely to purchase that product. It was also
found that, depending on the product, purchasatiaies were correlated better with either self-
or ideal self-images. Again, this shows that consupneference is dependent on product type,
which is why products are broken into several aateg (consumable, shopping, etc). It also
seems that the congruence of self-concept andrémellis important for brand loyalty.

Knowing that specific variables, such as brand nanteprice, can cause consumers to
infer product quality. If a company knows that thmnsumers are brand loyal and perceive their
products as high quality, it is easier to introdaoether product and it be successful. This is
what would be called a “brand extension.” A brarteasion is “the deployment of an existing
brand to launch a new product that is not parhefdriginal product family or category” (Bless
& Greifeneder, 2009). Aaker and Keller (1990) fouhdt when the original brand was perceived
as higher quality and the extension was a gooditnot too easy a transition, the extension was
looked at in a positive light. However, Erdem (1PStted that “a strong parent brand and a
good fit do not ensure success if the quality eféRtension does not match consumer
expectations.” From these two studies, it can lea $leat strong brand names and their perceived
guality can help create more successful produatent correctly.

Many times, there are two brands that are alwaysggoead-to-head against one another.
One of the biggest brand rivalries has definitedet Coca Cola vs. Pepsi. What makes people
brand loyal to one or the other? McClure, et 0@ studied the long-debated Coke vs. Pepsi
dispute using fMRI scans. When subjects were hiinghich product they were tasting, the
ventromedial prefrontal cortex was activated whaohld in turn predict preference for Coke or
Pepsi. However, when subjects were told they wasttg Coke, whether they were or not, the

hippocampus, dorsolateral prefrontal cortex, andbmnain were activated, leading to the



conclusion that “brand knowledge biases prefereleoesions” (McClure, et al., 2004). People’s
brand preferences are therefore shown by diffeeimcbrain activation. This could be again an
emotional, rather than logical, response. Siméagults were found by Deppe, et al. (2005) and
Paulus, et al. (2003) that when making preferendgments, the medial prefrontal cortex is

activated.

BRAND KNOWLEDGE AND LEARNING

With the McClure, et al. study, knowledge of thard made a difference on what brain
area was activated. It appears that with increkeed/lledge, brand preferences and inferences of
quality are made. To go along with this idea, Jgcebal. (1971) discovered that previous
knowledge of an “ultrapremium beer” brand name eduwshigher quality perception than for an
“inexpensive regional beer”. If the previous knogde is positive, then brand name has more of
an effect. For example, Dodds, et al. (1991) cateduthat “favorable brand and store
information positively influenced perceptions ofadjty and value, and subjects’ willingness to
buy.” Therefore, knowledge of the brand name o®lyp# in increasing perceptions of quality
when it's a brand with a higher brand value.

Along with effects of knowledge, learning can adgfect purchase intentions. Van
Osselaer and Alba (2000) found that learning tloelypet’'s brand name alone predicted subjects’
guality judgments but when learning both the braache and attributes at the same time,
subjects based their quality judgments on thebaites. This makes sense if put into personal
terms. If you are at the store and are lookingcfops, for example, you might base your
purchase decision completely on brand name. Howéwau are purchasing a television, you
can also base that purchase decision on brand itautié comparing all the attributes of all the

televisions, you may also base your decision orclwhas the attributes you want most. Of



course, this is when the product category may comoeplay. Consumable vs. shopping goods

could make a difference in how you make your pustigadecision.

Expectations

A major difference between consumable vs. shopgougls is our expectations of
durability of those products. Consumable goodshatexpected to last long, but shopping goods
are. So when a product fails in a short amouninaod tour expectations are metif itis a
consumable good, but being a shopping productitidvhave not met our expectations and we
would be disappointed. One product that some censidonsumable product and others a
shopping product is wine. Yes, you consume winggwer, wine connoisseurs take more of
time in deciding which wine to purchase either atae or at a restaurant, like shopping
products. They do not consider the wine to be g@krmonsumable good. So how do the
expectations of wine consumers hold up? A studfopmed by Wansink, et al. (2007) measured
the expectations of wine novices to see whethee fvimm California was viewed differently
than wine from North Dakota. The authors’ study Wwakl during a dinner party. As guests
arrived, they were taken, randomly, to one of talnlés. There was a bottle of wine at each
table, one stating it was from California and ttfeeo from North Dakota. In reality, the wine
was the exact same, but the bottles were giveardift labels. Guests drinking the wine from
California rated it as higher quality than the dsekinking the North Dakota wine. Therefore,
their expectations lead to different perceptiongulity.

Another study where perceptions of quality wereraltl due to expectations was
conducted by Wheately (1973). The author studistétaxpectations by changing the color of
traditional food. Participants sat in a specialydom and ate what looked like normal colored

steak, peas, and fries. During the middle of the2al, the special lights were turned off to reveal



that the steak was blue, peas were red, and tiesnfiere green. Many participants refused to
eat anymore and some became ill. They had assdd¢ragse colors with spoiled food which
changed their taste perception. The reason this cblange shocked participants is because we
are not used to these foods being these colordh Knd Koch (2003) found that the colors blue,
purple, and gray are not positively associated aith tastes. This could be because these colors
are not usually found in the natural environmeress the food has become moldy or old.
Therefore, when we see a food that is blue, fomgta, we might assume that it is moldy and
could make us sick.

Another study that looked at expectations was gnedugherty and Shanteau (1999).
They showed how expectations can affect qualitggu@ions. Subjects in their study tested
consumer products and rated them on overall qudliigre were no product names given; only
labels stating whether Consumer Reports magaziad the product as high, medium, or low
guality. The point of this experiment was to seetlier people’s perceptions of quality were
affected by the quality ratings of a credible seuithey found that subjects were influenced by
quality ratings and their “evaluations of consumerducts are modified by their expectations”
(Dougherty & Shanteau, 1999, p 58). The methodotodye used for the current study is based
on this experiment.

Research involving brand names and price has atasaay fields, but there is still a lot
to be learned. Much of the previous literature e a hard time measuring the effects of brand
name and price on perceptions of quality. More imdsitare needed to better gauge the brand
equity variables. In order to accomplish this, ¢herent studies used a within-subjects design

and assessed brand name and price separatelytutiessalso looked at varying levels of



guality by including products from several categsras well as products with different rated
values.

The current studies aim to learn what effect bnaawthe and price have on perceptions of
quality. Based on previous research, the first byggis (Study 1) is that participants will be
more likely to buy the product with the higher llaralue, even when it is a lower quality. This
will be based on participants’ quality ratings atesting the products first-hand. The product
with the highest brand value is one that has tisé¢ d@mbination of “brand profitability, brand
awareness, brand loyalty, perceived brand qualitg, the strength of positive brand
associations” (Pride & Ferrell, 2003, p 300). Foaraple, if consumers are favorable to Tostitos
chips, then they will rate that product as highealdy even if the actual chips are of lower
quality.

The second hypothesis (Study 2) is that particgpauit be less likely to purchase the
lowest priced products when they are comparing gphay products,” such as watches.
Shopping products are “items for which buyers aitkng to expend considerable effort in
planning making purchases” (Pride & Ferrell, 2090252). Consumers will compare brands,
prices, features, etc for a considerable amounin# before purchasing shopping products
because they are purchased infrequently and aexe@to last a fairly long time. More specific
to Study 2, it is hypothesized that participant @ more likely to purchase the products at the
$100 price level than at the other prices ($75%i&D).

There are differences between Study 1 and Studfbiggest difference is the
products used. In Study 1, consumable products usad and Study 2 looked at shopping
products. The main reason for this is because gueviesearch has shown that the product type

affects perceptions of quality and purchase infEnérefore, different categories of products
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would allow for more valuable information to be fml Also, Study 1 had participants actually
try/test each product, whereas, in Study 2, padiais only saw pictures of products. The reason
Study 2 was online rather than in person was dilegt@vailability of the products and lack of
funds. It was easier to purchase several consunpatdiicts for testing since they were cheaper
than shopping products. Also, removing the brandenwas more feasible using the computer
than on actual products. This difference betweed\s1l and Study 2 also allows for distinctions
between in-store vs. online purchasing.

The variations between Study 1 and Study 2 areialportant for testing the proposed
model of brand equity (Appendix A 1). The reseatidtussed above has shown that several
factors, such as brand name, price, and recommendaaffect perceptions of quality which in
turn leads to purchase intent and brand equitys ploject aims at assessing two of these factors,

brand name and price.

CHAPTER 2 - STUDY 1

Method

Participants

Thirty Kansas State University undergraduate sttsdeere given class credit in General

Psychology for participating in this study. The meae was 19.5 with 21 females.

Materials

Three brands from three different product categoniere used: tortilla chips (Tostitos,
Mission, and Kroger), crayons (Crayola, Roseard, Rallartree), and tissues (Kleenex, Puffs,
and Wal-Mart). These product categories were chtisaacount for three of the five senses;
taste, sight, and touch. The differences betweehitee products in each product category were

controlled for: the crayons were all orange in cddecause this was the color that was most
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similar across brands; the tissues used were bssies with no aloe or lotion and all were
white in color; also the tissue boxes were all redutolors and basic designs so participants
would not be tempted to rate a certain tissue giseniquality because they simply liked the box
design. The tortilla chips were all triangular chand were, by sight, indistinguishable from
each other. The products were chosen becauseimuastall, college students have had
interactions with these products and can affordithiEhey are all consumable products in that
they are inexpensive and are meant to be usedhora period of time. Pride and Ferrell (2003)
listed the world’s most valuable brands, whichasvithe high and medium values from each
product category were chosen. The low value pradwete generic brands found at local
grocery stores.

There were 12 “stations” for each product in whactler was quasi-randomized. Stations
were the positions in the room where the produesewlaced. An example of this is shown in
Figure 2. A 9-point Likert scale was used to assesdity ratings. Note: Three brands of

headphones were used as practice.

Figure 2. Example of Stations.
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Design

The design used for this study is a within subj&cts3 + 3 + 3 matrix (see Table 2). This
is the design because it most resembles a 4x4xnativever there is a missing cell; there
cannot be a condition where there is no productremidrand name label presented. For each
product, there were five conditions: (1) the prached its correct brand name; (2) the product
was given one of the other (switched) brand naif®she product was given the remaining
(switched) brand name; (4) there was no brand ramtbe product (product alone); and (5) the
brand name alone was shown (with no product prayideor example, first, the Tostitos chips
were in their own bag, second in the Mission blagdtin the Kroger brand, fourth in a plain
bowl without the label, and last, there was an gnijistitos bag without any chips. This
occurred for each product in the three productgmates. The stations were quasi-randomized so
that no product was located next to a producténstiime product category. The starting station
and direction for each participant was randomizedthis was a within subjects design, each
participant had 45 data points for analysis, omeeéxh station.

Table 2. 3x3+3+3 Matrix Design

Label
Low Medium High None

Low 1 2 3 10
© .
2 Medium 4 5 6 11
o
O High 7 8 9 12

None 13 14 15

13




Procedure

Participants entered the room and completed tloermdd consent form and demographic
guestionnaire. They then started at the first@tativhich was always practice using an unrelated
product—iPod headphones. Three sets of headpharesused for stations 1, 2, and 3 for every
participant. The brand names on these practicessaivere not altered.

They were then instructed to “try” each producit if/as a crayon, they were asked to
color with it. If it was a tissue, they felt it. ifwas the tortilla chip, they ate it. The panpiants
were required to try the product at each statisodpt the brand name alone control). After they
tried the product, they rated how likely they weygurchase that product on a 1 to 9 Likert
scale, 1 being “definitely will not purchase” antb&ing “definitely will purchase” (see Table 3
for an example). Participants then continued arahedoom and did the same for each station.
For the stations where only the label was presetthedparticipant was asked to rate how likely
they were to purchase that product based on thewiqus knowledge of that brand. Once
participants completed rating all of the produtiiey were asked for feedback about the task.
Feedback included questions about which produgtfislewas the easiest and hardest to rate
and why, as well as whether any one station stoabtioathem and for what reason.

Table 3. Rating sheet for Study 1.
For each station, rate HOW LIKELY YOU ARE TO BUY T&HIPRODUCT based on a
1 to 9 scale, 1 being definitely would not buy &ndeing definitely would buy.

Definitely Definitely
would not would
buy Neutral buy
Station 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1
Station 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
2
Station 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3
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Results

A repeated measures ANOVA was performed to andheelata. All of the main effects
and interactions were significant at p < .001 exéepthe main effect of product for chips
(Table 4).

Table 4. Results of the analysis of variance.
Results of the analysis of variance. OverallF ratios (f) [effect size] shown for product effects,

brand effects, and product by brand interactiotis=(2 for main effects because there are three
brands per product category. df = 8 for the intéoadbecause there are three brands per product

category and three product categories.)

Modality Product Brand Product x Brand
Visual (Crayons) 14.80 (2) [.39]* 29.97 (2) [.29]* 11.47 (8) [.31]*
Tactile (Tissues) 12.03 (2) [.34]* 19.76 (2) [.23]* 8.59 (8) [.27]*
Taste (Chips) 1.12 (2) [.13] 12.09 (2) [.15]* 4@ [.14]

*= significantp < .001.

Crayons

Both main effects of product and brand for crayeese significant, as was the
interaction. As can be seen in Figure 3, the Caalaidel yielded higher ratings than the other
labels. Also, the Crayola product was rated as Qigddity no matter what label it was given.
There was also a clear trend from the brand wighhighest brand value to the lowest brand
value (Dollartree). The “Brand Name Alone” conditishowed that participants viewed Crayola
as the “top” brand, followed by Roseart, and theege Dollartree was seen as having the lowest
brand value. The “Product Alone” category showerlabtual quality ratings for Crayola,

followed by Roseart, and Dollartree.
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Figure 3. Mean Quality Ratings for Crayons.
Tissues

Similar to the crayon results, the main effectprafduct and brand name for tissues were
significant, as was the interaction. Participan¢sved the best brand/product to be Puffs,
followed by Kleenex, with Wal-Mart brand as the stofsee Figure 4). When the Puffs and Wal-
Mart tissues were presented with the Kleenex breamde, they were rated as higher than when
presented with the Puffs brand name. This was wwgd because both control conditions
found that Puffs was the brand with the higheshtnealue. Therefore, it could be predicted that
any tissue presented as the Puffs brand wouldtbéd &s the highest quality. There was a clear

decrease in quality ratings from the top two brald&ie generic.
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Figure 4. Mean Quality Ratings for Tissues.
Chips

The main effect of brand name for chips was sigaiit, although the product main effect
was not; the interaction was significant. As carséen in Figure 5, the progression of brand
value was that of Tostitos, Mission, and lastlypge@r. There again was the clear trend from
highest brand value to lowest in mean quality ggirmhere was one point that was unexpected,
the Tostitos chips in the Kroger brand label. Wien look across the Tostitos product
condition, all points were rated equally high. Téfere, participants must like the taste of

Tostitos chips.
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Figure 5. Mean Quality Ratings for Chips.
There is another possible explanation of this aerwe: when asked if one particular

station stood out for any reason to the participainte chose the station where the Tostitos chips
were in the Kroger brand label. They said thataheeren’'t expecting the chips to taste so good,
but were pleasantly surprised so they rated thieips @s higher than any of the other Kroger

labeled chips.

Study 1 Discussion

Overall, the results showed that consumers areantied by the brand name as much as,
or even more than, the product itself. For exangasumers viewed all of the chips as
basically the same. Therefore, their purchasingsaets were affected most by the brand name
on the bag, i.e., perceptions of quality are indejeat of actual quality. But it is also important
to note that the brand equity effect of brand nam@erceptions of quality is different across

product types. This can be seen in the differetiepas for the three product categories. This is
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an important effect to know because it can deteemihether a product will succeed or fail in
the market.

One pattern that remained the same throughout ptedias a bias against generic brand
labels. For all product categories, the generiathtabel yielded the lowest mean quality ratings.
However, in the case of the “Product Alone” coraditithe generic Kroger product was rated
almost identically to the Mission product, probablcause the participants were unaware that it
was the generic product. This indicates that elengh the generic products were considered
similar quality to the other brands, consumers vess likely to purchase them. In terms of the
brand equity effect, the generic brands are ledskmewn so therefore have a negative equity
effect.

The methodology of Study 1 did have a couple issii@sshould be addressed. Although
deception was used in this study, it had minimadant. Specifically, three participants figured
out that the products had been switched. A t-tagtaled that these participants were not
statistically significantly different from the othparticipants in their mean quality ratings; they
were therefore kept in the analyses.

A possible limitation is that only a few differgmtoduct categories, all consumable
goods, were examined. Another limitation is thatipgants were not actually purchasing the
products; they were giving likelihood-to-purchaagngs. However, previous literature has
found that purchase intent ratings are highly dateel with actual purchases (Ferber & Piskie,
1965; Clawson, 1971; Pickering & Isherwood, 1914 &ranbois & Summers, 1975).

Study 1 showed that brand name does affect consupenceptions of quality, but what
about price? That is what Study 2 will try to ass@&oth brand name and price are typical

factors of brand equity for any given product. Teason that Study 1 looked at brand name and
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Study 2 looked at price was to ascertain the affeth of these factors had on purchase

intentions separate from one another. Future stugiklook at their interactive affect.

CHAPTER 3 - STUDY 2

Method

Participants

Forty-seven people completed an online survey. @wd® were undergraduates in
General Psychology at Kansas State University vedetlass credit for participating. The others
volunteered to complete the survey without compimsaTlhe group that volunteered did not
know the researchers and were emailed througtreiffdistservs, including the KSU
international student listserv (N= 9 for interna@b students). The mean age was 22.9; however

4 people did not report age. There were 20 femaespales, and 4 not reported.

Materials

The online survey used included pictures of thiéferént products: a bicycle, watch,
and television. There were three different pricesoaiated with each of these products: $75,
$100, and $150. The prices used in this study wleosen because they are typical prices for
these products (based on comparison shopping feveral stores), but not so expensive that
college students would be unable to afford therhth&kee of the products pictured in this study
had actual prices within $25 of one another. Tioaelpcts were chosen because these are widely
used in the population, especially among collegdesits. The products were also used by both
genders and the pictures associated with the ptedware gender neutral (the watch was metal
and could be worn by either gender; the bike waskbin color and the middle bar was half-way
between the men’s stance and women’s stance). Phedacts and prices were also consistent

with the definition of “shopping products.”
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Procedure

Participants were informed that by completing thevsy, they were giving their
informed consent. They then went through the suoreyproduct at a time. Each page described
the 1-9 scale (1 being “definitely would not buyida9 being “definitely would buy”) and
depending upon the condition, presented eitheptite, picture, or both, for each product (see
Figure 6). Participants were asked to rate howlikkeey were to purchase that product. Brand
names were not included on any of the product mstuBrand equity does mainly deal with
brand names, however in this situation, price Wasonly variable of interest.

After completing each rating, participants wereeaslemographic information: age,
gender, ethnicity, major, year in school (if apabte for the last two). Participants were also
asked how often they use each of the three prodmctsvhen their last purchase was. This was

to assess their familiarity with the products. Thare then thanked and debriefed.

f‘ Axio Survey - Microsoft Internet Explorer provided by Fort Leavenworth, KS =] x|
& | hittps:ffonline.ksu,edufSurveyitake/takestrvey.do EEY

AX10 SURVEY =

Perceptions of Consumer Research

Page 14

Question 14 ** required **
Rate HOW LIKELY YOU ARE TO BUY THIS PRODUCT based on a 1 to 9 scale, 1 being definitely would not buy and 9 being definitely would buy

The price for this T.V. is $100.

1 - Definitely would notbuy | 2-- | 3-- | 4-- | 5- Neutral
6--| T--| 8--| 9- Definitely would buy

@

HAEOEOEaa

14.1 How likely are you to buy this product? 28 E=ll k= ‘ (el ' (' [ ‘ (ol Na 1=

i
Done: [T [ [@ntermee [# 0w+

Figure 6. Screenshot of the Online Survey.
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Design

The design used for this study was a within subj8ct 3 + 3 + 3 matrix (see Table 5).
The basic design is the same as in Study 1, howmatead of there being one matrix per
product category, there was only one matrix tathals was because of time limitations of the
online study. The online survey would have beenaaog if a different matrix was presented for
each product category. There were four conditiongéch product: (1) the product, with
picture, was given the lowest price; (2) the praduas given the medium price; (3) the product
was given the highest price; and (4) there wasriwe given for the product (product alone). For
example, for one condition, the bike was shown withrice of $75, second it cost $100, third it
cost $150, and last, the picture of the bike wasiged with no price. There was also the price
alone condition where each price was given, howeegrroduct was provided. This condition
was an odd task, in that participants were askedtéohow likely they were to buy an undefined
product at each given price. This was to see whéfley would buy anything at these prices and
which price they felt most comfortable spendinge Dinder of the conditions was quasi-
randomized so that the same products and pricesmegrin consecutive order. The brand name
on each product picture was covered/deleted.

Table 5. Matrix Design.

Product
Bike T.V. Watch Price
Alone
$75 1 2 3 10
(]
2 $100 4 5 6 11
% $150 7 8 9 12
Product 13 14 15
Alone
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Results

Five one-way ANOVAs were performed to analyze taedThe three product effects
(Bike, Watch, and T.V.) were significant at p<0.0@dwever the effects of price alone and
product alone were not. (see Table 6). As can be seFigure 7, the product that was rated as
the most likely to be purchased was the bike f& With a mean of 4.79. Participants were least
likely to buy the watch for $150 with a mean of@.Zhe full range of 1 to 9 for the measure
was used for all of the products except for the $@kch which had a range of 1 to 8. For the
most part, the trend was that the low-priced prtsluere rated as more likely to be purchased
than the medium-priced products followed by thenkpgiced products. The “Price Alone”
condition showed that participants were more likelpurchase the medium-priced product
($100), the low-priced product ($75), and lastlg thigh-priced product ($150). The “Product
Alone” condition revealed that participants werestriikely to purchase the bike, followed by
the watch, and last of all the T.V.

Table 6. Results of the analysis of variance.

Results of the analysis of variance. Overall degrees of freedof ratios, significance, and effect

sizes are shown below for each product type.

Modality df F Sig. Effect Size
Bike 2 19.79 p<.001 .30
Watch 2 13.46 p<.001 13

T.V. 2 6.41 p<.001 12

Price Alone 2 2.03 p=.14 .04
Product Alone 2 1.61 p=.21 .03
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Figure 7. Mean Quality Rating for Study 2.

Study 2 Discussion
The hypothesis that people would tend to purchas&100 product more in regards to

shopping products was not upheld. Without brandesampeople want the cheapest product
($75). This could be due to the fact that studdotaot have the means to buy expensive things
so they tend to purchase the cheapest product.

Study 2 showed that the bike was most likely tpbechased, followed by the T.V., and
lastly the watch. To look further into this restitte self-report measures of use and previous
purchases were assessed. Participants rated ¢lyaised a T.V. (mean of 3.91 out of 5) much
more often than they do a bike (mean= 2.37) andwahean= 2.40). Participants also stated
that they purchased a T.V. more recently (meang 8ut of 6) than they had a bike (mean=
2.47) and watch (mean= 2.86). The bike was moshfito be purchased probably because
participants have not, on average, bought a bikkeanast three years and therefore are in need

of one.

24



One limitation of this study is that all ratingsmedow (highest mean was 4.79).
Therefore, participants were not willing to buysberoducts. It could be that they already own
them (only 6 people have never bought a bike, @nbgught a watch, and 8 never bought a
T.V.) and therefore, do not wish to buy another. &ether possibility is that students again, do
not have the means to purchase shopping producis @iher consumers. It may be possible to
achieve different results using other productshsaasconsumable products, which is an idea for

future research.

CHAPTER 4 - General Discussion

Consumers do not buy products without being givenae or brand name. Therefore,
the next study to be performed will be one thaludes both the brand name and price in order
to assess the interaction of the two variables.

Future research should involve other componenksarfd equity. Advertisements, word
of mouth/recommendations, packaging, etc will elietd to assess their role in brand equity. A
hypothesized model of brand equity has been créajgoendix A 1) that will be tested. More
research will be conducted in order to performesgion analyses that will actually test the
model. This model is based on Grewal, et al.’s rhadavell as the previous literature on brand
equity that has been presented in the beginnitigi®paper. This model will look at the
variables individually as well as how they interctead to perceived quality and purchase
intent. The model is a rough estimate as of nowraatck research will help refine it more.

Advertisements can lead us to purchase productsowrally wouldn’t buy. They can
also create an illusion of better or worse quahgn the product really is. If there is a T.V.
commercial that has been poorly produced, for examye might assume that the product being

advertised is of poor quality as well.

25



Word of mouth/recommendations can also affect peedequality. This seems to be a
variable based on what we learn from the experiehcthers. For example, if we need to
purchase a vacuum cleaner and our good frienduslist to buy a certain brand because he/she
had a bad experience with it, we are less likelgup that brand. Another form of
recommendations is ones by experts, like thoseoos@mer Reports. Dougherty and Shanteau’s
study found that expert recommendations can affedicipant’s perceptions of product quality.

Marketers know that the packaging of a produchigi@ortant variable in creating a
successful product. Different colors, shapes, atclave an effect on perceived quality of that
product. Combining these variables, and more, vapefully allow for an overarching theory to

be created.

CHAPTER 5 - Conclusions

This study has shown the effects that brand nardgace have on people’s perceptions
of quality and purchase intentions. Although we nlad directly measure quality, participants’
purchase intentions were based on their perceiuvalitg for consumable products. Students
want the cheapest product available for shoppiodyxts when brand names are not present.
Overall, people tend to buy products based on ffeiceptions of a brand name and the price of

the product itself, as well as other variables Wawill look at in the future.
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Appendix A - Proposed Model of Brand Equity

This is only a hypothesized model, meaning thetgdcbe more or less variables than what is
presented here. Some of the variables could bediné perceived quality or have a direct path

to purchase intent, or both.

Brand Name

=\

Recommendations

Perceived Purchase
Quality Intent

N

Advertisements
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