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Abstract 
The study seeks to validate the existing literature on customer-based brand equity and demonstrate its 

impact on brand choice and purchase intention. 

Starting from a consumer perspective, the non-alcoholic beverage category in Italy has been chosen 

as representative of low-involvement purchase decision category, to demonstrate the role of branding on 

repeat purchase situations, and explore the interrelation between the identified brand equity dimensions. 

To collect both qualitative and quantitative data and validate them, a triangulation approach was used, 

consisting in the analysis of secondary data (industry and beverages consumption demographics) and in 

the collection of primary data (semi-structured in-depth interviews and online structured survey).  

Data were then jointly analysed adopting an integrated theoretical framework derived from the customer-

based brand equity models developed by Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993). 

In line with the existing literature, results showed that a positive brand equity significantly influences 

customer perception of a product and finally purchase intention, especially in low involvement purchase 

decisions, in which brand familiarity and brand loyalty are the main driver of the buying decision. 

In a word heavily influenced by buyers, who have a wide choice of suppliers and demand more for 

their money, the research findings are relevant and have practical and strategic implications for any 

organization. Therefore, the study results could be used as a proof of the impact of branding on customer 

behaviour, and used, by marketing managers and by the whole organization, to understand customer 

buying behaviour, justify marketing expenses and make strategic decisions. 

 

1. Introduction  

1.1. Introduction to Customer-Based Brand Equity 

Brands are as old as civilization, however, only in the last decades, creating, maintaining and 

enhancing strong brands has emerged as a top management priority due to the realization that brands 

represent one of the most valuable intangible assets for companies (Keller & Lehmann, 2003). With the 

growing importance of corporate reputation as a criterion of success, branding represents a strategic 

decision for companies as a way to define unique market positions for themselves in a global and 

competitive marketplace (Schultz et al., 2005). Not by chance, the most successful brands are worth 

billions to companies in any industry; for instance, Apple has a brand value of 352.21 billion U.S. dollar, 

McDonald’s of 129.32 billion and CocaCola of 84.02 billion (Statista, 2020c).  

 

The added value of the brand to the firm and its stakeholders is referred as ‘brand equity’. Two 

fundamental motives for studying brand equity exist: one is to assess its financial value, by estimating 

the value of the brand for accounting purposes; while the other is derived from the striving for more 

marketing efficient efforts and so departing from customer perceptions (Anselmsson et al., 2007; Keller, 

1993). Although one could measure brand equity from the consumer or the firm perspective, “the two 

perspectives are linked because firm-level outcomes, such as incremental volume, revenue, price 

commanded, cash flow and profit, are the aggregated consequence of consumer-level effects, such as 

positive image, attitude, knowledge, and loyalty” (Ailawadi et al., 2003, pag. 1). 

In other words, the power of a brand lies in the minds of consumers (Keller, 2003). The shift from a 

product-based manufacturing economy to a more customer-oriented approach has changed the concept 

of value, which is now heavily influenced by buyers as they have a wide choice of suppliers and demand 

more for their money. Therefore, only recently, the concept of customer-perceived value has been highly 

debated in the marketing literature, as it is imperative, in competitive markets, for suppliers to offer 

buyers what they want (Kotler et al., 2016). 
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In an increasingly complex world, buyers are faced with more and more choices, but seemingly have 

less and less time to make those choices (Keller, 2003b). For this reason, customer-based brand equity 

(CBBE) is an asset that can either add or subtract value from customers, as it can help them interpret, 

process and store information about products and brands (Aaker, 1991); CBBE also increases confidence 

in the purchase decision and enhances customer’s satisfaction through perceived quality and brand 

associations (Aaker, 1991). In summary, brands signal a certain level of quality, reducing the perceived 

risk in purchasing as well as the time needed to make the purchase decision (Kotler et al., 2016). 

In addition, nowadays, consumption is meaning-based since brands are used as symbolic resources for 

the construction and maintenance of identity. Therefore, a good brand should have both functional and 

emotional components, appealing to the customer’s head (work as desired) and to his/her heart (create 

an emotional connection). For brand value to be created, consumers must be convinced there are 

meaningful differences among brands in the same category (Kotler et al., 2016). 

Strong and well-known brands stand for security and trust, reducing the risks involved in purchase 

decisions. Even in low involvement buying decisions, as grocery shopping, where this risk is lower, 

known brands are noticed faster and have higher chances of being part of the buyer’s consideration set. 

In fact, in routine purchases, in which awareness and familiarity play a fundamental role, customers tend 

to not use time and energy in considering all the options, especially when they do not perceive a large 

difference among brands (De Chernatony & Mcdonald, 2004). 

 

1.2. Previous research and practical implications  

For how much we, as consumers, believe that our buying decision process is rational, researches have 

shown that, in many cases, our choices are feeling-based or influenced by perceptions driven by 

awareness/familiarity, perceived quality, and associations. Our mind has predetermined mental 

capacities, hence, it uses perceptual selectivity to protect itself from information overload, which helps 

us seek, store and process a smaller amount of information (De Chernatony & McDonald, 2003). 

 

Many studies about behavioural and cognitive psychology have investigated how brand equity 

dimensions influence consumer behaviour and purchase intention.  

For instance, in their study, Vranešević & Stančec (2003) demonstrated that there is a difference between 

actual and perceived product quality and that brand has the greatest effect on this difference. In particular, 

they showed how respondent’s awareness of the brand is not directly related to product physical 

characteristics, even though consumers mention them as the most important reasons for choosing a 

particular brand. Instead, product brand is identified with product quality and represents the main reason 

for buying that particular product. Similarly, Allison & Uhl (1964) noticed that heavy consumers of beer 

do not appear able to discern differences among various brands in a blind taste (not even those they said 

were their favourites), but labels and their associations do influence their evaluation.  

Dickson & Sawyer (1990) showed how, in the case of grocery shopping, shoppers usually spend a short 

time making a purchase decision at point-of-purchase, and many do not even check the price of the 

chosen item. In another study, Macdonald & Sharp (2000) found out that, in repeat purchase situations, 

subjects choosing from a set of brands with marked awareness differentials show a high preference for 

those brands, despite quality and price differentials. They also make their buying decision faster and 

sample fewer brands in contrast to situations in which only unknown brands are present.  

 

Because of the distinctive and unique influence of brand equity and its dimensions on customer’s 

response, brand equity represents a source of sustainable competitive advantage for companies because 
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of the previously mentioned implications. However, being it an intangible asset, the value of brand equity 

on marketing performance is not easily demonstrable, so the challenge is to better understand the links 

between brand assets and future performance, so that brand-building activities can be justified (Aaker 

1991). For this reason, academics and marketing practitioners have tried in the past decade to construct 

several conceptualizations of brand equity and ways to build and measure it. Some of these models (e.g. 

Aaker, 1991; Keller 1993; Yoo and Donthu, 2001) were developed with the ambition to be universal and 

useable for different types of products; while others (e.g. Lassar et al, 1995; Vázquez et al., 2002) have 

instead focused on specific product classes (Esch et al., 2006). 

 

1.3.  Research Purpose, Gap and Delimitation 

This thesis aims at validating the existing literature on brand equity and demonstrate its impact on 

customer purchase intention. Specifically, the study will focus on customer-based brand equity (CBBE), 

rather than on financial brand-equity. Therefore, the strategical implications for firms derived from 

costumer-based brand equity will be only marginally discussed and treated as a result of consumer 

response to brand-equity. 

This goal will be reached through a specific case study, concerning the low-involvement product 

category of Non-alcoholic Beverages in Italy, and in particular three distinct segments: Ground coffee, 

Bottled Water and Orangeade. Therefore, instead of comparing low-involvement product categories to 

high involvement product categories (e.g.  Gamliel et al., 2013; Radder & Huang, 2008), a single low-

involvement category will be studied, but three different segments inside this category will be compared 

to see whether or not results differ from each other. 

Since academics do not all agree on a single definition of brand equity and its dimensions, a choice of 

the most suitable brand equity conceptual model for the chosen product category and study purpose was 

made, which resulted in the use of an integrated theoretical framework based on those developed by 

Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993). Moreover, differently from the previously mentioned studies that 

focused on specific brand equity dimensions (e.g. perceived quality, brand awareness, etc.), the research 

will try to assess the influence of brand equity treating the four identified dimensions as correlated and 

indivisible.  

Finally, to answer the research question, a triangulation approach was employed, consisting in the 

analysis of secondary data (industry and consumption data for each beverage) and primary data 

(questionnaire and interviews) to gather both qualitative and quantitative insights. This approach lays on 

an integrative process, in which  mixed methods are used to support the design of the other but also to 

validate and interpret the other method’s result. 

 

1.4. Research question  

According to Keller (1993, pag. 1), a brand has a positive brand equity when consumers “react more 

favourably to an element of the marketing mix of that brand than they would to the same marketing mix 

element attributed to a fictitiously named or unnamed version of the product or service”. 

Starting from this explanation, and using the chosen theoretical framework, the thesis will answer the 

following question and sub-questions: 
 

How does positive/negative customer-based brand equity (Aaker 1991 and Keller 1993) influence 

brand choice and ultimately customer purchase decision in the Italian non-alcoholic beverage 

industry? 
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a) What implications do perceived quality, brand awareness and brand association have on 

consumer purchase intention? 

 

b) How does the previously mentioned brand equity dimensions impact brand loyalty? 

 

By answering these questions, the thesis intends to contribute to a better understanding of the role CBBE 

has on purchase intention, and of how brand equity dimensions are interconnected. In addition, results 

could be employed as a proof of the impact of branding on customer behaviour, therefore, used by 

marketing managers and by the whole organization to understand customer buying behaviour, justify 

marketing expenses and make strategic decisions. 

 

1.5. Thesis Structure 

Laying a foundation for the research, the first section provided a general overview on the concept of 

brand equity and CBBE in relation to consumer behaviour, especially for the case of low-involvement 

product categories. Successively, the relevance, purpose and delimitation of the research were discussed, 

which lead to the formulation of the problem statement addressed in the thesis.  

In the second section, an exhaustive literature review will focus on the various definitions of brand 

and brand equity, and in particular on costumer-based brand equity and its dimensions in relation to 

consumer behaviour and low involvement purchase decisions. Successively, different models and 

frameworks to assess CBBE will be discussed, with particular attention to the one selected for the case 

study analysis.  

In the third section, the study methodology will be explained; first, an introduction to the triangulation 

approach will be provided, then the three different methods used for the collection of primary and 

secondary data will be elucidated. In the fourth section, a general overview of the Italian Non-alcoholic 

Beverage market will be provided; successively focusing on details on the three selected segments of 

Orangeade, Ground Coffee and Bottled Water.  

The fifth section will then present the analysis of the interviews and survey results, which will be later 

discussed and interrelated in the sixth section. Finally, results and comments will be summarized on the 

thesis final section, providing the conclusion and the answer to the research question and sub-questions. 

Besides, the seventh section will include the study limitations and further developments. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1. Costumer Purchase Behaviour and Buying Intention 

Every day, we are confronted with a myriad of information and choices, and whether we are realising 

it or not, we constantly elaborate, select and process them. Behavioural and cognitive psychology have 

long tried to understand the mental process behind consumer behaviour and purchase decision; however, 

the number of factors that come to play when consumers are faced with a purchase situation are countless 

and complex. Understanding consumer behaviour and purchase decision process is not only relevant for 

psychological studies, but also of fundamental interest for marketeers as they are “desperate for consumer 

behaviour learnings that will improve their understanding of branding and their design and 

implementation of brand-building marketing programs” (Keller, 2003a, pag. 595). 

 

“In a product choice situation where all the information is available, the consumer has the cognitive 

capacity of knowing and comparing everything. Of course, such situation never occurs in reality since 

consumers have to choose with incomplete information, thus taking a risk of making errors of decision” 

(Derbaix, 1983, pag.19). Although we might want to believe that the consumer decision process is 

rational, academics have shown that this process is indeed highly integrative and possibly feeling based 

(Ambler et al., 2004).   

In our global market, consumers are faced with a wide range of choice and information when it comes 

to whatever type of product. However, consumers have finite mental capacities, which are protected from 

information overload by perceptual selectivity. In fact, consumers are not only limited by economic 

resources, but also by their ability to seek, store and process information. (De Chernatony & McDonald, 

2003). To avoid uncertainty and mistakes, consumers usually maximize their utility of the product they 

purchase. For instance, consumers believe that purchasing a low price, simple packaging and unknown 

product  represents a risk, because the quality of those products are of lack of confidence and doubtful 

(Batra & Sinha, 2000; Gogoi, 2013).  

According to Hoyer (1984), to reduce the distressed caused by the buying decision for low 

involvement products, consumers employ very simple choice heuristics or tactics. These tactics are rules 

of thumb, which allow consumers to make quick and effortless decisions. For instance tactics could be 

price related, e.g. ‘buy the cheapest brand’ or ‘buy the cheapest brand on sale’; performance related, e.g. 

‘buy the brand that works the best’, or affect related, e.g. ‘buy the same brand my mother buys’(Hoyer, 

1984). However, in the process of tactic development, the buyer might either take initial choices 

randomly or based on the modelling of others, e.g. “buy what my friend recommended me”. In addition, 

the familiarity that result as passive exposure to advertisement could influence the initial purchase. Later 

on, consumers will refine their tactics until a satisfactory choice can be made effortlessly. For instance, 

if a consumer use the “buy the cheapest brand” tactic and is dissatisfied, he will perfect his tactic, for 

example by buying “the cheapest brand among those I know”, or even go for a different tactic (Hoyer, 

1984).  

 

In fact, consumer decision process is a result of consumer seeking and evaluating small amount of 

selective information with which they feel confident, to help them decide how a brand might perform. 

This process is influenced by many variables such as time pressure, previous experience, their situation, 

advice from friends, and so on. However, two are the factors that help explain how consumers decide: 

the level of involvement and brand perception (De Chernatony & McDonald, 2003).  

The following paragraphs will expand on consumer involvement, while brand perception will be 

discussed in the next section related to brand equity and its dimensions.  
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Consumer involvement refers to “the feelings of interest, concern and enthusiasm held towards 

product categories and brands” (Beharrell & Denison, 1995). The concept of involvement is important 

in consumer marketing because it provides a basis for a motivational force that explain buyer behaviour 

– for instance, the number and type of choice criteria, extensiveness of information search, length of 

decision-making process, brand switching, and so on (Beharrell & Denison, 1995). 

Starting from the model proposed by Assael (1987), De Chernatony & Mcdonald (2004) created a matrix 

to identify the stages through which consumers are likely to pass when making different types of brand 

purchases (Fig. 1). These stages are extended problem solving, dissonance reduction, limited problem 

solving, and tendency to limited problem solving.  

 
Figure 1: Decision process matrix, adaptation by De Chernatony & McDonald (2003) of Assael (1987) 

 

(1) ‘Extended problem solving occurs when consumers are involved in the purchase and perceive 

significant differences between competing brands in the same product field. This is most likely for high-

priced brands and purchase decisions perceived as risky. In this case, the consumers will likely engage 

in an extended information search, eventually learning how to interpret them and evaluate competing 

brands. (2) ‘Dissonance reduction’ is a type of brand buying behaviour that occurs when a consumer is 

highly involved in the purchase decision, but perceives minor differences between competing brands. 

The lack of clear differences might confuse the consumer, who might feel unsure and consequently 

experience mental discomfort, or what is known as ‘post-purchase dissonance’. In order to reduce this 

state of uncertainty, he or she might either ignore the dissonant information or seek those that confirm 

prior beliefs.  

(3) ‘Limited problem solving’ is the behaviour that follows when the user do not regard the buying of a 

certain product as an important issue and perceives only minor differences between competing brands. 

In this case, problem recognition is likely to be straightforward – for instance, an item in the household 

runs low – and the consumer is not particularly interested in the purchase, or motivated to actively seek 

for information. The information the consumer has have been passively received, for instance from 

advertisement. Alternative evaluation, if it takes place, happens only after purchase as formed beliefs; 

attitudes and intentions are the outcome of the purchase and not the cause.  

After trying the brand, if the consumer is satisfied, this might lead to repeat brand buying. When regularly 

purchasing low-involvement products, shoppers would establish buying strategies that reduce the effort 
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in decisions making, so that any further purchase decision about the brand would be based on a memory 

scan and, in case of a satisfactory experience, might lead to brand loyalty.  

Finally, (4) ‘tendency to limited problem solving’ occurs when the consumer has a low involvement in 

the purchase, but perceives significant brand differences. In this case, the consumer is not motivated 

enough to engage in an extensive search for information, and although he or she might perceive notable 

differences between brands, he will not be concerned about it. Therefore, the brand selection is very 

similar to the one described in limited problem solving and the consumer might end up choosing 

superficially the leader brand or a brand with whom he or she is familiar (De Chernatony & McDonald, 

2003).  

2.2. Brand History and Definition 

The concept of brand has only recently become a major topic among academics and strategists, despite 

the fact that brands are almost as old as civilization. Already in the Ancient Greece and Mesopotamia, 

marks and names were used to identify or indicate offerings. The word itself comes from the Old Norse 

and means ‘to burn’. That is because, ‘brands’ were mainly marks burned on livestock with a heated iron 

(Maurya and Mishra, 2012). In medieval Europe, brands were used as trademarks to assure the customer, 

as he was able to identify the maker, and, at the same time, to provide legal protection to the producer by 

preventing the substitution of cheaper products (Aaker, 1991).  

When an inventor had an idea for a product, he or she would patent the product and name it, so that it 

became a brand or a trademark. Not surprisingly, the pioneer manufacturers in most product fields 

represented a monopolist force, which used brands to demonstrate the legal protection of their products. 

In turn, monopoly attracted competition from firms that wanted to compete through the launch of new 

brands, bringing life to oligopolistic competition (J. M. Jones & Slater, 2002). 

If at the beginning brands had mainly a legal role and were used to guarantee homogeneity and product 

quality to buyers, the branding process developed a purpose and importance in differentiating 

unmistakably one manufacturer’s output from another’s. In the nineteenth century, due to the economic 

development, manufacturing required long production runs, thus consumers needed more protection, 

better information, cheaper prices and more consistent quality, which were provided by brands (Ambler, 

1997). In other words, a new related purpose of branding emerged, which consisted in enhancing a 

product’s perceived value through associations (Farquhar, 1989).  

From ‘simple’ trademarks to the elaborate constructs of our day, “brands are artefacts that have always 

been used symbolically to express identity (whether it be that of the product, the company, or the user)” 

(Schultz et al., 2005). In fact, in our consumer culture, “consumption becomes meaning-based and brands 

are often used as symbolic resources for the construction and the maintenance of identity” (Kotler et al., 

2016). For this reason, companies are embracing more and more the concept of ‘branding’ to claim the 

ownership of distinctive names, colours, icons and shapes that customers recognize (Schultz et al., 2005). 

 

Although brands are ‘nothing new’, and despite the large debate on the topic, experts do not agree on 

a common definition, since the concept of brand is complex and multifaceted. Therefore, there are many 

different perspectives in which one can study the concept of brand: from brand being a logo, a legal 

instrument, a risk reducer, to brand as an identity system, brand as an image in consumer’s mind, brand 

as value system, brand as relationship and brand as adding value (De Chernatony and Riley, 1998).  

The American Marketing Association (AMA) defines a brand as “a name, term, design, symbol, or 

any other feature that identifies one seller’s good or service as distinct from those of other sellers”.  

Likewise, Aaker (1991), emphasizes the role of brand as a differentiator; conceptualizing brand as “a 

distinguishing name and/or symbol […] intended to identify the goods or services of either one seller or 

a group of sellers, and to differentiate those goods or services from those of competitors”. This view is 



10 

 

also shared by Ambler, (1997), who states “brands are diverse, offering different benefits in different 

ways to different consumers at different times. Indeed, brands' raison d' être is differentiation”. However, 

these definitions might be limiting as the ‘brand’ is reduced to a logo (not emphasising the added value 

of the brand as going behind physical features of a product), rather than as  a “bundle of tangible and 

intangible features which increase the attractiveness of a product or service beyond its functional value” 

(Farquhar, 1989; Maurya & Mishra, 2012).  

 

In addition, according to the AMA definition, technically, whenever a marketer creates a new name, 

logo, and symbol, this would be a brand. Nonetheless, practising managers refer to a brand as more than 

that, referring to it in terms of actually having created a certain amount of awareness, reputation and 

prominence in the market place (Keller, 2003b).  

Kotler et al. (2016) expand on this outlining by underlining the difference between a brand and a 

successful brand, which they describe as “an identified product, service, person or place, augmented in 

such a way that the buyer or user perceives relevant unique sustained added value that matches their 

needs most closely”. This perspective also considers brand as an image in consumer’s mind, viewing 

brand as the “embodiment of customer goodwill or their feelings and experiences accumulated during 

the lifetime of use and engagement with the brand” and finally as “a holistic, emotional and intangible 

experience, strong enough to evoke feelings of belonging, love and affection” (Kotler et al., 2016). 

 

According to De Chernatony and Mcdonald (2004), brands have a symbolic meaning for consumers 

and act as cultural (semiotic) signs, which make them attractive to buyers. Brands enable users to convey 

messages about themselves; help set social scenes, enable people to mix with each other more easily, and 

act as ritual devices to celebrate specific occasions. The more distinctive a brand position, with 

favourable attribute the customers consider as important, the less likely it is that the customer will accept 

a substitute (De Chernatony & Mcdonald, 2004). 

Ambler (1997) highlights, “manufacturer brand leaders fifty years ago are brand leaders today. They 

would not exist at all if enough consumers did not continue to buy them”. In fact, "a strong brand 

commands intense consumer loyalty, and at its heart is a great product or service" (Kotler et al., 2016). 

Brands earn their reputation for reliability by providing consistent satisfaction over many years (Ambler, 

1997). For all these reasons, a successful brand delivers sustainable competitive advantage, increasing 

profitability and market performance for the businesses (De Chernatony & Mcdonald, 2004). 

 

We have seen that there is not a single definition of ‘brand’ and that this concept can be observed 

through several perspectives. For manufacturers brands are a mean of identification and of legal 

protection; they are also a sign of quality level for satisfied customers and endow products with a unique 

association. Finally, through differentiation, brands are a source of competitive advantage and financial 

returns (Keller, 2003b) – brands represent “the creation and re-creation of meaningful distinction towards 

‘others’ in the eyes of stakeholders” (Schultz et al., 2005). 

 On the other side, for clients, brands represent a mean of identification of source of products; but also 

an assignment of responsibility of the product maker, a signal of quality and therefore a symbolic device 

for risk and search cost reduction (Keller, 2003b). In other words, ‘branding’ intended as corporate 

branding, represents “the expression of promises of distinct quality, substance, emotion, style, or 

experience, which follows from the interaction with the organization”  (Schultz et al., 2005).  

Finally, academics agree that brand represents a very valuable and distinctive asset for companies that 

build a respected brand over time. Brand equity has a positive effect on consumer purchase intention, 

market share, consumer perception of product quality, shareholder value and consumer evaluation of 

brand extension (Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2009).  



11 

 

 

2.3. Brand Equity and Customer Based Brand Equity (CBBE) 

When we refer to the value of a brand, we refer to the notion of ‘brand equity’, which is “the added 

value that brand gives a product or service as compared with its generic equivalent” (Kotler et al., 2016); 

or “a set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name and symbol, that add to or subtract 

from the value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to that firm’s customers” (Aaker, 1991; 

Farquhar, 1989). Although branding has a long history and brand management practices have existed for 

decades, brand equity as a central business concept for many organizations has only really emerged in 

the past twenty years. Mergers and acquisition drove much of this interest, when, in the 80’s, it became 

clear that the purchase price for many firms largely relied on the value of their brands (Leone et al., 

2006). 

 

There are also other reasons explaining why defining and measuring brand equity caught the interest of 

both academics and marketing practitioners. The first reason is that brand equity represents an asset that, 

when favourable, is superior to that of the competition. Therefore, strategists have been focusing in 

improving the recognition and valuation of the competencies and resources of companies to mobilize 

them and redefine markets themselves (Schultz et al., 2005). This translates into a source of sustainable 

competitive advantage, as the right asset represents a barrier to competition that is unique to a company. 

Second, being intangible, brand equity is hard to measure and demonstrate.  

Many researchers have elaborated different models and run empirical study, to conceptualize, prove 

and measure the theoretical and practical value of brand equity and its dimensions. However, “the 

literature on brand equity, although substantial, is largely fragmented and inconclusive” (Christodoulides 

& De Chernatony, 2009). Brand equity can be observed from three main perspectives: financial, strategic 

and customer-based. On the financial level, brand equity is measured for accounting purposes (asset 

evaluation) or in the case of merge and acquisition or divestiture purposes (Keller, 2003b). On a strategic 

level, brand equity generates volume and greater margin; represents a growth engine for the company, 

especially in the case of brand extension; and finally, it reduces the threat of competition by acting as a 

source of differentiation. (Kotler et al., 2016).  

Brand equity adds value to the investor, the manufacturer, the retailer; however “none of this is 

meaningful if the brand has no meaning to the consumer” (Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995). Due to higher 

costs, greater completion and flattening demand in many markets, companies are focusing on increasing 

the efficiency of marketing expenses. Therefore, “marketers need a more thorough understanding of 

consumer behaviour as a basis for making better strategic decisions about target market definition and 

product positioning, as well as better tactical decisions about specific marketing mix action” (Keller, 

2003b). Hence, “it is important to understand how brand value is created in the mind of the consumer 

and how it translates into choice behaviour” (Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995). 

 

According to Keller (2003), the knowledge about a brand in consumer’s mind represents a firm’s most 

valuable asset: “financial valuation issues have little relevance if no underlying value for the brand has 

been created or if managers do not know how to exploit that value by developing profitable brand 

strategies”. This is especially relevant in a time of ‘creating connected and empowered consumers’ that, 

through the technological development, have increased their knowledge and competences, and enabled 

themselves to connect with each other across time and space in internet communities. In fact, the 

perception of the consumer as a passive recipient is currently being replaced by that of an ‘active involved 

consumer’ (Schultz et al., 2005).  
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This is why we talk about integration or even ‘co-creation’, since “value is created in interaction between 

the consumers and the organization” (Schultz et al., 2005). For Kotler et al. (2016), “the concept of value 

has changed. Value is now heavily influenced by buyers, who have the choice of supplier and demand 

more value for their money”. Satisfied customers stay longer, buy more, and finally, are very likely to 

engage in word-of-mouth and pay less attention to competitive brands. Within the bounds of search costs, 

limited knowledge, mobility and income, customers buy products or services that they believe will 

deliver the most perceived value. For companies, this mean defining, developing and delivering 

customer-perceived value through both functional and emotional attributes (Kotler et al., 2016).  

 

For the previous mentioned reasons, financial brand equity and customer-based brand equity are 

complementary notions. As a matter of fact, “the power of brand lies in the minds of consumers and what 

they have experienced, learned, and felt about the brand over time”, so that brand equity can be thought 

as the “added value endowed to a product in the thoughts, words and actions of consumers” (Leone et 

al., 2006).   

Focusing on a customer perspective, Keller (1993) defines costumer-based brand equity as “the 

differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand”. In other 

words, a brand has a positive brand equity when consumers react more favourably to an element of the 

marketing mix of that brand than they would to the same marketing mix element attributed to a 

fictitiously named or unnamed version of the product or service. So, basically, “customer-based brand 

equity occurs when the consumer is familiar with the brand and holds some favourable, strong and unique 

brand association in memory" (Keller, 1993).  

 

2.4. Conceptual Frameworks and Measures of Brand Equity and CBBE 

Despite extensive research, agreement on the definition and operationalization of brand equity  

remains somewhat elusive (Punj & Clayton, 2004). However, among the academic community, there is 

a general consensus that brand equity is an important and unique intangible asset for a company, which 

adds value to the customers and to the firm itself. Thus, many studies have tried to elaborate conceptual 

frameworks to assess and measure brand equity both on a financial level and on a customer perspective.  

Marketing managers are under increasing pressure to justify marketing spending, especially in 

financial terms. This is because “firms have intangible assets or undertake strategies whose benefits are 

not accurately depicted in accounting valuation of firm assets or in the current-term accounting measures 

of financial performance” (Mizik & Jacobson, 2008; Srivastava et al., 1998). This is particularly the case 

for brand attributes. Moreover, due to their historical orientation and short term horizon, financial 

measures, such as sales and profit, are to be considered only partially indicator of marketing 

performances (Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2009; Mizik & Jacobson, 2008). On the other hand, 

intangible brand assets provide a richer understanding of marketing performance, as they represent a 

reconciliation of short and long-term performance and a bridge between marketing and shareholder value 

(Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2009; Mizik & Jacobson, 2008; Srivastava et al., 1998).  

However, due to the limited scope of this study, and starting from the previously discussed indication 

that the financial value of brand equity is a consequence of consumer response to the brand 

(Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2009), this research will mainly focus on the conceptual framework 

related to CBBE to assess its impact on customer brand choice and purchase decision. 

 

The majority of conceptual studies on CBBE were carried out in the early/mid 1990s, with subsequent 

researches being mostly empirical and shifting from the relational intangible asset per se to a more 

costumer-centred one (Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2009).  
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The dominant view among researchers is that CBBE is a set of brand-related associations held by the 

consumer in memory, and that awareness and association are important components of brand equity 

(Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2009). Under this perspective, brand equity is considered largely 

attitudinal in nature, composed of beliefs, affect, and other subjective experiences related to the brand 

(Punj & Hillyer, 2004) – hence, a description of the associations and beliefs that the consumer has about 

the brand. Others have sought to include additional consumer constructs as part of its conceptualization, 

such as brand loyalty, purchase intentions, and brand commitment– hence, the strength of consumer’s 

attachment to the brand (Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2009; Punj & Clayton, 2004). Finally, the 

leading conceptualizations of CBBE has been grounded in cognitive psychology (Christodoulides & De 

Chernatony, 2009). 

Schultz et al., (2005) identify two waves of branding.  During the first wave, shaped in the mid 1990’s, 

the idea of organization as a brand was seen as an extension of the product branding approach, or as a 

way for the company to position itself strategically in the market, with both functions carried forward 

mainly or solely by the marketing department. In short, the primary role of branding was that of giving 

greater focus to the organization as a force of differentiation. Instead, the second wave of corporate 

branding put the emphasis on a cross-disciplinary and dynamic perspective that takes into account aspects 

of the organization’s culture and relationship between the organization and its environment. 

From a theoretical perspective and on a customer-based one, this brings to analyse whether the consumer, 

in his perception of the brand characteristics, actually makes a distinction between the characteristics 

related to the product and those associated to the brand. In this sense, some authors (e.g. Aaker, 1991) 

have taken a traditional approach, which see the brand as an addiction to the product and enables its 

identification. In contrast, the holistic approach considers that consumers tend to perceive the products 

from an overall perspective, associating with the brand all the attributes and satisfaction experienced by 

the purchase and use of the product. However, both approaches are closely related since consumers might 

perceive the product attributes as integrally associated to the brand attributes (Vázquez et al., 2002). 

Finally, two are the complementary approaches that could be used to measure CBBE: the direct and 

the indirect approach. The direct approach focus on assessing the actual impact on brand knowledge on 

customer response to different marketing element – so, it focuses on consumer preferences; while the 

indirect approach assess potential sources of CBBE by identifying and tracking customers’ knowledge 

structure – so using its demonstrable manifestations (Baalbaki & Guzman, 2016; Christodoulides & De 

Chernatony, 2009). 

 

Using a direct multi-attribute approach, Leuthesser et al., (1995) see brand equity as the result of the 

so called ‘halo effect’, which consists in the fact that, when evaluating diverse attributes of a product of 

a known brand, consumers tend to be biased toward that brand. This distortion in consumer’s perception 

of brand attitudes represent brand equity. Although Leuthesser et al., (1995)  suggest two statistical 

procedures to isolate the effect of this ‘halo’, their method does not practically provide any indication of 

the source of brand equity, and it is therefore of little value to brand managers (Christodoulides & De 

Chernatony, 2009). 

Instead, Lassar et al. (1995), using an indirect approach, consider performance, value, social image, 

trustworthiness and commitment as CBBE dimensions and develop a 17-items Likert scale individualised 

for watches and televisions. However, the scale does not include behavioural components, nor the authors 

report the scale’s external validity (Baalbaki & Guzman, 2016).  

Similarly, Vázquez et al. (2002) created a 22-item scale based on brand name functional utility, brand 

name symbolic utility, product functional utility and product symbolic utility to assess CBBE and used 

it for the sport shoes category in Spain. However, when Koçak et al. (2007) tried to replicate the study 
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using a Turkish sample, they showed that the scale presented some cultural limitations (Baalbaki & 

Guzman, 2016). 

Aaker (1991) identifies five main dimensions of brand equity: brand loyalty, brand awareness, brand 

association, perceived quality and other proprietary brand assets (such as patents, trademarks, etc.). 

However, this latest dimension is not pertinent to consumer brand equity. These components are all inter-

connected with each other, for instance, brand awareness/loyalty or brand association could influence 

perceived quality. In addition, these dimensions are not seen only as the input for brand equity, but also 

as a direct result of it.  

Moreover, Aaker (1991) indicates five general approaches to evaluate brand equity:  

1. Evaluating the price premium generated by the brand name - price premiums result in extra 

revenue;  

2. Assessing the impact of the name on customer preference - measured by preference, attitude or 

intent purchase.  

3. Considering the costs of the replacement value of the brand – in other words the cost of establishing 

a comparable name and business.  

4. Calculating brand value based upon stock price movements  

5. Estimating the earning power of the brand (brand value based upon future earnings) - meaning the 

discounted present value of future earnings attributable to brand-equity assets. 

 

Figure 2: Dimensions of Brand Equity - Aaker, 1991 

 

In line with the perceptual nature of Aaker’s model, Keller (1993) sees brand equity as the differential 

effect of brand knowledge, which consists in everything that is tied to a specific brand in the minds of a 

consumer, or in other words, the brand node in memory to which a variety of associations are linked. In 

turn, Brand knowledge is defined in terms of two components, brand awareness (recall and recognition) 

and brand image (association). 

Although, Keller (1993) does not explicitly consider brand loyalty and perceived quality as brand 

equity dimensions per se, he sees loyalty as a consequence of brand equity, and perceived quality as an 

aspect related to the brand image (associations). 
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Figure 3: Dimensions of Brand Equity - Keller 1993 

Both Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) models are grounded in cognitive psychology and focus on 

memory structure, although Aaker focuses more on a classic perspective which is product based, while 

Keller takes more a holistic approach that sees product attributes integrally connected to brand attributes. 

Conceptualizing brand equity from both these perspectives is useful as it suggests both specific 

guidelines for marketing strategies and tactic where research can be useful in assisting managerial 

decision-making and to influence consumer’s attitudes and behaviours (Keller, 2003b).  

On one side, Aaker and Keller’s models do not provide an operationalized scale to measure brand equity. 

On the other side, many others have tried to quantify this highly regarded intangible assets, which, 

employing complex statistical procedures and eventually forgetting to taking into account what is 

important for consumers, making them difficult to comprehend and use amongst practising marketers 

(Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2009).  

Yoo and Donthu (2001) constructed a model based on both Aaker’s (1991) and Keller’s (1993) brand 

equity dimensions, selecting three main dimensions – brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand 

awareness/association – and developed a scale to measure them on an individual cross-cultural level, as 

well as one to measure the overall brand equity. Among academics, this scale is considered as very robust 

as it can be applied for multicultural samples and among product categories. The scale is also relatively 

easy for managers to use and goes through a rigorous multi-step validation process. However, the major 

limitation of this scale is that brand awareness and brand association are seen as a single dimension, 

although they are two distinct constructs of brand equity – one can be aware of a brand without having a 

strong set of brand association linked in memory (Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2009). Finally, this 

model focus more on brand-equity on a managerial level, rather than on a customer-based one. 

 

 “Taking into account the dimensions that consumers use to assess the value of a brand is critical to 

understand, manage, and measure brand equity directly and more effectively” (Baalbaki & Guzman, 

2016). For this reason, although this study recognizes the strategic implications deriving from being able 

to measure and exploit a favourable brand equity, it deliberately focuses on a customer-based perspective 

to investigate how brand equity dimensions influence customer brand choice and purchase decision. 

Consequently, since the models presented by Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) are prevailing among 

academics in the field of CBBE, and are also similar/complementary, they have been chosen as integrated 
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conceptual framework for this research. Also, the identified brand dimensions seemed suitable to analyse 

the non-alcoholic beverage industry, or in general low involvement product categories. 

 

2.5.  Dimension of Brand Equity according to Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) 

Based on the previously discussed models of CBBE developed by Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993), 

Figure 4. provides a framework comprising the dimensions the two academics indicate as source and 

outcome of brand equity, which will be used to analyse the data collected for the thesis. 

The model identifies four equally-important brand equity dimensions as in Aaker (1991), seeing Brand 

Awareness and Brand Association as separate dimensions, while Keller (1993) groups them into Brand 

Knowledge. However, then, Brand Awareness is subdivided in ‘recall’ and ‘recognition’ and Brand 

Association in 'favourability’, ‘strength’ and ‘uniqueness’ as in Keller (1993). 

In addition, Brand Loyalty is not only seen as an outcome of brand equity but also as an input of it (Aaker 

1991). 

 

 
Figure 4 - Integrated Framework of CBBE Dimensions based on Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) 

2.5.1. Brand Loyalty 

While Keller (1993) sees brand loyalty as a consequence of brand equity, Aaker (1991) sees it as not 

only a driver of brand equity, but also as a result it. Specifically, he describes brand loyalty as the core 

of brand equity, since it is the only one among the dimensions of brand equity to be connected to the user 

experience or prior purchase and which could not exist otherwise.  

Aaker (1991) describes loyalty as “the attachment that a customer has to a brand”, which reflects how 

likely a customer is to switch to a different brand: a loyal customer would continue purchasing the brand 

even in the face of competitors with superior features, price and convenience. For this reason, brand 

loyalty is one indicator of brand equity linked to future profits. 

One of the approaches can be used to measure brand equity (Aaker 1991) is based upon on customer 

behaviour (Aaker 1991). The behaviour measures focuses on actual purchase patterns, such as: 

o Repurchase rate (how many percent of current customers will buy the same brand on their next 

purchase);  
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o Percent of purchases (of the last five purchases made by a customer, what percent went to each brand 

purchased);  

o Number of brand purchased (how many customers bought only a single brand? two? three?).  

 

Aaker (1991) also elaborated a ‘loyal pyramid”, which graphically represents the degree of loyalty 

that a customer has towards a brand. At the bottom of the pyramid, we find ‘switchers’: customers that 

have no brand loyalty and are indifferent to the brand. At the second level, there are ‘satisfied/habitual 

buyer’: customers who are satisfied or actually not dissatisfied with a product. These customers are not 

stimulated to change, especially when this may require some efforts.  

At the third level, we find ‘satisfied buyer with switching costs’: this category consists in those customers 

that are satisfied with the products and cannot switch to a different brand because they have switching 

costs - whether it is time, money or performance risks. On the forth level, we find customers who ‘like 

the brand’ - this preference may be based upon a brand association or on a set of use experience, or for 

other reasons that are hard to trace - these customers might develop an emotional feeling/attachment 

towards the brand. Finally, at the top of the pyramid, there are ‘committed buyers’. These customers are 

loyal to the brand and are the most valuable to the company as they are likely to engage in word-of-

mouth and try other products of the same brand. 

However, in real life, customers might present combination of the different levels or have profiles that 

are different from those represented. Customer loyalty can depend on product classes, number of 

competing brands and nature of the product.  

 

Loyalty constructs can be useful to measure brand equity; for instance by estimating (1) customer 

satisfaction – a satisfied customer has no reasons to consider switching brand; (2) liking of the brand – 

despite product features, if the customer has an emotional connection with the brand this can be hard or 

even impossible to replace by competitors; (3) commitment - strong brands have a large base of 

committed customers. Commitment can manifest in many ways, for instance through customers 

interaction with the company, high probability that the customer will recommend the brand to other 

people, or through the importance of a brand to a person in terms of his/her activities and personality 

(Aaker, 1991). 

The brand relationship depends on the consumer’s trust and his or her perception that the firm is 

committed to taking care of his or her interest. Whether purchasing is wholly rational process or not, 

“consumer satisfaction rests ultimately on how consumers feel about purchases and usage” (Ambler, 

1997). An alternative view is that purchasing is dominated by habit. Consumers often prefer routinization 

of brand choice since it involves less energy and fewer decisions. In fact, the act of decision-making can 

be confusing and/or frustrating which makes consumers prefer handling it through repetitive buying 

behaviour. So, “brand loyalty may reflect the convenience inherent in repetitive behaviour rather than 

commitment to the brand purchased” (Ambler, 1997).As previously mentioned, consumers use tactics to 

reduce their efforts in making decisions, especially when there is a low level of interest and/or 

involvement. In this case, habitual brand purchase, familiarity, and brand loyalty would represent a tactic 

to facilitate the buying process, e.g. ‘buy the same brand I bought last time’ (Hoyer, 1984). 

 

Although brand loyalty is a central construct being largely discussed among academics, researches 

have shown how consumer are not loyal to a single brand, but, instead, they choose from a ‘repertoire of 

brand’. In this case, more than brand loyalty, this behaviour is known as ‘brand salience’, which is the 

“prominence or level of activation of a brand in the consumer’s memory” (Chattopadhyay & Alba, 1988). 

In fact, even when most brands are present at point of purchase, consumers still retrieve information from 

memory and only notice specific brands (Jones, 1990).  
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Consumers seek to maximize rather than satisfy when they lack of motivation to make cognitive efforts 

in evaluating brands and seeking to make the ‘best’ alternative but rather to buy a product they are 

confident ‘will do the job’, In other words,they show a degree of loyalty towards their restricted 

repertoires of brands (Romaniuk & Sharp, 2004; Scriven & Ehrenberg, 2004). For this reason, and since 

brand loyalty is a consequence of user or prior experience, for a brand to enter in the consumer’s 

consideration set, the buyer ought to develop a certain extent of knowledge about the brand. 

 

2.5.2. Brand Awareness 

As mentioned, Keller (1993) considers brand equity as the differential effect of brand knowledge on 

consumer response to the marketing of the brand. He conceptualizes brand knowledge according to an 

associative network memory model in terms of two components: brand awareness and brand association. 

In fact, an associative network consists of a set of nodes in our minds where information are stored, and 

links, which vary in strength, that connects all the nodes. A node becomes a potential source of activation 

for other nodes when external information is being encoded or when information is retrieved from long-

term memory. Activation could then spread through other nodes in memory, and, when exceeding some 

threshold level, the information contained in that node is recalled. 

The strength of the brand node consists in brand awareness, hence, consumer’s ability to identify the 

brand under different conditions (Rossiter & Percy, 1987).  

Aaker (1991) defines four level of brand awareness, which are (1) unaware of brand, (2) brand 

recognition, (3) brand recall, (4) top-of-mind awareness. Brand recognition is the “consumers ability to 

confirm prior exposure to the brand when given the brand as a cue” (Keller, 1993), or in other words, 

when there is a weak link between the brand and the product class. Instead, brand recall occurs when a 

person is able to name a brand in a given product class unaided. Finally, top-of-mind awareness refers to 

the first brand recalled (Aaker, 1991). The relative importance of brand recall and recognition depends 

to the extent to which consumers make decisions in the store or out of store (Keller, 1993). This is because 

in the store, recognition is sufficient, however, in the case of low-involvement decisions and for repeat 

purchase, recall plays a higher role since brand decision usually happen prior to going to the store (Aaker, 

1991). 

"Brand awareness is important as a heuristic that simplifies decision making for a common, repeat 

purchase product." (Macdonald & Sharp, 2000). Moreover, Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) agree that 

brand awareness is strategic for firms since: 

1. Consumers think of the brand when thinking about the product category, which makes it likely 

that the brand will be part of the consumer consideration set during the purchase decision and so 

he or she will end up buying the product. 

2. Awareness affects decision about brands especially for low-involvement products since in this 

case the purchase decision is usually driven by familiarity and routinization. When the brand is 

retrieved, the customer also gets some sense of how much they know about the brand. This 

provides a sense of assurance that the brand will be appropriate for the situation (Romaniuk & 

Sharp, 2004) 

3. Once a brand becomes really well established, has a high recognition or better is top-of-mind, this 

tend to stay the same over a long period, even if advertising support is dropped. This is a valuable 

asset for companies and creates a barrier to competition.  

Finally, brand awareness is the necessary condition for brand association since an information node of 

the brand is needed in order for other information to become attached to it in memory. 
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2.5.3. Brand Association 

“Brand associations are the other informational nodes linked to the brand node in memory and contain 

the meaning of the brand for consumers” (Keller, 1993).  

According to Keller (1993), brand associations can be categorized in attributes, benefits and attitudes. 

(1) Attributes consist in the descriptive features that characterize a product or service and can be divided 

in product-related (functional components of the product) and non-product-related attributes (external 

aspects of the product). In turn, non-product-related attributes are the price (as it does not actual relate to 

the product performance or function); the packaging or product appearance information; the user imagery 

(what type of person uses the product); and the usage imagery (connected to the type of activity, time or 

location in which the product is employed). User and usage image can also produce brand personality 

attributes, which might reflect emotions or feelings evoked by the brand. (2) Benefits, divided into 

functional, experiential and symbolic benefits, are “the personal value consumers attach to the product 

or service attributes”, or in other words, “what consumers think the product can do for them (Keller, 

1993). Functional benefits correspond to product-related attributes and are linked to basic motivations 

and safety needs. Experiential benefits relate to what it feels like to use the product (experiential needs) 

and correspond to product-related attributes. Finally, symbolic benefits are the more extrinsic advantages 

of product or service consumption. Experiential and symbolic benefits, although intangible are particular 

important because they are crucial for customer satisfaction, which is a state of mind (Ambler, 1997). 

(3) Finally, attitudes are a result of the associated attributes and benefits that are salient for the brand, or 

in other words, the overall evaluation consumers have of a brand (Wilkie, 1986). Brand attitudes are 

definitely significant because they affect consumer behaviour and specifically brand choice. 

 

In addition, according to Keller (1993), associations might vary according to their favourability, 

strength and uniqueness. Favourability consists in the consumer’s belief that the brand has attributes and 

benefits that satisfy their needs and have an overall positive brand attitude. Basically, how important or 

valuable the brand association is to customers (Keller & Lehmann, 2003). Yet, the evaluations of a brand 

may be situational or context-dependent (Day et al., 1979).  

The strength of the association depends on the strength of connection to the brand node, so on how the 

information enters consumer memory (encoding) and how it is maintained (storage) as part of the brand 

image. Or, in simple words, how strongly is the brand identified with a brand association (Keller & 

Lehmann, 2003). The stronger an association is, the more likely it is that it will be accessible or even 

recalled from the consumer’s memory. Also, the larger the number of cues linked to a node, the greater 

the possibility that it is will be recalled or that it will decay from the memory. 

Finally, a brand association is unique when it implies superiority over other brands and/or is critical to a 

brand’s success; hence, how distinctively the brand is identified with the brand association (Keller & 

Lehmann, 2003). Nevertheless, unless the brand has no competitors, it will still share some associations 

with other brands as part of the same product category (Keller, 1993). 

 

Brand associations represent a fundamental key source of brand value, as they are the means by which 

consumers feel brands satisfy their needs (Keller & LUhmann, 2003). Brand association have strategic 

implications (Aaker, 1991) and is one of the main driver of brand equity (Keller, 1993). Brand 

associations influence consumers purchase decision. Buyers think of the brand when thinking of the 

product category. This increase the likelihood that the brand will enter their consideration set and 

ultimately be purchased. Moreover, together with awareness, brand associations prompt brand 

familiarity, which is especially influential in the case of low involvement products, where familiarity and 

routinization are enough to drive brand choice. Finally, favourable, strong and unique brand associations 
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constitute a sustainable competitive advantage for a brand since it will take time or even be impossible 

for competitors and new entrants in the market to establish the same kind of association. 

 
Figure 5: Brand Association types and dimensions (Keller 1993) 

2.5.4. Perceived Quality 

We have seen how attributes are part of brand associations since they are not entirely product-related, so 

tied to functional objective features of a product. The principal difference between brand associations 

and quality attributes is that consumers cannot actually judge how a brand performs on a specific 

association (Anselmsson et al., 2007). Quality is a multidimensional concept as it comprises a number 

of dimensions or attributes. Since buyers do not have complete information about the actual product 

performance, and therefore cannot make complete and correct judgements of the quality of a product, 

they usually rely on attributes they associate with quality (Anselmsson et al., 2007; Zeithaml, 1988). 

Thus, “it is essential to distinguish between the attributes per se and consumers’ perceptions of these 

attributes” (Howard, 1977).  

This also involves the concept of quality and perceived quality. Zeithaml (1988) broadly defines 

quality as “superiority or excellence”, and by extension, perceived quality as “the consumer’s judgement 

about a product’s overall excellence or superiority”. Similarly, Aaker (1991) defines perceived quality 

as an intangible, overall feeling about the brand, which is usually based on underlying dimensions such 

as the characteristics to which the brand is attached, such as reliability and performance. Hence, perceived 

quality is a perception by customers and cannot be objectively determined, since it depends on what is 

judged important by the buyer or by his involvement in the purchase decision. 

As previously mentioned, price is considered a non-product-related attribute as it does not actually 

reflect the product performance. However, buyers use it as an indicator of perceived value and quality 

(O’Cass & Lim, 2002). Although this might seem irrational, using the price as a quality indicator is the 

result of the belief that price in the marketplace is determined by the interplay of the forces of competitive 

supply and demand (Dodds, Monroe, & Grewal, 1991).  
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The link between perceived quality, evaluation and choice can be partly explained by the ‘acceptable 

price range concept’, which explains that buyers have a set of prices that they believe to be acceptable to 

pay for a considered purchase (Petroshius & Monroe, 1987). Therefore, consumers may not only hold 

back from buying a product that they think is overpriced, but they also would get suspicious if the price 

is too much below what they consider acceptable, as it might lower their perception of the product quality 

(Dodds et al., 1991). An overpriced brand that is not justified by the value the buyers perceives will 

certainly lose market share, since consumers do not think the product has an acceptable value for money 

ratio (Anselmsson et al., 2007). 

One might think that, with additional extrinsic information, buyers would rely on quality judgements. 

However, this depends on how familiar or knowledgeable the buyer is of the product category (Dodds et 

al., 1991; Monroe & Rao, 1987). Therefore, in some cases, premium price is to be considered a measure 

of brand equity (Aaker, 1996) since it is a reflection of the different brand equity dimensions on the price 

customers are willing to pay for that brand (Anselmsson et al., 2007).  

In fact, the brand has a direct effect on perceived quality: the importance of brand value is reflected in 

the increase in the probability that a certain product may be purchased (Vranešević & Stančec, 2003). 

Perceived quality has been shown as the single largest predictor of brand success, seen in terms of market 

share and total profitability (Ambler, 1997). 

To summarize, perceived quality has a great influence on the purchase decision, especially when 

buyers lack of motivation to obtain and sort out information to determine the objective quality of a 

product, or when they lack of those information. Perceived quality also represents an element of 

differentiation for the brand; it might also provide the option of charging a premium price - which 

translates into higher profits. Furthermore, a higher price tends to act as a quality cue when other cues 

are not available, enhancing in turn perceived quality. Finally a perceived quality advantage could 

generate interest among retailers, distributors and other channels, which will want to offer their customers 

a high perceived quality product or a new product category of the same brand (Aaker, 1991). 
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3. Methodology 

3.1. Research Approach and Design 

Using a deductive approach, an extensive review of the literature on brand equity and consumer 

behaviour was used as a starting point to formulate hypotheses and collect data for the empirical study. 

The literature was also applied to develop the previously illustrated integrated framework (Fig.4) 

composed of the identified and selected brand equity dimensions (Aaker 1991; Keller 1993), which will 

be used to analyse and understand the results. 

 

The study employs a triangulation approach to collect and examine both qualitative and quantitative 

data. Triangulation consists in combining different methods using multiple data sources.  

This approach helps to collect and interpret data, making large data sets more manageable (Renz, 

Carrington, & Badger, 2018); but it can also be used to validate results (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) and to 

provide multiple perspectives of the same phenomenon. In fact, triangulation can “capture a more 

complete, holistic and contextual portrayal of the unit(s) under study”, allowing not only to enrich the 

understanding of a phenomenon, but also, to gain new or deeper dimensions to emerge (Jick, 1979). 

Finally, mixed methods potentially offer depth of qualitative understanding with the reach of quantitative 

techniques (Fielding, 2012). 

“The effectiveness of triangulation rests on the premise that the weaknesses in each single method will 

be compensated by the counter-balancing strengths of another […] although each method has assets and 

liabilities, triangulation purports to exploit the assets and neutralize, rather than compound, the liabilities” 

(Jick, 1979). Therefore, in order to explore how brand equity affects consumer behaviour and purchase 

decision, three methods will be mixed in this study: analysis of secondary data, qualitative semi-

structured interviews and an online structured survey.  

Each of the methods will be used complementarily to interpret data and findings, but also as a basis to 

collect insights for the construction of the interviews and the questionnaire.  
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3.2. Data Collection 

3.2.1. Secondary Data 

After the problem and aim of the study were defined, and once the category of non-alcoholic beverages 

was chosen as representative of a low-involvement product category, the Italian market was chosen to 

conduct the research. The reason for this is that, being born and raised in Italy, I had a previous knowledge 

of the industry and brands, besides the fact that my cultural and linguistic understanding helped me in 

the data search and interpretation. Finally, my contact base facilitated the spread of the interview and the 

questionnaire. 

 

The scope of the data collection was mainly to obtain a general overview of the non-alcoholic industry 

in Italy and identify three types of beverages that could serve the purpose of the study, or in other words, 

to develop the research design and the methodological advancement.  

Once these categories had been identified, for each of them, statistics on consumer demographics, 

preferences, and habits were examined to find a suitable target sample to be used in the study. While, 

industry insights, such as point-of-purchase and market leaders for each category, were helpful to 

recognize the brands that were most likely to have a positive brand equity (based on the literature) and 

could be used for the interviews and the survey. 

For the collection, the strategy suggested by Hox & Boeije (2004) was used, which consisted in (1) 

locating data sources given the research problem; (2) retrieving the relevant data; (3) evaluating how well 

the data meet the quality requirements of the current research and the methodological criteria of good 

scientific practice. Therefore, the data were collected mainly through ISTAT (Italian National Institute 

of Statistics), STATISTA, and the brands corporate websites. Unfortunately, many other sources could 

not be considered as being from unknown sources, lacking of reliability, data collection details, and 

sampling criteria. In addition, only public available information was consulted as no financial means 

were allocated to the research. 

Identification of Beverage Categories, Leading Brands and Target Sample 

Through the collection of secondary data, three beverage categories were identified: Orangeade, 

Ground Coffee and Bottled Water. Orangeade, as the industry overview in the next chapter will show, is 

the second most sold carbonated non-alcoholic beverage in Italy, which represents the major segment in 

the non-alcoholic beverage industry. The first most sold beverage is cola, but being it mostly 

chemical/hardly natural, it was excluded, since considered a difficult product for the assessment of 

perceived quality. The Bottled Water and Grounded Coffee segments were instead chosen since regularly 

and largely consumed by almost the entire Italian population and accounting for a big market share 

among non-alcoholic beverages. Lastly, these three categories cover three different price ranges, where 

coffee is the most expensive, followed by orangeades and bottled water, which was assumed could 

influence consumer’s purchase decision process. 

For each category, five brands (six for coffee) were chosen to be used for both the interviews and the 

survey; where two (three for coffee) were the most well-known brands or the market leaders (for revenue 

or market share), one was a marginally known brand or with an average price, and two were unknown 

or discount brands. While, according to the literature, brand leaders or well-known brands were chosen 

inferring they have a positive/strong brand equity; unknown brands were chosen assuming they have a 

negative brand equity or represent a generic product substitute.  

In addition, brands and products were selected to have similar features and without having any 

sustainable/organic clue in the packaging, so that an “equitable” comparison between products could be 

done. So for instance, only 100% Arabica coffee manifactured in Italy were chosen; only Italian 
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producers of mineral bottled water were chosen; and only orangeades bottled in Italy and in plastic bottles 

were selected. Finally, prices illustrated on the images were taken from the producer website, or 

alternatively from the recommended price shown on Amazon.it.  

 

Additionally, the data about consumer behaviour and consumption of the Italian population towards 

the three chosen beverage categories lead to the recognition of a suitable sample group for the interviews 

and the survey. The identified sample consisted in Italians or people having lived in Italy for 7 years, 

speaking Italian fluently, from 18 to 65 years old, of all educational level, and from whatever region in 

Italy. 

   

 

3.2.2. Primary Data 

3.2.2.1. Semi-structured in-depth Interviews 

After the three beverage categories, the target sample, and the brands considered in the study were 

identified, qualitative semi-structured interviews were chosen to confirm the secondary data and to gather 

qualitative insights on consumer brand perceptions and behaviours. Furthermore, the interviews were 

used to support and validate the qualitative data successively collected through the questionnaire. In fact, 

qualitative methods constitute an important final step in research design as surveys often fail to clarify 

the underlying reasons for a set of findings. Therefore, qualitative methods can help to elaborate and 

explain underlying reasons in quantitative findings (Malhotra et al., 2013). 

 

In contrast to surveys, being personal and flexible, semi-structured interviews allow respondents to 

talk about their experiences, attitudes and processes, and to explore a wide range of topics or themes that 

can be adjusted during the study. (Hox & Boeije, 2004).  

While drafting the interview, questions were formulated to make sure that they were not leading or 

have implicit assumptions, did not include more than one question in one, were not too vague or general, 

and, in any sense, invasive (Rowley, 2012). Moreover, to make sure that the questions were clear enough 

and satisfied the scope of the research, four pilot interviews were conducted, which resulted in a slight 

reformulation of some questions and their order. 

Interviews were conducted in Italian to make sure to reach the desired target, without making the 

language of the interview a discriminant, and to guarantee that interviewees were free to express 

themselves in their mother tongue, hence, avoid misunderstanding on both sides. Follow-up questions 

were asked when answers were not elaborated or clear, to avoid misinterpretation and ensure new insights 

or underlying information to emerge. 

At the beginning of each interview, consensus to record the interview was renewed and the 

interviewee was asked to answer in the most honest way for the sake of the data validity and reliability, 

and to ask whenever questions were not clear.  

He or she was told that he/she could stop the interview at any time or avoid answering if not comfortable 

with the question. Then, the interview structure was explained. Furthermore, in order not to bias 

respondents, they were not told that the study aimed at understanding the impact of brand equity on brand 

choice, but that it focused on understanding how consumers decide which product to buy for the three 

beverage categories. At the end of each interview, an informal conversation was carried, where the 

interviewee was explained the real aim of the study and could give his or her feedback on the interview, 

so that he or she could have the possibility to add new information, and for future interviews to be 

improved. Generally speaking, interviewees found the interview easy and not invasive; most of them 

found it interesting to actually reflect on the way they make purchases. 
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The limitations and weaknesses of the methods, as highlighted by Malhotra et al. (2012), were kept 

into consideration: the lack of structure, which makes it susceptible to the interviewer’s influence the 

quality and the completeness, and the difficulty of analysing and interpreting data. These weaknesses 

were faced and controlled by trying to keep a neutral standpoint during the interview and by creating a 

strong theoretical awareness to make sense of the data. For this reason, an “a priori” coding approach 

(Stemler, 2001) or deductive approach was used, consisting in creating some a priori codes drawn from 

the key literature and tailored on answering the research question, as explained below.  

 

Interview Design, sampling and data collection 
The interview script1 was divided into three sections, one for each beverage type, each containing 6-

8 questions with relative subsections that were asked based on the respondent’s answers. On average, the 

interview length was 30 minutes.  

Interviewees were mainly reached through Social Media (Facebook, Instagram and LinkedIn) and 

through word-of-mouth. The majority of interviews were conducted between June 28th and July 10th 

through Skype2 since I was not based in Italy at the time and because of the social distancing measures 

adopted during the COVID-19 pandemic. When possible, the webcam was used to give a ‘face-to-face’ 

feeling and an informal tone was used. In fact, in-depth interviews develop and build upon intimacy since 

based on a conversation with the emphasis upon a full interaction to understand the meaning of the 

participant’s experiences and perspective (Malhotra et al., 2013). 

The conditions to participate were being a consumer of the three beverage categories and part of the 

chosen sample group. People who volunteered for the interview were then selected to make sure to have, 

to some extent, a statistical representative sample of all gender, region of Italy, age and educational level. 

In the end, 13 interviews were conducted since the results were mostly coherent and satisfactory. 

 

The interview was structured to cover the brand equity dimensions previously described: brand 

loyalty, brand association, brand awareness and perceived quality. For brand association, associations 

techniques were used, in which interviewees were invited to respond with the first words that came to 

their mind or that they would use to describe a product category or a brand. The underlying assumption 

of this technique is to allow participants to reveal their inner feelings (Malhotra et al., 2013), but also to 

bring out non-related product attributes and consumer’s attitude toward branding - seen as corporate 

branding (Schultz et al., 2005). In addition, participants were asked to associate different brands 

according to different usage contexts to explore associations related to the user and the usage imagery. 

 

Interview Analysis 
To consider the results, a relational and discourse analysis was made to identify the key concepts and 

themes, the way they are expressed, and the correlation between them. Because of the long learning curve 

and the absence of a Qualitative Data Analysis software available in Italian, which could be used without 

a licence, results were manually coded starting from a deductive approach. Moreover, because of the 

language, data chunks used in the analysis were translated by me in the most accurate and neutral way 

into English to prevent any loss in terms of nuances of meaning. 

The deductive approach consisted in using an ‘a priori’ coding (Stemler, 2001) related to the integrated 

brand equity framework chosen for the study. The coding was first used to divide the interview results 

in smaller data sets, and then to confirm or reject the hypotheses based on the theory. Despite the 

                                                 
1 Appendix A 
2 online telecommunication software: https://www.skype.com/en/ 
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deductive approach, interviews were analysed with an open flexible mind to allow new ideas and themes, 

and therefore new codes, to emerge.  

In summary, the following process was used, as suggested by the University of Southampton (2012): 

1. Creating a set of themes or categories (codes) derived from the literature. 

2. Dividing the interview transcripts into chunks of data. 

3. Allocating and labelling sentences/paragraphs with a closed code within the identified ones. 

4. Combining all the individual quotes for each theme and sub-themes together 

5. Identifying the interrelations between codes 

 

Figure 7 shows the main overarching codes and sub-codes which were developed from the theory 

and/or emerged during the analysis process. 

 

 
Figure 7- Interview Coding Scheme 

3.2.2.2. Online Structured Survey 

One of the advantages of the survey is that, compared to interviews, it is easily administered to a broader 

part of the target population and provides quantifiable and standardized data. In fact, the data obtained 

are consistent because the responses are limited to the stated alternatives, which reduces the variability 

in the results and helps the coding, analysis and interpretation of data (Malhotra et al., 2013). On the 

other hand, the risk of this method is that participants may be unable or unwilling to provide the desired 

information as the survey imposes the language and logic of the researcher. Therefore, “great care must 

be taken to ensure that the language and logic used in questionnaires are meaningful and valid to target 

participants” (Malhotra et al., 2013).  

To face these disadvantages, ordinary and unambiguous words were used, while leading and biasing 

questions were eluded. However, both in the interviews and survey, it was not clearly specified whether 

the brand name referred to the brand or the shown product. For instance, in the question: “Please move 

in the box the words you would use to describe or that make you think of Fanta”, the word ‘Fanta’ could 
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either refer to the orangeade Fanta or to brand Fanta. This was done on purpose to see if participants had 

non-product related associations, so associations tied to corporate branding rather than product branding. 

Finally, to make sure the survey results would answer the research question and be easy and clear for 

respondents, the following process was used to finalize the questionnaire (Marin, 2020): 

1) Ensuring the coherence with the research needs 

2) Identifying the questions content 

3) Defining questions and modality 

4) Classifying questions sequence 

5) Verifying survey formal aspects and executing pilot surveys 

 

Survey Design, Sampling and Data Collection 
 

The survey was carried out through the online platform Qualtrics3. A pilot version of the survey was 

first tested on a small sample to ensure the clarity of the questions and the efficiency of the answers in 

relation to the problem statement.  

The survey consisted in a structured questionnaire, distributed from July 28th to August 10th, mainly 

through Social Media (LinkedIn, Facebook and Instagram) and Digital Communication Platforms 

(WhatsApp). The questionnaire was divided into four sections (consumer behaviour, ground coffee, 

bottled water and orangeade) and consisted of 36 fixed-response questions, so participants chose from a 

predetermined set of responses. However, if the answer “never” was selected when participants were 

asked if they consume the beverage in object, they would be automatically redirected to the following 

section. 

The length and the feasibility of the survey were kept into consideration when choosing the type and 

number of questions, which lead to a further selection of the questions based on the interviews results. 

For instance, while for coffee the survey focused more on brand loyalty in relation to purchase intention, 

which the interviews showed being very strong for the category, for water and orangeade emphasis was 

put on brand association and usage imagery, which resulted the main reasons driving brand choice for 

these categories. 

 

Questions mainly used a 5-point Likert scale to assess consumer behaviour and purchase intention; 

while rankings, multiple-choice selection and open-ended questions were used to collect information 

about brand awareness (recall and recognition), brand association and perceived quality.  

Interview results of brand association and product-related clues were used to set the words that 

respondents could associate with a brand. For instance in the interviews, the brand Illy was associated 

with the words ‘Strong Taste’, ‘Aroma’ and ‘Intense’, these product attributes were summarized with the 

word ‘Aromatic’; while for Fanta some brand associations as ‘Music’, ‘Funny’ and ‘Colourful’ were 

grouped into a single field ‘Youthful/Lively’. Also, some of the words used were obtained from the 

analysis of the brand website description, for instance “Family” for S.Pellegrino, “Tradition” for 

Lavazza, and “Lively” for Fanta. This was done to avoid dispersing results into many words which might 

have been similar or even synonyms and make sure the data could be analysed with a quantitative 

approach. 

To determine brand associations for the brand leaders in each category, respondents were asked to 

select words (among those suggested) that describe or that they associate to the brand in consideration. 

Furthermore, to assess whether these associations were favourable, unique and strong (Keller, 1993), 

brand leaders, which were assumed to have a positive brand equity were put in comparison to one of the 

                                                 
3 Qualtrics: https://www.qualtrics.com 
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unknown or discount brands in the same category. For instance, associations were examined for Illy and 

Lavazza, as brand leaders in the coffee category, and then for Don Jerez, selected as an unknown discount 

coffee brand 

 

Survey Analysis 
For the analysis of the data collected through the questionnaire, the notion of statistical inference was 

considered, which allows us to infer from the sample data about the population of interest– at a given, 

pre-specified uncertainty level and knowledge about the random process generating the data (Heumann 

and Schomaker, 2016). 

Respondents’ answers to each survey question were treated as abstract entities called variables (i.e. 

race, gender, income, etc.). These variables may be combined further to create other variables or analysed 

on their own. The analysis will then uncover meaningful relationships among these variables employing 

various statistical techniques (Felson, 2017). Furthermore, to obtain a summary which interprets the data, 

rather than measuring each of the data, measures of central tendency and variability were used (Heumann 

and Schomaker, 2016). 

Although questions were analysed separately, comparisons between beverage categories and brand 

equity dimensions were considered. Specifically, correlations between brand equity dimensions and 

beverage categories were given more emphasis in comparison to the relations between population 

demographics and beverage consumption, as more coherent with the study purpose and research 

question. 

Finally, during the elaboration of the results, it was kept in mind that consumer behaviour and brand 

equity remain complex concepts, and that statistics analysis considers the concept of ‘causality’: since 

many variables are involved in the purchase decision process, cause and effects tend to be probabilistic. 

That is why causality cannot be proved, but only cause-and-effect relationship can be inferred (Malhotra 

et al., 2013). 
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4. Non-alcoholic Beverage Industry Overview 
As the word itself suggests, non-alcoholic beverages are beverages that do not contain any alcohol. 

Some sub-segments for this category are hot drinks and other caffeine-based drinks (hot/iced coffee and 

tea), energy drinks, sport drinks, bottled water, soft drinks, juices and smoothies and milk-based drinks. 

Sugar reduction and replacement as well as ready-to-drink tea and coffee are the key trends in non-

alcoholic drinks, while particularly strong growth is expected in the Bottled Water segment. In 2018, 

bottled water sales increased by 8.8% in comparison to 2017 and reached $266 billion and 437.48 billion 

litres (Statista, 2019b). While the segment Coffee accounted for 65% of the Hot Drinks revenue and 48% 

of volume sales in 2019, increasing of 5.8% in comparison to 2018, and reaching US$425 billion and 

7.13 billion kg. 

Although health trends are driving consumers to more natural and low-sugar choices, the soft-drink 

segment still accounts for the largest share in the industry. The segment soft drinks represented 65% of 

the non-alcoholic drinks revenue and 42% of volume sales in 2018. Also, in 2018, Soft Drinks sales 

increased by 4.8% in comparison to 2017 and reached US$678 billion and 342,42 billion litres. (Statista, 

2019b). Coca-Cola and PepsiCo, followed by Suntory and Nestlé (for bottled water), are the leading 

players in non-alcoholic drinks worldwide. In an industry that is otherwise characterized by regional or 

national players, they have established portfolios of widely recognized global brands (Statista, 2019b). 

The non-alcoholic drinks market is structured into retail sales for at home and out-of-home 

consumption; the first covers retail sales via super- and hypermarkets, convenience stores or similar retail 

channels; while the second covers hotels, restaurants, catering (Ho.Re.Ca,), cafés, bars and similar 

hospitality service establishments (Statista, 2019b). In 2011, the total annual consumption of non-

alcoholic beverages worldwide amounted to approximately 580.8 billion litres and has gradually grown 

during the years, so that it is expected to reach 803.02 billion litres by 2021 (Statista, 2017). Mexico and 

US are the countries with the highest per-capita volume sales of non-alcoholic beverages, followed by 

Germany, Thailand, Spain and Italy (Statista, 2017). 

 

4.1. Non-alcoholic beverage industry in Italy 

In 2017, without considering hot beverages and packaged waters, Italians consumed on average 265.8 

litres per capita of non-alcoholic beverages. Among these, carbonated soft drinks such as cola and 

orangeades represented the largest sales volume in 2019, both in large retail and discount stores; followed 

by ice-tea, sport-drinks and flavoured waters, and energy drinks (Statista, 2020a).  

In fact, the eight major players of the soft drink industry make up 88% of the total market volume; with 

Coca-Cola detaining 34% of the volume market share, followed by S. Benedetto which counted for 13% 

of the Italian market, and S.Pellegrino with 10% (Statista, 2020a).  

In addition, bottled water and coffee are other two beverages types that are habitually consumed by 

the majority of the population. Not by chance, coffee is at the third place in the list of groceries and 

beverage products Italians consume regularly; only after fruit/vegetables and pasta, followed by milk 

products and bottled water.  
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4.1.1. Soft-drinks: Orangeades  

Although slightly in decline, in 2018, Italians’ soft-drink consumption accounted for 3.680 million 

litres yearly, of which 2,250 only for carbonated soft drinks.  

In terms of sales volume per million litres, with 22% iced tea represents the most bought in the non-

carbonated soft drink segment; while, with 42%, cola represents the most sold carbonated soft drink. 

This might be due to the heavy advertisement investments made by two historical multinationals and 

market leaders in the segment CocaCola and Pepsi, and by the fact that very different varieties exist that 

also offers sugar free options (Beverfood.com, 2020b). 

With 12%, orangeades are the second most sold carbonated soft drinks in large retails and discount 

stores; followed by other carbonated soft drinks (chinotto, cedrata, alcohol free aperitif, etc.), which 

represent 19% of all sodas (Beverfood.com, 2020b)4.  

 

 
 

Figure 9: Source Beverfood.com (2020b) 

                                                 
4 Statistic does not include bottled water and hot drinks. 
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Among the key players in the orangeades market in Italy, two are the most known: Fanta and 

S.Pellegrino.  

Sold in more than 190 countries and commercialized in more than 70 different tastes, in Italy, Fanta 

is produced in Campania, using 100% Italian oranges. Fanta is probably the most known orangeade 

worldwide and “expression of the sparkling personality of the brand, which goes together with its lively 

colours” (Coca-Cola Italia, 2020). 

Fanta is part of the Coca-Cola Company portfolio. At the fourth position in the ranking of the Best Global 

Brands in 2017, Coca-Cola is the world largest beverage company, with more than 500 brands on its 

portfolio (Interbrand, 2017), on the fifth position of the most valuable brands worldwide in 2019 by brand 

value and the first among the soft drinks category (Statista, 2020c). Although the company is trying to 

reconstruct its image to a healthier and sustainable one, its products are still not appealing to health and 

environmental oriented consumers, who perceive Coca-Cola activity as “cynical globalism” and see its 

commitment in CSR as being purely ‘cosmetic’. 

S.Pellegrino instead is part of the Nestlé group and it is known in more than 15 countries for its bottled 

water and fruit-flavoured soft drinks. S.Pellegrino orangeade is Italy’s famous ‘aranciata’, with a history 

dating back to 1932 (S.Pellegrino, 2020b). In the collective imagery, the brand reflects the “classic 

elegance and memorable lifestyle moments, like the savouring of food, the enjoyment of friends and 

family, and the pleasure of sharing” (S.Pellegrino, 2020b).  

 

According to ISTAT (2019), around 60% of Italians consumed sparkling soft drinks in 2019. The 

regions with higher consumption are Sicily (66%) and Lombardia (66%), while Marche is the region 

with fewer people consuming sparkling soft drinks (54%). Overall, there is no significant difference in 

the consumption of soft drinks among Italians macro-regions (North, South, Centre and Islands) 

Although a big part of the population across different age groups drinks soft drinks, the quantity of soft 

drinks consumed gradually decreases when people become older (fig.10). The range of age in which 

people consume more soft drinks is from 14 to 24 years old (79%), similarly for the age group from 25 

to 34 (75%) and for the one from 35 to 44 (70%). From 45 to 54 years consumption starts to decrease to 

64%, and then to 53% from 55 to 65 years old; while from 65 years old onwards people consume less 

and less carbonated soft drinks (>43%). In addition, people with different educational backgrounds and 

income all consume carbonated soft drinks regularly. However, individuals with lower education tend to 

drink more carbonated soft drinks on a daily base, so that the difference is not on the frequency of 

consumption but rather on the quantity (ISTAT, 2019). 
 

 
Figure 10: Source ISTAT (2019) 
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4.1.2. Bottled Water 

From 2010, the amount of mineral water produced in Italy has increased from about 12.1 billion litres 

to 14.9 billion litres in 2018; with a pro capita consumption of 221 litres in 2018 (Statista, 2020d).  

The vast majority of mineral water was sold in plastic bottles for a total volume of nearly 11 billion litres, 

while the rest was sold in glass bottles and a very small percentage in gallon bottles and tetra pack; with 

the largest preference for still mineral water. (Statista, 2020d). While, in terms of sales channels, the vast 

majority of water sold (9.2 billion litres) was sold via hypermarkets, supermarkets, and discount stores, 

with the rest sold in Ho.Re.Ca, catering and vending, and a small minority through door to door and 

traditional retail (Statista, 2020d). 

In terms of market share, S.Pellegrino was the market leader in the mineral water industry in 2017, 

followed by San Benedetto and Fonti di Vinadio (Sant’Anna) (fig.11). Also, the first eight market leaders 

absorb more than 74% of the national production (Beverfood.com, 2020a). 

With a revenue of 928 million euro in 2018, of whom 70% driven by mineral water, and an export share 

of 57%, S.Pellegrino group boasts an historical leadership in the Italian non-alcoholic beverage market 

through four national brands: S.Pellegrino, Acqua Panna, Levissima and Vera (Beverfood.com, 2020a). 

As previously mentioned, for more than one century S.Pellegrino has been a well-established brand name 

worldwide, synonymous with the highest quality and associated with Italy, its culture and its traditions 

as a synthesis of conviviality, well-being and fine dining (S.Pellegrino, 2020a). 

With a revenue of 764,2 million euro and leader in the single-serve format (Beverfood.com, 2020a), San 

Benedetto, producer of water, fruit-based drinks, aperitifs and tonic, focus on well-being, running a 

factory on the model of the family (San Benedetto, 2020a). The group has two national brands in its 

portfolio, one being San Benedetto, with a higher quality and image positioning, and Guizza a cheaper 

discount brand defined as simple, reliable, essential and ‘at the right price’(San Benedetto, 2020b). 

 

 
Figure 11: Source STATISTA (2020) 

According to ISTAT (2019) 91% of the Italian population consumed mineral water in 2019, with an 

average monthly household expenditure of 12.48 €. More of 80% of people consuming water declared 

to drink more than half a litre of mineral water a day, 5.6% drink one or two glasses a day, while only 

3.5% drinks bottled water less often than once a day. The reason why Italians prefer bottled water to tap 
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water is generally the mistrust in tap water, the health concerns and the bad taste, especially in the islands 

(Sicily and Sardinia) and in Calabria (ISTAT, 2020). 

Still water is the the most consumed with 9.2 billion litters, in contrast to sparkling water (4.1 billion 

liters). There is no significant difference between Italians macro-regions (North, Centre, South and 

Islands). The regions with higher mineral water consumption are Lombardia (96%) and Umbria (97%), 

while Basilicata is the one with the lowest consumption (77%). Moreover, there is no relevant correlation 

between education level and mineral water consumption (ISTAT, 2019). 

 

 
Figure 12: Source ISTAT (2020) 

4.1.3. Ground Coffee 

In 2018, more than 1,000 businesses operated in the coffee industry in Italy, with a revenue of €4 

million, of which €1.5 deriving from exports. Italy is in fact the second European country, after Germany, 

for coffee export. Although, the coffee processed in Italy (roasted), green coffee is imported from 

producing countries like Brazil, Vietnam, Ethiopia, etc. (Beverfood.com, 2020c). 

The apparent consumption of coffee (imports less exports) can be estimated for 2018 around 359 

million kg of green coffee equivalent, with a 7% increase compared to 2017 (335 million kg), with a pro 

capita annual consumption of 5.9 kg pro capita (Beverfood.com, 2020b). 

Coffee is predominantly sold through large-scale retailer, but also through traditional and online retail, 

Ho.RE.Ca, coffee bars and, only marginally, through vending machines and discounts (Statista, 2019a).  

Away-from-home coffee consumption is a bigger factor compared to other beverages, as for Italians, 

coffee is not just a pleasure tasting or energizing moment; it is also a social and conviviality occasion. 

Away-from-home coffee sales sum up overall to around 81 million kg, 33% of total market. Nevertheless, 

away-from-home coffee market prevails in value compared to the domestic consumptions, due to higher 

prices (Beverfood.com, 2020c). 

Ground coffee plays the main role with 90.2% in quantity and 89.2% in value, while coffee beans counts 

for 6.5% in quantity and 4.7% in value. In Italy, instant coffee has always remained a residual segment 

counting only for 3.3% in quantity (Beverfood.com, 2020b). 

 

Although the many coffee producers, the first four manufacturing groups in the industry account for 

about half of the total market. Among the leading Italian coffee companies by revenue in 2017 (fig.13), 
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Lavazza and IllyCaffè are the two with the largest revenue, followed by Segafredo-Zanetti (Statista, 

2019a).  

Owned by the Lavazza family for four generations, Lavazza is one of the world’s leading coffee 

roasters, as well as being the undisputed market leader with a market share of over 40% in retail. Lavazza 

expressed a global revenue of € 2.2 billion in 2019, 70% of which was generated abroad, where the group 

is now present in over 90 countries through subsidiaries and distributors (Beverfood.com, 2020c). 

Focused on the balance between tradition and innovation, family oriented with a strong tie to the Italian 

coffee tradition and territory, Lavazza describes itself as a “business with heart” (Lavazza, 2020). 

Other undiscussed leader in the high quality coffee industry, Illy registered a € 520 million revenue 

in 2019, 65% of which coming from abroad (Beverfood.com, 2020c). With its mission of “offering the 

best coffee to the world” and “being the world reference for coffee culture and excellence”, Illy focuses 

on delighting “all those who cherish the quality of life” through innovation in the premium coffee 

segment (Illycaffè, 2020). 

 

 
Figure 13: Sourc STATISTA (2019a) 

According to Statista (2020b), with the vast majority of Italians spending from 10€ to 30€ monthly 

for purchasing coffee in 2018, 90% of Italians from 18 years old consume coffee at least occasionally. 

While 58% of them drink coffee daily, 32% of them are occasionally coffee drinkers.  

Coffee consumption habits in Italy are significantly affected by the age group considered: only 29% of 

individuals below 30 years old drink coffee daily, against 61% percent of individuals between 30 and 59 

years old, and 68% of individuals being more than 60 years old. Besides, as of 2019, coffee consumption 

habits in Italy did not vary significantly according to gender. 

Espresso is the standard choice for 76% Italian coffee drinkers, followed by speciality milk coffee 

(caffé crema, cappuccino, latte macchiato, etc.). Only 10% of drinkers consume instant coffee. For use 

at home, brand is the most important criterion for coffee when purchasing coffee (45%), followed by 

strong taste (41%), price (38%) and smell (35%).  
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Less important for the purchase decision are quick preparation (9%) and sustainability concerns 

(14%). While economic and ecological sustainability have been central topics for the industry, consumers 

curiously attach relatively little importance to these qualities when it comes to purchasing coffee (Statista, 

2020b). 

 

 
Figure 14: Source STATISTA 2020b 
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5. Analysis of Qualitative and Quantitative Data 

5.1. Interviews Analysis 

In line with the literature, the thirteen interviews provided valuable insights about the customer 

purchase decision and the influence brand equity has on it. Interviewees also presented some common 

patterns in the criteria buyers use to choose the final product they will purchase. 

Participants were, to any possible extent, of different gender, age group (the average was 36 years old), 

educational background and Italian macro-regions, with nine different regions represented. All 

participants consumed coffee and water almost every day, while the vast majority consumed orangeade 

at least occasionally. 
 

Name Age Gender Education Region 

Macro-

Region 

Cecilia Cerrato 29 F Master Degree Piedmont  North 

Danilo Dipasquale 28 M Bachelor Degree Sicily  South 

Davide Firrincieli 23 M High School Sicily  South 

Eleonora Giglio 45 F Bachelor Degree Liguria  North 

Ester Ollari 32 F Master Degree Emilia Romagna  North 

Fabrizio Corallo 37 M Bachelor Degree Calabria  South 

Federica Belladonna 26 F Bachelor Degree Campania  South 

Ilaria Serra 30 F Master Degree Sardinia  South 

Maria Agnello 62 F Medium School Sicily  South 

Michele Bort 53 M High School Friuli-Venezia-Giulia  North 

Rosanna Tricoli 55 F High School Sicily  South 

Sara Esposito 38 F Bachelor Degree Piedmont  North 

Simona Fidone 21 F High School Abruzzo North 
Table 1: Information and Demographics of Interviewees  

5.1.1. Purchase Decision 

Driving Criteria 

As shown in Table 2, among the main criteria used to buy the three considered beverage categories, 

brand and price are the most important ones, followed by taste, and some specific category attributes - 

for instance type of coffee (arabica or robusta) for Coffee, salinity for Water, and quantity and origin of 

orange juice for Orangeades. 

 

COFFEE WATER ORANGEADE 
Brand/Familiarity (x12);  

Price (x10); Aroma/Taste (x4); 

Type of coffee/Intensity (x3); 

Quality (x3); Sustainability (x2); 

Local Coffee; Word-of-Mouth 

Brand/Familiarity (x10);   

Price (x5); Salinity (x4); Taste 

(x3); Quality; Origin of source; 

Size Package; Packaging 

Material 

Brand/Familiarity (x10);  

Price (x5); Taste (x4); 

Nutritionals/Ingredients (x3); 

Quantity of orange juice (x3) 

Table 2: Criteria used for Product Purchase Decision for Beverage Category 
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Influence of Brand and Familiarity 

Although a few participants did not explicitly mention ‘brand’ or ‘familiarity’ among the criteria 

driving their purchase, in some of their statements, for instance those about quality and taste, it was 

implied that the interviewee referred to perceived quality, rather than objective product-related quality. 

In other words, some interviewees only attributed quality to brands they regularly buy (brand loyalty and 

familiarity) or brands/products they recognize and associate with quality (brand awareness and 

association). From this, contradictory answers emerged, despite the interviewee trying to rationalize his 

or her buying behaviour. These answers seemed rational in the first place, but were actually feeling-based 

rather than facts-based, especially in case of brand loyalty. For instance, when asked about the criteria 

she uses to buy bottled water, Simona F. said: 

 

“I5: In order of importance, which criteria do you use when buying (bottled) water? 

S: The closest source to where I live 

[…] 

I: Does brand influence you? 

S: Hum, no 

I: So when you go to the supermarket do you always buy the same brand or do you change often? 

S: Yes, sometimes (I buy the same brand) 

I: Which one? 

S: Levissima6 

I: Why do you buy Levissima? 

S: Hum, because, actually, my family drinks this one. 

I: So, did you ever read the label of Levissima to check the source of it, or do you buy it because it is 

the one you usually drink? 

S: No, I haven't checked that one (label of Levissima).” 

 

Similarly, Rosanna T., talking about the criteria she uses to choose coffee, says: 

 

“I: Which are the criteria you use to choose which coffee to buy? 

R: Taste 

I: Does brand influence you? 

R: Because of the taste. Because I need to try it. 

I: So, you mean you go for a taste (brand) you already know? 

R: Yes  

[…]  

R: I always buy the same brand: Lavazza.” 

 

Likewise, Cecilia C., when asked how she assesses coffee quality, which she said being one of the most 

important criteria for coffee purchase: 

 

“I: How do you assess quality? 

C: I think it is the idea I associate to the brand, so, ironically, if there is the supermarket brand, maybe, 

automatically, I think it is not of the same quality of a (well-known) branded coffee X - 

                                                 
5 ‘I’ will be used to refer to ‘interviewer’, while the initial letter of the interviewee name will be used to refer to him/her. 
6 Levissima’s water source is in the Alps, in Lombardy, while Simona lives in Abruzzo, which is not close to the source 

of the water Levissima. 
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Or (a coffee is of quality) because it has always been used by my family, or because, I don't know, 

some mental association with the thought of it being of quality.” 

 

The fact that purchase decision is not entirely based on the actual product performance was also proven 

by two questions in the interview, in the coffee category and in the orangeade section.  

In the coffee and orangeade section, interviewees were shown respectively two/three unnamed product 

labels, each referring to some of the brands presented to them earlier, and asked, based on the labels, to 

pick the product they would most likely buy. Almost all of them chose, for coffee, ‘Product A’ (Don 

Jerez) against ‘Product B’ (Lavazza); and for orangeade, ‘Product B’ (Vale) against ‘Product A’ 

(S.Pellegrino) and ‘Product C’ (Fanta); even if earlier they had considered Don Jerez and Vale of inferior 

quality and said they would not purchase them. 

For instance, Fabrizio C., who chose ‘Product A’ without knowing it belonged to the brand Don Jerez, 

once he was told the label was the one of  Don Jerez coffee, said he would still not consider buying it at 

all: 

 

“I: If I tell you Product A is Don Jerez, would you now change your mind about it, or would you still 

not buy it? 

F: I still wouldn't buy it. The price made me-, everyone is good at writing (referring to the product 

description). Also, I wouldn’t have read the label, actually.” 

Influence of the Price 

In most of the cases, when interviewees mentioned ‘price’ as a criteria of purchase decision, most of 

the time, they did not mean price as an objective clue, instead, they referred to the perceived value for 

money. Thus, price reflected how much money they would be willing to pay for a product they think 

satisfy their needs or their idea of quality.  

This is for instance reflected in the words of Federica B. when asked if there was a brand she and her 

family usually buy: 

 

“F: We buy Fanta, alternatively something cheaper. 

I: Whatever brand is cheaper? 

F: No, always well-known brands.” 

  

Moreover, price acts as a crucial clue when the brand was unknown to the interviewee. For instance, 

Simona, before seeing the prices in the image with different coffee packages, thought Don Jerez was the 

product of highest quality, merely based on the packaging; however, she changed her mind once she saw 

it was the cheapest among the suggested coffee brands: 
 

“I: Would you try Don Jerez now? 

S: I could try it but at last (option), price is too low." 

 

While, in the case of Eleonora G. the price made her confirm her perception of quality toward the brand 

Tomarchio, which she did not know but thought could be a ‘good’ brand, since it had an average price 

among the proposed orangeades: 

 

“E: Tomarchio yes, because it is the third for the price, I could try it.” 
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Influence of Buyer Involvement 

Furthermore, it seemed that the higher the price and the larger the packaging size is for the beverage 

category, the fewer interviewees seemed to be willing to take a ‘risk’ and buy a product they did not 

know, as in the case of coffee. However, this depended on the level of involvement the interviewee 

invested in the purchase decision, so, for instance, the attitude he or she has toward the beverage. 

For example, Danilo D. explained why he would be generally willing to try orangeades brands he does 

not know, but would not do the same for coffee: 

 

“D: Coffee-, you don't drink it much, it is not something-, a package lasts a lot, so, when you buy it, 

it has to be good. If it is €1.757, I have the feeling that it is a bit shoddy. Especially me, who only 

drinks it once (a day), it has to be good! 

[…] 

If I take a package of coffee it would last too long, so if I take a package that has to last, better taking 

a better one (coffee). I mean, if I take coffee just to try (and I don't like it), then I have to drink it for 

months, it bothers me." 

 

Later on, in the orangeade section: 

 

“I: Which one do you think is of lowest quality? 

D: Vale or Blues 

I: Would you buy them? 

D: Well…Just for trying 

I: Would they be your first choice? 

D: No, they wouldn't, because I don't know them, but I like to try soft drinks I don't know.” 

 

In contrast, Cecilia C. states that she actually sees orangeades like a treat/prize she does to herself, so she 

is willing to pay more for one she thinks is of higher quality: 

 

“"Orangeade is a prize that I give myself every now and then" 

[…] 

Price, I would say, it doesn't matter, since it is something I drink every now and then - I don't pay 

attention, in contrast to water that I buy more regularly. So, if once I want to drink an orangeade that 

is craft made, etc., that costs even €2 more, I would buy that one rather than the chemical one." 

 

Likewise, Eleonora G. says: 

 

“I: Which one among these would you buy? 

E: S.Pellegrino, because, if I can chose, since I don't consume it (orangeade) often, that time I do, I 

want it to be of good quality, so S.Pellegrino.” 

 

5.1.2. Brand Awareness and Perceived Quality 

Purchase decision seems not only influenced by perceived quality, but also by brand awareness. The 

most known brands were also the most chosen when interviewees were asked which, among the 

illustrated products, they would buy or they thought were of higher quality. 

                                                 
77 With  €1.75 he refers to the brand Don Jerez as this is the price shown in the image he was showed. 
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For Coffee, Lavazza, Illy and Segafredo were among the most recalled ones and recognized by all 

interviewees, while Don Jerez, Quarta and Gourmet were recognized respectively only by two and one 

person.  

For Bottled Water many more brands were recalled, among which San Benedetto, Sant’Anna, Levissima 

and S. Pellegrino. S.Pellegrino and San Benedetto were recognized by all interviewees, similarly Guizza 

was recognized by almost all of them, instead Recoaro was recognized by less than the half, and Viva 

only by one person. 

For Orangeades, very few brands were recalled. Fanta and S.Pellegrino, followed by Tomarchio were 

the most recalled brands. Fanta and S.Pellegrino were recognized by all interviewees, Tomarchio by 

almost half of them, Blues only by three of them, while Vale was not recognized by any of them. 

 

  GROUND COFFEE BOTTLED WATER ORANGEADE 

Recalled 

Lavazza (x10); Illy (x7); 
Kimbo (x4); Segafredo 
(x4); Nespresso (x3); 
Nescafè (x3); Borbone 
(x3); Vergnano (x2); Pop 
Caffè; Mauro 

San Benedetto (x7); Sant'Anna (x4); 
Levissima (x3); S.Pellegrino (x3); 
Guizza (x2); Lauretana (x2); Acqua 
Panna (x2); Rocchetta (x2); S. 
Bernardo (x2); Mangiatorella (x2); 
Lurisia; Ferrarelle (x2); Fabrizia; 
Sabrinella; Plose; San Gemini; Vera; 
Goccia di Carnia; Uliveto; Ruscella; 
Saguaro; Roverella 

Fanta (x12); S.Pellegrino 
(x8); Tomarchio (x5); 
Lurisia (x2); Guizza (x2); 
Polara; Plose; Oransoda 

Recognized 

Illy (x13); Lavazza (x13) 
Segafredo (x13);  
Don Jerez (x2);  
Quarta; Gourmet 

San Benedetto (x13);  
S.Pellegrino (x13); Guizza (x11); 
Recoaro (x6); Viva 

Fanta (x13);  
S.Pellegrino (x13); 
Tomarchio (x7);  
Blues (x3) 

 

Table 3: Recalled and Recognized Brands for each Category  

Interviews answers show that awareness increases the chances of a brand being bought and trusted; in 

contrast, the lack of it resulted in mistrust or scepticism toward unknown brands. Like in the case of 

Eleonora G., who does not know the brands Blues and Vale: 
  

“E: Maybe Fanta is not of the best quality but […] Fanta, you see it everywhere, is a bit a guarantee 

because you already know what to expect. Vale or Blues, without knowing them, you are a bit 

disoriented.”  

 

Likewise, Maria A. confirms that established brands win trust, and at the same time expresses suspicion 

toward brands she does not know. Besides, she shows that price influences purchase decision when it 

matches customers perceived value of a product: 

 

“I: Which one do you think it is the most expensive among these? 

M: S.Pellegrino 

I: Why? 

M: Because I trust it more, even more than Fanta, although Fanta is more advertised, more common. 

But S.Pellegrino, all (beverages), as for water, is the best (of higher quality) 
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I: But would you still buy Tomarchio8? 

M: Yes, yes, price/quality (value for money), yes 

I: Why do you think Blues and Vale are of lower quality?  

M: No, no! These unknown brands - I don't trust them!” 

 

Similarly, Ilaria S. when asked whether she would buy Don Jerez coffee, which, merely based on her 

perception, she does not consider a “decent” coffee: 

 

“I: Have you ever tried Don Jerez? 

Ilaria: No, never 

I: Would you actually buy "Don Jerez" if you were at the supermarket? 

Ilaria: No 

I: So, would you not even consider it? 

Ilaria: No, even because -, coffee, if I need to buy it, I buy a decent brand, or I go for one that is fair 

trade, and this one doesn't have any of this criteria. 

I: Sorry, what do you mean with 'decent brand'? A known brand? 

Ilaria: Yes, exactly! Something that respect the roasting (process), otherwise it smells bad." 

 

Later on, when choosing between two unnamed labels, she chose "Product A", thinking it could be either 

Illy or Segafredo, which were two brands she said she would actually buy or consider buying. When she 

was asked why she said: 

  

"I: the fact that they explain you the grounding, the manufacturing process -, I like it more. Also the 

fact that they use nitrogen, it's rare. So it gives me more the idea of someone that knows what they do." 

  

Once I told her, Product A was actually Don Jerez and asked her if she would change her mind about it, 

she said:  

 

"I: I would be curious to see where they produce it and maybe see if it is a sub-brand of Illy, but, only 

reading the description, no I would not change my mind." 

 

This last sentence, shows how Ilaria, despite being attracted by the product description, would still not 

buy a brand she does not know and does not perceive of quality; she would only consider it if the brand 

was related to a brand she knows and trust such Illy. 

Similarly to Ilaria, most of the interviewees, when asked to guess to which products the labels belonged, 

associated the most known brands or those they thought of being of higher quality to the label they liked 

more, while they associated the others to discount brands or brands they believed of inferior quality. 

  

5.1.3. Brand Loyalty 

Awareness and perceived quality resulted in being drivers of brand loyalty. Many interviewees 

reported that they usually buy brands they have already tried because of brand familiarity and routine 

purchases (as shown in the first paragraph about the drivers of buying decision). Once they consider 

themselves satisfied with the product/brand, they will be hardly tempted to switch to another brand, 

especially if it is an unknown brand.  

For instance Rosanna T., when talking about criteria she uses when buying water, says: 

                                                 
8 Maria had indicated Tomarchio as the brand she would purchase. 
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“R: An average price, not too high and not too low. Then having already tried some brands, then I 

choose Vera or San Benedetto, which are those that give me more taste and satisfy me more. 

I: Would you buy a brand you don't know? 

R: No, no, generally not. I could buy it if there wasn't anything else at the supermarket. But if I can 

choose, I take one I've tried already.” 

  

Likewise, Sara E. says about coffee purchase: 

 

S: "There are some brands, or products of some brands, that I know already correspond to my criteria 

and that I regularly purchase. With those I cannot go wrong.” 

 

Cecilia C. shows how she keeps purchasing Illy even when she could be able to go for a different brand, 

based on routine: 

 

“I: Is there a brand of coffee you usually buy? 

C: I buy Illy since I have an Illy coffee machine, so that is the first (I buy). Then, even when I buy for 

the moka9, now, I opt for that one too.” 

 

5.1.4. Brand Association 

Another consequence of brand awareness is brand association, which in turn is connected to perceived 

quality, since associations are not always related to physical product attributes. From the interviews 

results, it emerged that, mainly for established brands, interviewees had specific, strong, and sometimes 

unique associations. These associations referred not just to the product, but also to the brand image, 

probably influenced by corporate branding and exposure to advertisement.  

Instead, for brands that were unknown to respondents, associations were simply based on perception of 

the product image (packaging); while, the fact that brands were unknown to them, let them think those 

brands were discount/cheap brands. 

Tables 4 to 6 show the implicit and explicit brand associations emerged during the interviews, both 

for the product categories and the related brands.  

For Coffee, most of the interviewees had associations related to the moment in which they drink coffee 

(‘breakfast’, ‘morning’); the place (‘bar’, ‘university’); the beverage characteristics and those related to 

its preparation and consumption (‘colour’, ‘aroma’, ‘taste’, ‘fresh’, ‘price’, ‘quality’, ‘moka’, etc.); but 

also the feeling associated to the coffee drinking experience (‘pleasure’, ‘time for myself’, ‘friends’, 

‘family’, ‘relax’). Some of these associations linked to the beverage were common to the most known 

brands as Lavazza and Illy. Lavazza was mostly associated with the idea of ‘tradition’ (‘family’. ‘classic’, 

‘iconic’). In contrast, Illy was strongly associated with ‘bar’ rather than a coffee for home-consumption, 

and with a ‘luxury’ coffee (‘expensive’, ‘quality’, ‘hard to make at home’, ‘design packaging’)10. 

On the other hand, the other less known or even unknown brands were mainly associated with low 

quality attributes (‘cheap’, ‘unpleasant/ugly label’, ‘shoddy’, ‘unknown’, etc.). This was particularly the 

                                                 

 
 

10 The brand Segafredo did not receive much attention during the interviews, as in general Lavazza and Illy were the 

recurrent coffee brands in which the interviewees focused. The few times it was asked what associations the interviewee had 

with Segafredo, he or she was not really able to answer it, apart from saying whether they do or do not like it. 
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case of Don Jerez and Gourmet. A few interviewees, captivated by Quarta Caffè packaging, described it 

as a ‘niche product’, ‘hand-made’, ‘local’ brand. 

 
COFFEE LAVAZZA ILLY DON JEREZ QUARTA 

CAFFÈ 

GOURMET 

Taste (x3);  

Breakfast (x3 

Energy (x2); Bar 

(x2); Moka (x2); 

Family (x2);  

Aroma (x2); 

Colour; Quality; 

Price; Morning; 

Friends; Pleasure; 

Relax; Time for 

myself; Fresh; 1€; 

Espresso; Fast, 

University 

Family (x3);   

Ironic/advert (x3); 

Taste (x3); Coffee 

Machine (x2); 

Tradition (x2);  

Aromatic (x2); 

Classic (x2); Red 

and Blue 

Package; Iconic; 

Espresso cup; 

Sweet; Good   

 

 

Bar (X5); 

Quality (x2); 

Strong taste 

(x2); Aroma; 

Espresso Cup; 

Hard to make 

at home; 

Intense; 

Luxury; 

Design 

Packaging; 

Expensive; 

Well-known 

shoddy (x5); 

Low Quality 

(x4); Foreign 

Brand Name 

(x2); Discount 

(x2); Cheap; 

Refined; Nice 

package (x2); 

Industrial; 

Standard;  

Hand-made 

(craft) (x3); 

Niche product 

(x3); 

Unpleasant 

packaging, 

Local 

Discount 

(x2); Cheap 

Packaging; 

Unknown 

Table 4: Implicit and Explicit Associations for Coffee and Related Brands 

For Bottled Water, category associations were mainly product-related associations (‘fresh/refreshing’, 

‘transparent’, ‘good taste’, ‘bitter’); functional (‘thirst’ as in thirst-quenching, ‘slimming’) or linked to 

intangible attributes (‘trustworthy’, ‘healthy’, ‘slimming’, ‘purity’, ‘reliable’). Interviewees generally 

made associations related to the packaging and the taste, especially for the brands they did not know, but 

also some based on their quality perception of the brand. 

However, for S.Pellegrino, associations were distinctive compared to those of the other water brands. In 

fact, for S.Pellegrino, associations were based not only on product distinctive characteristics (‘slightly 

sparkling’, ‘glass bottle’, ‘good taste’); but also on usage imagery (‘restaurant’, ‘special occasions’); 

aesthetics of the bottle; non-product related attributes (‘expensive’, ‘healthy’, ‘good quality’); and other 

intangible associations based on the corporate brand image (‘exclusive’, ‘refined’, ‘Italian’,’ elegant’, 

‘stylish’). 
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BOTTLED 

WATER 

SAN 

BENEDETTO 

S.PELLEGRINO GUIZZA RECOARO VIVA 

Fresh/Refreshing 

(x6); Thirst (x2); 

Slimming; 

Warm Weather;   

Aldo Baglio 

(ads); Purity; 

Good Taste; 

Bubbles; Bitter; 

Quality; 

Waterfall; 

Plastic; 

Transparent; 

Healthy; 

Summer; 

Reliable; 

Trustworthy 

Good Taste; 

Healthy; Quality; 

Big bottle;  

Big events (with 

many people); 

Day-trips 

Slightly 

Sparkling(x4);  

Restaurant (x4); 

Expensive (x3); Good 

Quality (x3);   

Healthy (x2);  

Good Taste (x2); 

Glass bottle;  

Special Occasions;  

Bad Taste; Tourists; 

Italian; Elegant; 

Stylish; Well-known; 

Refined; Exclusive 

Cheap (x5); 

Low 

Quality(x3);  

Outdoor 

activities/day 

trips; Discount 

(x2); Good 

taste 

Low 

Quality; 

Thermal 

source; 

Discount 

Cheap label 

(x5); 

Discount 

(x2); Low 

Quality; 

Home 

consumption; 

Old style 

label 

Table 5: Implicit and Explicit Associations for Bottled Water and Related Brands 

Similarly, for Orangeade, associations were not merely product-based (‘orange’, ‘sweetness’, 

‘sparkling’, ‘heavy’), but primarily based on the usage imagery (‘party’, ‘summer’, ‘buffet’, ‘cinema’, 

‘pizza’, etc.) and even  somehow emotional (‘childhood’). Only for this segment, one of the brand, Fanta, 

was more than once associated directly and strongly to the product category, and vice versa. For instance, 

Ester O. says: 

 

“I: When thinking about Fanta what comes to your mind? 

E: Everything that I think of when I think of orangeade. Because in the end, what I associate to 

orangeade is 'Fanta'.” 

 

Or Federica B. when asked about orangeades brands she can recall: 

 

“I: So, now, I need to know, without thinking too much about it, which brands comes to your mind 

first for orangeades? 

F: Fanta, obviously! I can't think of anything else at the moment. I mean, there must be many 

(brands), but right now, I can't remember any other.” 

 

Although not always positive, Fanta resulted in holding strong and unique associations compared to the 

other brands. These associations were especially related to the brand image/personality (‘funny’, 

‘colourful’, ‘music’, ‘shared moments’, ‘family’). Fanta was also associated with ‘CocaCola’ (brand 

owner), ‘advertisement’, and to a characteristic ‘artificial’ taste. 

S.Pellegrino was the brand that people thought being of highest quality and the most expensive, 

associated to ‘local fruit’, ‘Italy’ as in Italian traditional brand, and ‘family moments’.  

All interviewees ranked Blues and Vale as being both the cheapest and the one of lowest quality and 

described them as ‘cheap’, ‘low quality’, ‘shoddy’ and having an ‘unpleasant label’, which gave them 

the impression they are ‘discount’11 brands.  

                                                 
11 The word ‘discount’ was always used with a negative connotation by interviewees and associated to low quality/cheap 

products/brands. 
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Instead, even those who did not know the brand Tomarchio, although it would have not been their first 

choice, had a positive association towards the brand, mainly based on the packaging, which made them 

thought it was an hand-made (craft) orangeade and let them considering trying it.  

 

ORANGEADE FANTA S.PELLEGRINO TOMARCHIO BLUES VALE 

Orange (x5) 

Party (x4) 

Sweetness (x3); 

Sicily (x3); 

Sparkling (x3); 

Summer (x2); 

Fresh (x2);  

Fanta (x2); 

Artificial/ 

Unhealthy; 

Pizza; 

Childhood (x2); 

Picnic; Tasty; 

Buffet; Heavy; 

Cinema; Scent 

Chemical/artificial 

(x3); Party (x3); 

Advertising (x3); 

Industrial (x2); 

Good Taste (x3); 

CocaCola (x2); 

Bottle Shape (x2); 

Well-known(x2); 

Summer (x2); 

Orangeade; 

Family; Shared 

Moments;  Fresh; 

Heavy Taste; 

Quality;  Music; 

Unhealthy;  

Funny; Colourful 

Refined (x2); 

Expensive; 

Family; Quality; 

Good Taste; Local 

Fruit; Italian 

Nice label (x3); 

Good quality 

(x2); Hand-

made (craft); 

Good Taste; 

Low Quality;  

Local 

Low 

Quality 

(x3); 

Discount 

(x2);  

Unpleasant/ 

Cheap 

packaging 

(x2) 

Unpleasant/Cheap 

packaging (x10); 

Discount (x5); 

Low Quality (x2); 

shoddy 

Table 6: Implicit and Explicit Associations for Orangeade and Related Brands 

Usage and User Imagery 

During the interviews, it was noticed that, for the categories of water and orangeades, brand choice 

was highly based on usage imagery. Even though interviewees had said that, if they were at the 

supermarket, they would buy one specific brand among those suggested, when asked which brand they 

would see or imagine in a particular context of use, their preference changed according to the situation.  

For coffee usage imagery, only at-home and out-of-home consumption were identified, however, 

interviews showed how Italians put a great emphasis on coffee consumption and coffee quality, as 

showed by the category being associated to moments with family and friends, time for oneself, pleasure 

and relax. That is why, the brands interviewees chose for at-home consumption and out-of-home 

consumption were always those they considered as high quality brands. Most of interviewees would not 

purchase a brand perceived as inferior quality, not even for their own consumption. 

In contrast, for Water, S.Pellegrino was strongly associated with the water that could be served at a 

special event (e.g. at a marriage), and mostly at the restaurant. San Benedetto is also considered a high 

quality brand and associated to both formal and informal contexts, for instance, served at the restaurant, 

but also at events with many people (since the size of the bottle).  

Instead, Guizza and the other two cheaper brands (Recoaro and Viva) are only considered for informal 

situations (e.g. picnic), or whenever price is more important than quality (e.g. dinner with friends). 
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  Event (e.g. 

marriage)  

Restaurant Dinner with 

Friends or 

Family 

Daily use Picnic/ Day trip 

WATER 

S.Pellegrino (x12); 

San Benedetto 

S.Pellegrino 

(x8); San 

Benedetto (x7); 

Recoaro 

Guizza (x5); 

San Benedetto 

(x5); Recoaro 

(x3); Viva (x2);  

S.Pellegrino 

S. Benedetto 

(x6); Guizza;  

S.Pellegrino 

Recoaro (x3); 

San Benedetto 

(X3); Viva (x2); 

Guizza (x2) 

Table 7: Water Usage Imagery 

Moreover, results show, brands are used as a way to express care towards one’s guests and even to 

show prestige/status quo. In this regard, Ester O. when asked why she would see S.Pellegrino and not 

San Benedetto served at a marriage, although she said she would buy S.Pellegrino or San Benedetto for 

at home consumption says: 

 

"E: I would never serve San Benedetto or Guizza at a marriage, S.Pellegrino is of higher quality. It's 

like you are sending a message - you are treating your guests well” 

  

In the same way, Eleonora G. says she would see S.Pellegrino served at a marriage, but San Benedetto 

for a dinner with family and friends: 

 

“I: Why S.Pellegrino? 

E: Because I see it is the most expensive, almost like a stylish water 

[…] at a family dinner 

I: Why San Benedetto and not S.Pellegrino? 

E: Because it is not the case to spend €0.95, with San Benedetto you have two litres and still good 

water” 

 

Likewise, Maria says she would also serve S.Pellegrino at a marriage, but San Benedetto at a dinner: 

 

“M: San Benedetto 

I: San Benedetto, why?  

M: Because it is average. It doesn't make a bad impression.” 

 

For the Orangeade category, S.Pellegrino and Fanta, which resulted in being the most recognized 

brands and the ones perceived as high quality, were largely chosen in each context. Similarly, Tomarchio 

was chosen by few interviewees, though for all type of use. 

Instead, Blues and Vale were hardly selected, and only when the interviewee associated those occasions 

to events where saving money is the main priority.  
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  Bar Birthday 

Party 

Dinner with Friends 

or Family 

Daily use 

ORANGEADE 

Fanta (x8); 

S.Pellegrino (x5); 

Tomarchio 

Fanta (x4);  

S.Pellegrino 

(x2)  

Vale (x2); 

Tomarchio 

(x2); Blues 

Fanta (x4); Pellegrino 

(x2); Tomarchio (x2);  

Vale 

Fanta (x5);  

S.Pellegrino (x4); 

Tomarchio; 

Table 8: Orangeade Usage Imagery 

For instance, Cecilia C. says: 

 

“I: And at a birthday party? 

C: Vale 

I: Why?  

C: Because of the price. Because,  maybe for a birthday party you buy, I don't know, like 10 bottles 

of orangeade, okay, maybe 10 is a bit exaggerated, but, anyway, I mean, you aim more at quantity 

than actual quality.” 

 

In most of the interviews, Fanta was selected for situations in which taste was considered more important 

than quality, so when one wants to make sure everyone will like the beverage. However, since taste is 

subjective, this choice is driven by the fact that, since it is a highly established brand, so, it is given for 

granted that many people will like it. While S.Pellegrino was selected when (perceived) quality was the 

main criteria of the buying decision. 

For instance, Ester O. makes a difference between the brand she would picture at a birthday party and 

the one she would imagine being served at a bar: 

 

“I: Why Fanta and not S.Pellegrino? Why S.Pellegrino at a bar and Fanta more at a party? 

E: Because I associate it (Fanta) to these shared moments, while S.Pellegrino is something- more 

refined. You take your orangeade.” 

 

Simona F. also showed how usage imagery, together with awareness and perceived quality, influence 

brand choice: 

 

“F: Why do you imagine Fanta at a birthday party? 

S: I know the taste, and I like it. So I know other people might like it as well 

I: So you wouldn't serve an unknown brand for an event where there are other people? 

S: No, No” 

 

While in a dinner with friends she said she could see either Fanta or Tomarchio (which she said she 

doesn't know very well): 

 

“I: How so now you are also considering Tomarchio? 

S: Because it could be tried. 

I: So, let's say, in this case 'you would risk'? (trying it) 

S: Yes, yes 

I: And why Tomarchio and not Blues? 
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S: Because I've already heard Tomarchio (brand name) and saw it around, while Blues never. So, at 

the same price, I would prefer the most known.” 

 

Finally, also Sara E., who was more willing to try products she does not know, said she would not do 

that if she had guests over: 

  

“S: I could maybe buy Vale, only for my own at home consumption, but not if I buy it for guests or 

for a dinner or a party, in that case I'd buy Fanta." 
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5.2. Survey Analysis12 

After the end of the survey distribution, 287 answers were collected. Nevertheless, only the answers 

of those who completed the survey and classified in the sample group were considered. This reduced the 

responses to 209, which were the only ones taken into consideration in the analysis (although some 

respondents skipped minor questions in a few cases). In addition, the number of respondents differed for 

each of the three beverage categories as respondents who stated they never consume the beverage were 

redirected to the following section – for Coffee, 184 answers were recorded, 169 for Bottled Water and 

117 for Orangeade. 

 

5.2.1. Sample Demographics 

As APPENDIX D shows, participants were mostly women, who represented the 76% of the total, 

while men accounted for the 24% only. The most represented age group was the one from 25 to 34 years 

old, which accounted for almost half of the total respondents (49%). The other biggest group was the one 

from 18 to 24 years old (19%), followed by the one from 35 to 44 (13%), the one from 55 to 65 (12%), 

and finally the one from 45 to 54 years old, which was smallest group (7%).  

Respondents came from nineteenth of the twenty Italian regions, with Molise being the only one not 

represented. However, most of the participants were from Sicily (31%), Lombardy (14%), Piedmont 

(8%) and Lazio (7%).  

The educational level of the sample was moderately high, since almost half of the sample (44%) 

possessed a post-graduate degree, 22% a bachelor degree and 27% a high school degree. Only 6% of the 

respondents had a middle school licence, and only two people had an elementary school licence. 

 

5.2.2. Consumer Behaviour Section 

The first section of the survey aimed at generally understanding consumer behaviour when purchasing 

non-alcoholic beverages at the supermarket. Therefore, respondents were asked to assess on a scale from 

1 to 5 how much the presented statements reflected their behaviour. 

More than the majority agreed (52%) or completely agreed (3%) that price is an indicator of quality, 

while only 26% of them disagreed or completely disagreed with the statement.  

In addition, almost all the respondents (93%) agreed or totally agreed that they would be willing to pay 

a higher price for products they believe of quality. Accordingly, more than the majority said they do not 

usually buy the product at the cheapest price (70%), while only 9% agreed they do. 

While 22% of the respondents neither agreed nor disagreed on not purchasing products of brands they 

do not know, 49% disagreed or completely disagreed with the statement, while only 39% agreed or 

completely agreed with it. Similarly, 40% of respondents agreed or completely agreed that well-known 

brand products are of good quality, 33% was uncertain and only 28% disagreed or completely disagreed 

with the statement. However, 87% of the participants agreed or completely agreed on usually buying 

products of brands they have already tried. 

Many among the respondents (65%) declared to read the product description and the product 

nutritional values, against the 26% that generally does not. 

                                                 
12 Complete analysed data can be found on Appendix D. 
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5.2.3. Ground Coffee Section 

The big majority (88%) of respondents declared to drink coffee at least occasionally, with 65% among 

them drink coffee every day. Only 12% of respondents never drink coffee. 

Among the main criteria used for coffee purchase (Tab. 8), on average, brand is the most important, 

used often or sometimes by 77% of the population, followed by the coffee quality (Arabica or Robusta) 

for 70%, and price for 54% of the respondents. The country of origin of coffee beans and the product 

description resulted in being the less important criteria, used often or always by 36% and 41% of the 

respondents. 

 

 
 

 

 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

The price of a product is an indicator of quality

I purchase products of brand I do not know, or that are not

well-known

I read the product description and the nutritional values

Well-known brand products are of good quality

I am willing to pay a higher price for products I believe  being

of quality

I always buy the product at the cheapest price

I buy products of brands I have already tried

Q1. From 1 to 5, how much do you think the following statements reflect your 

behavior when purchasing non-alcoholic beverages at the supermarket? 

Completely agree (5) Agree (4) Neutral (3) Disagree (2) Completely disagree (1)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Price

Brand

Coffee quality (Arabica/robusta)

Country of origin of coffee beans

Product description

Q3.When you purchase coffee at the supermarket, how much do you truly take 

into account the following criteria?

Always (5)

Often (4)

Sometimes (3)

Rarely (2)

Never (1)
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Brand Awareness 

When asked to recall coffee brands, on average, three brands per person were recalled, for a total of 

49 single brands recalled. Among the recalled brands, Lavazza (161 times) and Illy (94 times) were by 

far the most recalled, followed by Kimbo (59), Borbone (36) and Segafredo (35). 

Lavazza, Illy and Segafredo were also the most recognized brands among the six coffee brands shown 

– recognized respectively by 99%, 98% and 87% of the population, in contrast to Don Jerez (15%), 

Quarta Caffè (11%) and Gourmet (6%). 

 

 

Perceived Quality 

On average, Illy resulted the product that respondents ranked as being of higher quality, with 43% of 

the respondents ranking it first and 32% second; followed by Lavazza ranked first by the 38% and second 

by 32% of participants; followed by Segafredo.  

Quarta, Gourmet and Don Jerez were instead those who were ranked as last, so perceived of inferior 

quality. For instance, Don Jerez was ranked on the second last and last position by 75% of the 

respondents. 

 

 
 

Segafredo Quarta Gourmet Lavazza Don Jerez Illy

Recognition 148 20 11 182 28 180

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Q5. Which among the following brands do you recognize?

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Segafredo Quarta Gourmet Lavazza Don Jerez Illy

Q6. Given the fact that all these coffee packages are made of 100% arabica coffee 

packaged in Italy, please rank them starting from the one that you think is of higher 

quality to the one with the lowest quality.

1° 2° 3° 4° 5° 6°
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Purchase Intention and Brand Loyalty 

Lavazza, bought by 133 participants in the past three months, resulted to be the most bought among 

the suggested brands, followed by Illy bought by 63 respondents and Segafredo bought by 24 

participants. While Don Jerez was bought by 6 respondents and Quarta Caffè by 2, Gourmet was the only 

one that has not been bought in the three months previous to the survey.  

Results also reveal that, while 37 respondents did not buy any of the six brands, some of the respondents 

bought two or even three different brands in the past months. 

 

 
 

Similarly and coherently to the perception of quality for the considered brands, results revealed that 

Illy and Lavazza were the brands that the majority of respondents, respectively 40% and 54%, would 

definitely buy in the next three months, while 43% and 36% of them would consider these two brands 

among the alternatives. Only 9% and 7% of the sample said they would not buy Illy and Lavazza. 

Segafredo and Quarta Caffè had on average very similar results. However, Segafredo tended to be 

considered among the alternatives by 68% of people, while Quarta only by 37%; while, 20% of 

respondents said they would only consider Quarta as last choice. 

Finally, almost half of the respondents (48% and 45%) declared they would not buy Don Jerez and 

Gourmet, while 23% and 21% would considered them as last choice. 

 

 

10%

1%

58%

3%

28%

Did you buy one of the following brands in the past three months?

Segafredo

Quarta

Gourmet

Lavazza

Don Jerez

Illy

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Segafredo

Quarta Caffè

Gourmet

Lavazza

Don Jerez

Illy

Q8. Please select for each brand, the statement that more reflects the actual possibility 

that you could buy the following coffee  brands in the next three months.

I would definitely buy it (4)

I would consider it among the alternatives

(3)

I would consider it as a last choice (2)

I would not buy it (1)
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When asked what criteria influenced their answer, brand familiarity and quality/price ratio were the ones 

which had a lot or quite a lot of influence, respectively for 64% and 42% of the respondents; while 

packaging influenced only 23% of the participants. 

  

 

Brand Association 

When participants were asked to select words they would associate or use to describe ‘Lavazza’, the 

suggested words were selected 674 times in total. Associations were overall very positive. The most 

chosen words were ‘well-known’ (74%), ‘quality’ (67%), ‘tradition’ (61%) and ‘family’ (45%). Other 

chosen words were ‘bar’ and ‘aromatic’ (both 35%) and ‘mass-product/industrial’ (24%).  

 

 
 

For Illy, the suggested words were selected 638 times in total and were, also in this case, positive 

associations. Similarly, to Lavazza, Illy was associated with ‘quality’ (70%) and ‘well-known’ (58%), 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Brand familiarity

Quality/price ratio

Packaging

Q9. How much did the following factors influence you?

A lot (5)

Quite a lot (4)

Fairly (3)

Slightly (2)

Not at all (1)

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

Quality

Shoddy/Pour

Expensive

Tradition

Family

Bar

Exclusive

Mass product/industrial

Cheap

Aromatic

Bad (taste)

Well-known

Unknown

Discount

Word Frequency Count

Q10. Move in the box the words you would use to describe or that make you think of

"Lavazza" 
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and, in this case, largely with ‘bar’ (63%). Other words chosen were ‘expensive’ (41%), ‘aromatic’ 

(29%), ‘tradition’ (25%) and ‘exclusive’ (18%). In contrast to Lavazza, Illy was very few associated with 

‘family’ (13%).   

 

 
 

Differently, the words count for ‘Don Jerez’ was almost the half (341) compared to those of Illy and 

Lavazza and were principally negative words. Don Jerez was mainly associated with ‘unknown’ (77%), 

‘discount’ (30%) and ‘cheap’ (22%). Other main words used to describe it were ‘shoddy/pour’ (13%) 

and ‘mass product/ industrial’.  

 

 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

Quality

Shoddy/Pour

Expensive

Tradition

Family

Bar

Exclusive

Mass product/industrial

Cheap

Aromatic

Bad (taste)

Well-known
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Discount

Word Frequency Count

Q12. Move in the box the words you would use to describe or that make you think of 

"Illy" 
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Quality

Shoddy/Pour
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Tradition
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Bar

Exclusive

Mass product/industrial

Cheap

Aromatic

Bad (taste)

Well-known

Unknown

Discount

Words Frequency Count

Q11. Move in the box the words you would use to describe or that make you think of 

"Don Jerez" 
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5.2.4. Bottled Water 

Bottled Water is also highly consumed among the survey population, with 51% of respondents 

consuming it on a daily basis, 12% often and 18% occasionally. Only 19% of the participants declared 

to never consume bottled water. Among the criteria used to purchase bottled water, on average, price and 

brand are the most important, used often or always by 59% and 54% of participants. The two other criteria 

used for water purchase are the fixed residue and minerals contained in the water (34%) and the source 

of origin (36%). Finally, the bottle material seems to play a marginal role, used often or always only by 

29% of the respondents. 

 

 

Brand Awareness 

When asked to recall bottled water brands, on average, more than three brands per person were 

recalled, for a total of 72 single brands recalled. Among these brands, Levissima (brand belonging to 

S.Pellegrino group) was the most recalled (75 times); followed by San Benedetto (55) and Sant’Anna 

(52); whereas S.Pellegrino was only recalled 19 times and Guizza 7 times. The other two brands chosen 

for the study, Recoaro and Viva, were not recalled by any participant. 

Nonetheless, S.Pellegrino was highly recognized (99%) together with San Benedetto (97%) and 

followed by Guizza with 74%. By contrast, Viva (30%) and Recoaro (18%) were the least recognized 

brands among those suggested. 

 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Price

Brand

Source of origin

Fixed residue/minerals

Bottle material

Q14. When purchasing bottled water at the supermarket, how much do you 

take into account the following criteria?

Always (5)

Often (4)

Sometimes (3)

Rarely (2)

Never (1)

Viva San Benedetto Guizza San Pellegrino Recoaro

Recognized 51 168 125 164 31
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Q16. Which among the following brands do you recognize?
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Perceived Quality 

Among the five brands considered, on average, S.Pellegrino was by far the one ranked as being of 

highest quality, with 51% of respondents ranking it as first and 31% as second; followed by San 

Benedetto, ranked first by 39% and second by 44% of respondents. 

Guizza was on average ranked third (32%) or forth (36%) by the majority of respondents, similarly to 

Viva, which was mostly ranked in the fourth position. Finally, Recoaro was the one ranked as lowest 

quality by almost half of the respondents (51%). 

 

 
 

 

When asked what criteria influenced their choice, on average, brand familiarity was the principal one, 

influencing participants fairly (31%), quite a lot (29%) and a lot (28%); followed by the quality/price 

ratio that influenced 21% of participants quite a lot, and 6% a lot. Instead, packaging had a negligible 

impact on quality perception compared to the other two factors, in fact, 57% of respondents said it was 

slightly or not influential. 
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Please rank these bottled waters starting from the one that you think is of higher 

quality to the one of the lowest quality.
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Q18. How much did the following factors influence you?
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Brand Association and Usage Imagery 

When asked to select the words they would use to describe or that make them think about S.Pellegrino, 

the suggested words were selected 487 times; overall, almost all the words chosen involved very positive 

associations. The majority among participants chose ‘well-known’ (107), ‘restaurant’ (102) and ‘quality’ 

(97). Other words associated to S.Pellegrino were ‘expensive’ (68), ‘family’ (42), ‘exclusive’ (31) and 

‘tradition’ (27).  

 

 
 

By contrast, only 350 words were selected to describe Guizza, and almost all of them were negative. No 

participants selected the word ‘quality’ for Guizza; instead some among the most select words were 

‘cheap’ (85), ‘discount’ (73) and ‘shoddy/pour’ (35).  

Conflicting, the word ‘well-known’ was chosen 56 times, while the word ‘unknown’40 times13.  

Contrarily to S.Pellegrino, Guizza was associated slightly more with ‘tradition’ (35 times against 27 for 

S.Pellegrino), but way less with ‘family’ (9 times against 42 for S.Pellegrino). Furthermore, only 2 

respondents selected the word ‘exclusive’ when referring to Guizza. 

 

  

                                                 
13 This might be due to the fact that, although Guizza is quite known as a brand in Italy (as proven by the brand awareness 

section), the term ‘unknown’ might refer to a brand that is not considered notorious or that is not well established / positively 

seen. 
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Finally, brand association for the category of bottled water seemed to be highly tied to usage imagery. 

Asked to select one of the five suggested brands to different context-of-use, the vast majority among 

respondents (76%) selected S.Pellegrino as a brand they could imagine being served at a marriage, 

followed by San Benedetto (20%). Only 2% chose Viva and Recoaro, while Guizza was not chosen at 

all. Similarly, S.Pellegrino (72%) and San Benedetto (20%) were the most selected brands to be served 

at a restaurant.  

In contrast, while San Benedetto was still highly indicated as a water that could be used for daily 

consumption (54%), lunch with family (60%) and dinner with friends (22%), S.Pellegrino was chosen 

by very few respondents for the mentioned occasions. The brands Viva, Guizza and Recoaro were instead 

marginally selected and only for informal contexts, for instance, a picnic, where Guizza was the most 

chosen brand (37%), followed by San Benedetto (35%) and Viva (16%).  

Despite the usage imagery, overall, the most selected brands were San Benedetto (378 times) and 

S.Pellegrino (300 times). Instead, Guizza was chosen 154 times, Vale 88 times and Recoaro 49 times. 
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5.2.5. Orangeade 

In contrast to coffee and bottled water, orangeade is consumed mostly occasionally.  

While no respondent drinks orangeade ‘always’, 2% drink it ‘often’ and 53% ‘occasionally’; whereas 

44% of the participants never consume it. 

Among the criteria driving purchase decision for orangeade, brand is the most important, used often 

(47%) or always (30%); followed by price, used often by 31% and always by 6% of the respondents. The 

third most used criterion is the amount of orange juice, used often by 26% and always by 19% of the 

sample. Finally, in contrast to the other criteria, the country of origin of the oranges and the nutritional 

values are of marginally importance in the buying decision. 
 

 

Brand Awareness 

 Participants only recalled 18 single brands, with an average of almost two brands per person. Fanta 

and S.Pellegrino were the mostly recalled ones, recalled respectively 89 and 71 times; followed by 

Tomarchio recalled 24 times and San Benedetto 13 times. 

Likewise, Fanta and S.Pellegrino were the most recognized brands among the five suggested brands, 

with Fanta recognized by all participants (100%) and S.Pellegrino by almost all of them (97%). The third 

most recognized brand was Tomarchio (36%), followed by Blues (22%). Finally, Vale was least 

recognized as only known by 3% of the sample. 
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Perceived Quality 

When respondents were asked to rank the five brands based on their perceived quality, S.Pellegrino 

was on average the one ranked as being of higher quality, since 49% of respondents ranked it as first and 

37% as second. Fanta was then the second brand with the highest quality perception, ranked first by 38% 

and second by 44% of participants. Tomarchio was mostly ranked on the third place by almost half of 

the respondents (47%), while Blues forth by a similar number of people (51%). Undoubtedly, Vale was 

the brand perceived of inferior quality since respondents mainly ranked it as second-last brand  (22%) or 

as last (65%).  

 
 

When asked the factors influencing their ranking, brand familiarity resulted in being the most 

significant one, influencing respondents fairly (23%), quite a lot (35%) or a lot (38%). Price was also 

influential for 30% of the sample and fairly for 40% among them. Finally, packaging was considered 

fairly influential by 25% of respondents and influential by 22% of participants 
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Purchase Intention and Brand Loyalty 

Although S.Pellegrino is the brand most of the respondents consider being of the best quality, Fanta 

is the one that was bought by the vast majority of respondents (58%) in the past three months, while 

S.Pellegrino was bought by 27% of the sample.Whereas Tomarchio was bought by 13% of participants. 

Finally Blues was boughy by 2% of them, while Vale was not bought by any of the respondents. 
 

 
 

In line with their past purchases, the majority of respondents declared that they would definitely buy 

Fanta (62%) or consider it among the alternatives (32%). Similarly, most of the participants would 

definitely buy S.Pellegrino (43%) or consider buying it (48%).  

Tomarchio was also among the brands many respondents would consider among the alternatives (43%), 

though only 14% of respondents would definitely buy it. In contrast, almost the majority among 

respondents (47%) would not buy Blues, or would consider it as last choice (24%), likewise, 63% would 

not buy Vale at all. 
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Brand Association and Usage Imagery 

As for water, for orangeades, participants were asked to select the words they would use to describe  

or associate to the brands Fanta and Vale. among a list of pre-set words.  

For Vale, the suggested words were selected 245 times and were mostly negative. In fact, ‘unknown’ (85 

times), ‘discount’ (46), ‘cheap’ (41), ‘mass-product’ (28) and ‘shoddy/pour’ (27) were the most selected 

words associated with Vale. 
 

 
 

 

Instead, words were selected 376 times for Fanta. Although the chosen words were not necessarily 

positive, associations concerning Fanta were quite distinctive and in many case non product-related. The 

word ‘well-known’ selected 95 times was the most associated word with Fanta, followed by ‘advertising’ 

(71), ‘youthful/lively’ (51), ‘quality’ (49), ‘mass-product’ (49) and ‘family’ (47). 
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Finally, even for orangeade, brand choice is connected to usage imagery. For instance, Fanta was 

associated by 77% of respondents to birthday party, while for example S.Pellegrino was selected by only 

7% of the participants. Instead, Tomarchio with 21% was mostly connected to family lunch and not much 

chosen in other contexts, e.g. to be served at a bar; where S.Pellegrino (56%) or Fanta (41%) seem to be 

the most preferred brands. However, the results reflected the ones indicating purchase intention. In fact, 

selected 262 times in total in the considered occasions, Fanta is the most chosen brand despite the 

occasion, followed by S.Pellegrino (113) and Tomarchio (43). Also, Blues and Vale were overall not 

considered as choice, since only chosen in total by 16 and 9 respondents. 

 

 
 

 

 

5.3. Summary of Primary Data Analysis 

The following tables summarize the primary data collected from the survey14 and show, using 

conditional formatting, the brands that resulted in having a strong brand equity in each category. 

Moreover, the insights about brand associations provided by the survey and by the interviews were used 

to assess whether brands hold a strong, favourable and/or unique associations in the mind of respondents. 

  

                                                 
14 For each sub-section in the table, the question number to which they refer is indicated. Results correspond to the 

percentage based on the total of respondents for each category, therefore only consumers of the beverage in consideration. 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Tomarchio (1)

Blues (2)

Vale (3)

San Pellegrino

Fanta

Q32. Which of these orangeades do you visualize in your mind imagining the 

following contexts of use? 

Dinner with friends

Family Lunch

At a birthday party

Served at the bar



64 

 

 

5.3.1 Ground Coffee 

 

Coffee 
Brands 

Awareness  
(Q4-Q5) 

Loyalty (purchase 
intention) 
(Q7-Q8) 

Perceived Quality 
(Q6) 

Association  
(Q10-12) 

Recalled 
(among 

49 single 
brands) 

Recognized Past  
(3 

months) 
 

Future  
(3 

months) 

Ranked 
1st 

Ranked 
2nd 

Strong Favourable Unique 

Segafredo 6% 80% 11% 8% 8% 21% N.A.15 T.S.E. No 

Quarta 
Caffè 

0% 11% 1% 5% 8% 6% N.A. No No 

Gourmet 0% 6% 0% 2% 3% 4% No No No 

Lavazza 30% 99% 58% 54% 38% 32% Yes Yes Yes 

Don Jerez 1% 15% 3% 2% 1% 5% No No No 

Illy 17% 98% 28% 40% 43% 32% Yes Yes Yes 
 

Table 9: Coffee Brands CBBE Analysis 

For the Coffee segment, results indicate that Lavazza and Illy have a positive brand equity, being broadly 

known, purchased, and perceived as high quality. Moreover, both brands hold strong, favourable and 

unique associations.  

Instead, although very recognized, consumers did not show particular associations and loyalty toward 

the brand Segafredo; nonetheless they perceived it as an average quality brand, which has a positive 

brand equity, though not as strong as the previous two brands. 

Instead, Quarta Caffè, Don Jerez and Gourmet had a low or negative score in any dimensions and were 

therefore considered has having a negative or weak brand equity. 

 

5.3.2. Bottled Water 
 

Bottled 
Water 
Brands 

Recall 
(Q15-16) 

Perceived Quality 
(Q17) 

Brand 
Choice  
(Q21) 

Association  
(Q19-20) 

Recalled 
(among 72 

single brands) 

Recognized Ranked 
1st 

Ranked 
2nd 

(despite 
usage-

context)  

Strong Favourable Unique 

Viva 0% 30% 5% 7% 9% No No No 

San 
Benedetto 

10% 99% 39% 44% 39% Yes Yes No 

Guizza 1% 74% 2% 7% 16% Yes No No 

S.Pellegrino 3% 97% 51% 31% 31% Yes Yes Yes 

Recoaro 0% 18% 3% 11% 5% No No No 

                                                 
15 N.A. stands for ‘not available, while T.S.E. for ‘to some extent’. 
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Table 10: Bottled Water Brands CBBE Analysis 

Similarly, for Bottled Water, the two market leaders San Benedetto and S.Pellegrino had a strong 

positive brand equity, although associations related to San Benedetto were not truly unique. 

The brand Guizza, although very known, was perceived as low quality by many, and did not hold a 

favourable association in the mind of respondents. Finally, Viva and Recoaro resulted in having a 

negative brand equity since they obtained low scores in every dimension. 

For the sake of rigour, it is important to specify that interviews showed that brand switching is higher for 

water. This does not mean customers are not loyal to the same few brands, however, they perceive a 

lower risk tied to water purchase, meaning they would be willing to try from time to time brands they do 

not know because of convenience (brand is not present at point of purchase or other brand is on offer). 

That is why for the segment of water the survey focused more on the influence of usage-imagery rather 

than customer loyalty. However, during the data analysis, it would have been convenient, for a more 

accurate comparison among beverage segments to have an estimate of which brands are purchased and 

could be purchased in the next months. Nonetheless, data on brand choice based on context are coherent 

with the other dimensions and show that, overall, brands with positive CBBE are also the most chosen 

despite the usage-context.  

 

5.3.3. Orangeade 

 

Orangeade 
Brands 

Recall (Q24-25) Loyalty (purchase 
intention) 
(Q28-29) 

Perceived Quality Association 

Recall 
(among 

18 single 
brands) 

Recognized Past  
(3 

months) 

Future  
(3 

months) 

Ranked 
1st 

Ranked 
2nd 

Strong Favourable Unique 

Tomarchio 10% 36% 13% 14% 11% 11% T.S.E. Yes No 

Blues 0% 22% 2% 1% 0% 5% No No No 

Vale 0% 3% 0% 0% 2% 3% No No No 

S.Pellegrino 31% 97% 27% 43% 49% 37% Yes Yes Yes 

Fanta 39% 100% 58% 62% 38% 44% Yes T.S.E. Yes 

Table 11: Orangeade Brands CBBE Analysis 

S.Pellegrino displayed also a strong positive brand equity for the segment of Orangeade, together with 

Fanta. However, consumers did not always hold a favourable association with the brand Fanta. Despite 

this, Fanta is the orangeade the majority of respondents has bought and consider buying again in the next 

months.  

In contrast, Tomarchio had a favourable association among people that knew the brand and, in many 

cases, even among those who did not. Nonetheless, it did not have a high score in the other dimensions, 

which shows that the brand has still not a strong brand equity.  

Finally, Blues and in particular Vale classified has having negative brand equity. 
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6. Discussion 
According to the academic literature, a positive brand equity represents the value added to a product 

or service as compared to its generic equivalent (Kotler et al., 2016) and occurs when consumers are 

familiar with the brand and hold some favourable, strong, unique associations with it (Keller, 1993). 

Furthermore, brands with a positive brand equity are usually the industry market leaders since consumers 

propensity to choose their products and remain loyal to them (Aaker, 1991; Kotler et al., 2016).  

In line with the literature, the brand leaders in each of the three beverage segments, which had emerged 

through the analysis of industry data, are also those that primary data proved having the strongest CBBE.  

For the same reason, the other brands chosen for the study, which were discount brands or unknown 

brands, emerged as being brands with low CBBE or even negative brand equity. 

 

The next paragraphs will discuss the gathered data based on each brand equity dimension, in relation 

to consumer behaviour, leading to the conclusive section, which will answer the research question and 

explore the interrelations among CBBE dimensions. 

6.1. Brand Awareness 

Following De Chernatony and McDonald's (2003) model, proposed in the literature review, 

respondents showed a 'tendency to limited problem solving' towards the three products considered in the 

study. Put differently, although they might or might not perceive some brand differences, they are not 

involved enough in the purchase to engage in an extended information search. For this reason, the buyer 

will probably end up choosing superficially among the brand leaders or brands with whom he or she is 

familiar (De Chernatony & McDonald, 2003).  

This was also demonstrated by the interview analysis and survey results, which indicate how brand 

familiarity is, for all beverage segments, one of the most (for water) or even the most used criterion (for 

coffee and orangeade) driving the purchase decision, in contrast to product objective features.  

Survey results16 showed that there is a general belief (40%) that well-known brands are usually of 

better quality, and that almost the half among respondents (49%) would not purchase products of 

unknown or unfamiliar brands.  

Likewise, interviews have revealed that known brands are generally considered of good quality and 

trustworthy since buyers know them already, or because of routinization (“we’ve always bought it”). 

Also in this case, results were in line with the literature, which explains that brand awareness provides a 

sense of assurance that the brand will satisfy their needs (Romaniuk & Sharp, 2004), and it is an important 

heuristic that simplifies brand choice in common repeat purchase (Macdonald & Sharp, 2000). 

 

Furthermore, interviews revealed that, although some consumers are more willing to try brands they 

have never purchased, they would still chose an established or known brand when they are not the only 

ones consuming the product - for instance when having guests over or when planning an event with many 

other people. In fact, the buying decision involves risks for buyers, which become higher when buyers 

decide for other people and feel social pressure. 

Finally, both the interviews and the survey confirmed how, in all the considered segments, the brands 

that emerged as having a strong brand equity are in most of the cases ‘top-of-mind’ brands (e.g. Lavazza 

and Fanta), and all highly recognized by participants. In fact, recognition for all market leader brands in 

each category was higher than 97%. 

 

                                                 
16 Complete survey data can be found on Appendix D. 
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6.2. Perceived Quality 

Premium price is tied to perceived quality and is to be considered a measure of brand equity since it is a 

reflection of brand equity dimensions on the price customers are willing to pay for that brand (Aaker, 

1996; Anselmsson et al., 2007). Closely with brand, price is one of the main criteria used when 

purchasing non-alcoholic beverages. However, the interviews and the survey revealed how ‘price’, as a 

criterion, does not refer to the fact that buyers would purchase the cheapest product, but rather that they 

would buy a product they consider having a good value for money. In fact, only 9% of respondents stated 

they always buy the product at the cheapest price. 

This is linked to the ‘acceptable price range concept’ (Petroshius & Monroe, 1987), which explains that 

buyers are willing to buy a product when its price is considered acceptable: consumers will be hesitant 

to buy a product they find overpriced, but, in the same way, they will be suspicious if the price is much 

below what they consider acceptable. Therefore, when referring to ‘price’, consumers refer to how much 

they would be willing to pay for a product that can satisfy their needs.  

For example, the coffee Don Jerez, recognized solely by 15% of the participants and costing €1.75 per 

package, made the majority among respondents confirm the idea that it was a low-quality/shoddy 

product; in fact, only 2% of respondents declared they would consider buying it in the next three months. 

In contrast, Illy, recognized by 98% of the participants and being the most expensive among the proposed 

brands (€6.90 per package), was the one that, above all, most respondents would buy (40%) or consider 

buying (43%.).  

Instead, in the interviews, although some interviewees did not know the brands Quarta Caffè for Coffee 

and Tomarchio for Orangeades, they were reassured by the fact that their price was average or even 

above average, which, in some cases, made them consider trying the brand. 

 

As the theory explains, price is not an objective clue, but rather a non-product relate attribute since it 

does not actually reflect the product performance and it strictly connected to perceived quality, which, in 

turn, depends on consumer’s perception of what is important to them, based on their level of involvement 

in the purchase decision (Aaker, 1991;O’Cass & Lim, 2002). Therefore, perceived quality plays an 

important role in low purchase decisions since buyers lack of motivation to obtain and elaborate 

information to determine the objective quality of a product. Consequently, they solely rely on attributes 

they associate with quality. 

The survey confirmed how price is used by more than the majority (55%) among respondents as an 

indicator of quality and that the large majority (93%) of the sample is willing to pay a higher price for 

products they believe being of quality. However, interviews highlighted that, when presented two or 

three unlabelled product descriptions, consumers ended up choosing labels of brands they had said they 

would never consider at the supermarket, such as Vale and Don Jerez. This indicates how in a normal 

shopping situation, when the price of a product is too low and the brand is unknown, consumers would 

not try to gather information about that product, but assume it is of low quality. In other words, when the 

price is the only extrinsic clue available, buyers perceive quality as being positively or negatively  related 

to the price (Dodds et al., 1991). 

Additionally, in the survey, when participants were asked what influenced the way they ranked the 

different brands based on perceived quality, for all beverage segments, brand familiarity resulted the 

most influential factor, followed by price/quality ratio. This confirms that brand name and familiarity are 

attributes associated with quality. This is also explains the fact that, although respondents were presented 

products with analogous features and the same information for each product, the brands that resulted in 

having a positive brand equity correspond to the ones with high awareness and the ones perceived as 

high quality products. 
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6.3. Brand Association 

Another factor influencing purchase decision and brand choice is brand association. In fact, brand 

association increases the likelihood the brand will enter in the buyer’s consideration set. In addition, 

together with awareness, it provides familiarity, which, as we have seen, is one of the main driver in low-

involvement purchase decisions (Keller, 1993). 

The study showed how brands with a strong brand equity generally hold a positive association in 

customers’ minds, which was first reflected by the fact that these brands were perceived as high quality 

brands. Moreover, respondents associated positive words to these brands, for instance ‘quality’, 

‘exclusive’, ‘aromatic’. In contrast, for unknown brands, it was hard for respondents to find associations, 

whereas, the few ones that emerged were mostly linked to negative words as ‘discount’, ‘cheap’, 

‘shoddy/low quality’, ‘bad taste’.  

Finally, although these words seemed related to the product, results revealed that they were not actually 

inherent to product attributes, since very few among the respondents knew or had ever tried the brand or 

its products (e.g. Vale and Don Jerez).  

 

Furthermore, the fact that associations did not always refer to the product itself derived from the corporate 

branding (versus product branding) made by the brands in question, to which participants were exposed 

through branding and marketing activities. 

For instance, the orangeade Fanta is described on its corporate website as having a “sparkling 

personality” and being “lively colourful” (Coca-Cola Italia, 2020); not by chance, interviewees described 

Fanta as ‘funny’, ‘colourful’ and almost the majority among survey respondents selected the words 

‘Youthfully/Lively’ to describe it. 

Congruently, the company S.Pellegrino describes the brand as “a synthetic of conviviality, well-being 

and fine dining’ (S.Pellegrino 2020b); which corresponds to the brand image that emerged from both the 

interviews and the survey, in which S.Pellegrino was highly associated with words like ‘family’, 

‘tradition’, ‘healthy’. Similar associations were linked to the coffee brand Lavazza, which focuses its 

communication on being a family-run business tied to the territory and the coffee tradition; which 

corresponds to the brand image respondents have of it, as they used the words ‘classic’, ‘family’, and 

‘tradition’ to describe it.  

Likewise, the brand Illy, which describes itself as “being the word reference for coffee culture and 

excellence”, emphasizing the focus on “innovation” (Illycaffè, 2020), was linked to the words ‘quality’, 

‘expensive’ and ‘bar’. 

 

In this sense, results confirm how brands with strong brand equity hold unique associations in the 

mind of consumers, in contrast to unknown brands, for which consumers are not aware of the brand value 

behind the product itself. Consequently, brand associations which are unique and abstract (e.g. style, 

status and prestige) may be stronger and resurface more often in consumer’s mind, that the ones 

associated with specific functional aspects as convenience, taste, etc. (Sadasivan et al., 2011) 

For instance, S.Pellegrino water was considered as ‘exclusive’, ‘elegant’ and ‘stylish’, and strongly 

associated with the idea of ‘restaurant’, and in general formal events; which was not the case for any 

other brand considered in the study. Likewise, Fanta and S.Pellegrino were strongly associated with 

shared moments, family and tradition, while unknown orangeades resulted in not holding any particular 

association in the mind of consumers. In addition, for the brand Fanta, the association with the product 

category was so strong that interviewees associated the category directly to the brand.  

When associations are strong in the buyer’s mind they will also resurface more, since tied to several 

clues. In other words, the more cues to which the brand is linked the more likely the customer will come 
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across those clues in  buying situations, hence, the brand can be considered to have a greater propensity 

to be thought of as an option to buy (Romaniuk & Sharp, 2004). 

 

The study also revealed how brand evaluation is situational or context-dependent (Day et al., 1979), 

showing how brand choice is heavily influenced by usage imagery. Therefore, a brand that is uniquely 

associated to a specific context will be the one chosen or preferred in this situation.  

For instance, the brand Illy was by sight largely associated with out-of-home consumption, probably 

because of its brand image of exclusivity and high quality. Even when interviewees said they buy Illy 

for home-consumption, they justified their choice with the willingness of recreating at home an espresso 

like the one served in a bar. 

Sometimes, as in the case of S.Pellegrino, the usage imagery is also tied to the user image, in other words 

the type of person that uses or buys the product. From results, it has emerged that S.Pellegrino water 

represents a ‘status-quo’ for Italians. Both in the interviews and in the survey, the brand was tied to 

formal contexts (e.g. marriages, restaurants and other high-end events). In fact, many interviewees have 

explained that they would only chose S.Pellegrino in these contexts because of its exclusivity, or because 

considered ‘elegant’ and ‘stylish’; but also to send a messages to one’s guest by serving a product 

associated with superior quality and prestige.  

However, this does not mean that S.Pellegrino would be the water chosen in any other context. In fact, 

while 76% of the survey respondents chose S.Pellegrino as the water brand they would associate to a 

marriage, only 3% among them selected it for daily consumption; where other brands such as San 

Benedetto (54%) and Guizza (22%) are preferred. 

Nonetheless, the brands most selected (overall) were still the ones with strong brand equity, while the 

other were marginally chosen, and only for ordinary/low-end situations. This reconfirms that brands with 

a positive brand equity tend to enter more easily in the consumer’s consideration set, increasing the 

chances the buyer will purchase them. 

 

6.4. Brand Loyalty 

Brand loyalty is the only dimension of brand equity linked to the user experience or prior purchase, 

and represents the propensity of a customer to repeatedly purchase products of the same brand overtime, 

instead of switching to a different brand (Aaker, 1991). Especially in low involvement buying decisions, 

purchase is dominated by habit, rather than an actual commitment to the brand purchased (Ambler, 1997). 

The reason is that decision-making can be confusing or time-consuming, therefore consumers prefer 

handling it through repetitive buying behaviours, which is used as a tactic to facilitate the buying process. 

In the interviews, consumers showed a high degree of brand loyalty, especially for the Coffee and 

Bottled Water segments. This is because, compared to orangeade, water and coffee are consumed more 

often; also for coffee, the higher price and the fact that the packages last more time than an orangeade 

bottle, makes consumer prefer purchasing brands they have already. However, results revealed that even 

in the case of orangeade, buyers tend to choose among brands that are familiar to them, rather than 

completely unknown brands. 

Furthermore, if quality is the main priority for the customer, or the buyer has feelings linked to the 

beverage usage experience, the buyer will not risk switching to brands that are not established and would 

rather stick to the ones he or she is satisfied with. 

Moreover, interviews disclosed that, in normal purchase situations, the buying decision often happens 

before the arrival of point-of-purchase, where the buyer will not even consider other brands or unknown 

brands, unless he or she is unsatisfied with the current purchased brand or is specifically looking for 

something new.  
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In addition, the survey and the interviews showed that brand loyalty coincides with purchase intention. 

For instance, the survey showed that 58% of coffee consumers have already purchased Lavazza in the 

past three months; similarly, 54% of them would definitely buy Lavazza in the next three months. 

Likewise, Fanta was purchased by 58% of the respondents, and would be definitely repurchased by 62% 

among them in the next three months. 

However, results also showed how consumers are not always loyal to a single brand, but they do buy 

few brands (repeatedly) at the same time or in a small range of time, reducing the chances new brands 

are tried since hardly considered by the buyer in repeat purchase situations (because not part of the 

customer’s consideration set). 
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7. Conclusion 
The study aimed to assess the influence of customer-based brand equity on costumer purchase 

intention for the low-involvement category of non-alcoholic beverages in Italy. Specifically, the research 

focused on three beverage segments within the category, which are Ground Coffee, Bottled Water and 

Orangeade. Through a qualitative and quantitative analysis of primary and secondary data, and the use 

of an integrated theoretical framework, the study proves how a positive brand equity strongly influences 

consumer purchase decision and brand choice in low involvement purchase situations. 

Moreover, results confirm that brand equity is a multidimensional concept: its dimensions are both input 

and output of CBBE and are strictly interconnected – brands with strong brand equity are those who have 

high levels of brand awareness; positive, favourable and unique associations; high perceived quality and 

level of customer loyalty. In turn, a strong brand equity strengthens each of these dimensions. 

 

Awareness resulted in being the first dimension necessary for a brand to build a strong brand equity. 

Awareness provides familiarity to consumers, reducing the stress caused by the uncertainty in the 

purchase decision and the time needed, making the decision predictable and routinely.  

Moreover, in low involvement buying decisions and frequently purchased products, awareness is often 

enough to drive product purchase. In this sense, familiarity clearly appears to be a predictor of brand 

choice. This explains why, despite the variety of brands at the point of purchase, consumers use only a 

short amount of time to evaluate and select the products to buy. 

Once the consumer knows the brand, the company’s products are likely to enter in the customer 

consideration set, increasing the chances the product will be purchased. Although the buyer does not 

know the brand personally, it is sufficient that the brand is established and that he or she has heard about 

it, at least passively (word-of-mouth, advertising, etc.). By contrast, consumers tend to show scepticism 

and mistrust toward brands they have never heard of; especially when the price is low and they dislike 

the packaging. 

 

Brand Awareness also influences the other brand equity dimensions. First of all, perceived quality – well-

known brands are tendentially considered of higher quality, since an established brand symbolizes a 

certain quality or level of satisfaction. 

Quality is not an objective cue, but rather a subjective perception in consumer’s minds - consumers 

cannot judge actual product performance or correctly evaluate every single characteristic. Especially in 

low involvement purchase decisions, consumers might not be willing to elaborate information about the 

product that are available (e.g. product description, etc.). Consequently, buyers do not choose products 

only on physical attributes, but use several cues that extend beyond product-related cues, like the brand.  

Furthermore, perceived quality is strictly linked to the price, which is, together with the brand, one of 

the main criteria driving repeat purchases. However, when the consumer is familiar with the brand, he or 

she will not question a price over the category average, in fact, buyers are willing to pay more for products 

they believe of quality and satisfy their needs. In this case, the brand is enough to assess quality, and 

price will not necessarily be used as a cue. Alternatively, the price will be influential to choose between 

various established brands within those in the buyer’s consideration set. 

In contrast, when price is the only information available, it will influence the buying decision positively 

or negatively, but only if the buyer has already considered purchasing an unknown brand. 

 

While brand awareness is the necessary condition for brand association, perceived quality is linked to 

it. Like perceived quality, associations are not only product related, but go way beyond product extrinsic 

attributes. 
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Associations are formed through product usage and in general through brand knowledge, for instance, 

through the exposure to marketing communication, but also through shared usage and user imagery. 

Consumers do not have strong associations with brands they do not know, and when they do, these are 

superficial, for instance based on price and packaging or perception based. In this case, associations 

might be solely based on product functional characteristics and might not reflect objective product 

performance.  

By contrast, when consumers are familiar with the brand, the association linked to the specific brand are 

tied to psychological and social brand attributes (brand personality, brand history, user imagery, etc.). 

Nowadays, products are technically similar, thus brands are the means through which consumers perceive 

differences based on non-product related brand attributes. 

Associations equally affect brand preference in different usage contexts, depending on the brand imagery. 

While similar products could satisfy the same functional needs, some brands are tied to psychological or 

social needs, or associated to specific situations. In other words, brand associations provide reasons to 

choose a brand over another and to perceive significant differences among products with similar 

performance. 

 

The effects of brand awareness, perceived quality and brand association are reflected on brand loyalty. 

Although consumers do not only buy a single brand overtime, in low involvement purchase decisions 

brand choice is driven by routinization and familiarity. Once customers are satisfied with a brand and 

have developed trust or a particular attachment towards it, they will prefer that brand among others and 

buy it repeatedly overtime. In this case, the brand is powerfully established in the buyer’s consideration 

set, increasing the chances the brand will be chosen in repeat purchase situations, or whenever the buyer 

wants to make sure his or her expectations will be met. Furthermore, the buyer will be less sensitive to 

price and will consider other brands only if, for some reason, his preferred brand might not be available. 

Put differently, the brand will be the buyer’s first choice in the category. 

Therefore, brand loyalty is a consequence of brand equity and its dimensions since the necessary 

condition for it to exist is that the consumer has acquired knowledge about the brand, has tried it and 

perceives it as a trustworthy quality brand that satisfy his functional, psychological and social needs.  

In return, brand loyalty enhances brand equity, reinforcing brand awareness, perceived quality and 

association. Furthermore, loyalty often coincides with previous and future purchase intention and is 

therefore measure of brand equity since related to future profit. 

 

In conclusion, although they can be ordered independently, all mentioned dimensions contribute 

jointly in building a strong brand equity.  

 

In line with the existing the literature, the research proved that brand equity can impact positively 

customer’s purchase intention by enhancing the product attractiveness beyond its functional value. This 

is especially the case of low involvement product categories, where the brand is one of the key criteria 

influencing brand choice, since customers are not willing to time and mental resources to engage in 

extensive information search and product evaluation. Therefore, by reducing the time and the risk 

perceived in the purchase decision, brand equity enhances product attractiveness and reliability through 

perceived quality and associations, despite objective product performance and price differentials. 

Finally, the results imply that building, measuring and maintaining a strong positive brand equity 

should be a top management priority for any type of organization, recognizing the added value of 

costumer-based brand equity being a source of differentiation and thus a way to achieve competitive 

advantage overtime.  
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Furthermore, findings could be taken in consideration by managers when planning brand positioning, 

brand growth, and strategic brand management; involving the whole company in constructing and 

communicating a coherent corporate image. 

 

7.1. Limitations 

Although the results were satisfactory in answering the research question and in line with the 

literature, the study has potential limitations. These were principally due to time constraints and the lack 

of financial means to invest in the research. In fact, it would have been beneficial to be able to reach a 

broader and more homogenous statistic sample and to be able to access additional secondary data. 

Besides, being able to employ, for instance, blind taste experiments or eye-tracking softwares would have 

made possible to examine consumer’s perception of unlabelled products and observe unbiased consumer 

buying process at point-of-purchase.  

Because of the chosen methodology, it was impossible for participants, in both the interview and the 

survey, to actually judge product performance (taste) without any brand influence. Nonetheless, the brand 

choice seemed to reflect industry data (brands with high brand equity were the market leaders in each 

brand). Furthermore, products were chosen, to any possible extent, to present the same features and 

information (e.g. All coffee being 100% Arabica, produced in Italy, with similar package dimensions). 

Additionally, it would have been valuable to include to the survey more questions related to coffee 

usage imagery in order to confirm interview results. In the same way, it could have been beneficial to 

further inquire about past and future purchase intention for the water segment to confirm assumptions 

emerged from the interviews and better compare it with the other beverage segments.  

 

7.2.Further Developments 

The study offers several perspectives and can therefore be used as complementary to other similar 

studies or as a starting point for future researches.  

For example, the study could be replicated by selecting a different product category, diverse context (e.g. 

B2B purchase decision), or involving a different, broader or more specific statistic population (e.g. 

multicultural group, same gender, a particular age group, etc.).  

In addition, different brands could be chosen, for instance national brands versus foreign brands, or 

brands with strong CSR versus brands with negative or neutral corporate reputation. Furthermore, one 

could investigate on the impact of brand equity on brand extensions or private labels. 

 

Moreover, a different methodology and tools could be used to replicate the study, for instance through 

ethnography or netnography (e.g. observing consumers at point-of-purchase, analysing users’ online 

communities, etc.), eye tracking software, blind tastings, and so on.  

Alternatively, different theoretical frameworks could be used, exploring different brand equity 

dimensions for instance brand personality, brand trust, brand relationship, brand experience, etc. 

 

Moreover, customer-based brand equity could be analysed from the firm perspective, focusing on the 

strategic advantages of brand equity and validating the results of this study by collecting data on firm’s 

return on investment, financial brand value in relation to marketing spent, return on advertisement, etc. 

In this case, it would also be interesting to identify the impact of marketing activities on consumers’ 

evaluation of a brand, examining the consequences of active/passive exposure to advertisement. 
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Furthermore, it would be meaningful to further investigate the way specific brands communicate 

corporate identity through branding and whether or not this corresponds to the brand image buyers 

associate with the brand. 
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