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M. BIRD, C CHANNON, and A. S. C. EHRENBERG*



The proportion of people who express an attitude about a given brand generally depends on how recently they have used the brand.



Brand Image and Brand Usage



INTRODUCTION The proportion of people who express a favorable attitude towards a brand is generally higher among its current users than among its former users and lowest among those who have never used it at all. In this paper the form of this relationship and how it depends on the attitude, the brand, and the product-field in question are examined. The relationship between holding an attitude about a particular brand and the recency of using it must be distinguished from two quite different relationships, namely the way attitudes and usage level vary together for different brands [3, 4, 5] and the relation between attitude change and behavioral change within the same people. Assael and Day [1] have recently described an analysis of the latter form, but they primarily reestablished that market shares in successive time periods are correlated without any help from attitudinal variables. Fothergill [9] more critically examined the problem of attitude and behavioral change, and has given earlier references. People's attitudes towards a brand are of importance in understanding consumer needs generally, and more specifically in determining communication objectives in promoting the brand—what to say, and to whom to say it. The Data Analyzed The data analyzed in this paper stem from the Advertising Planning Index (API) of the British Market Research Bureau Ltd. [10]. The API consists of regular quarterly surveys of samples of about 2,000 respondents on the leading half-dozen or so brands of various grocery and drug products. The results referred to in * M. Bird is Publisher with the International Publishing Corporation, C. Channon is Associate Director of the British Market Research Bureau, and A. S. C. Ehrenberg is Professor of Marketing at the London Graduate School of Business Studies and Director of Aske Research Ltd. This article is based on work carried out for the British Market Research Bureau Ltd.



this paper are for a selection of seven difi'erent productfields over the years 1964-66: ready-to-eat cereals, soups, stock cubes and gravy mixes, detergents, indigestion remedies, razor blades and facial tissues. By using large samples, with data from successive surveys aggregated, questions of statistical significance are reduced to minimal importance. The core of the API questionnaire is a battery of five to ten brand image questions and a brand usage question for each product-field. The formulation of the usage question varies by product-field, from the fairly specific "Which of these brands have you bought in the last four weeks?" to the more general "Which makes of [product] do you ever use now?" In the attitudinal questioning a free choice approach is used in which respondents are shown a prompt Ust of brands and asked to associate these with a series of attributes read out one by one. The series forms pairs of attributes which are usually opposites, e.g., "Good for colds" and "Not so good for colds." For each attribute, the respondent is free to mention any number of the listed brands or no brand. The main discussion here is in terms of the number choosing a positive response, e.g., "Good for colds." Results from negative responses are more briefly summarized towards the end of the paper. The results described here necessarily depend on the form of questioning adopted in this data collection process. Numerically different results will be obtained with different measurement techniques, but given the wide range of different conditions covered here—various different brands and products, different attitudes, different usage questions, and difTerent points in time— it is unlikely that other questioning techniques would lead to radically different kinds of relationships. ATTITUDE BY USAGE RECENCY: AN EXAMPLE Consider as an example one particular brand—Brand X—and one particular attitudinal variable, whether or not Brand X is said to be "nourishing." The question
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OBSERVED AND PREDICTED PERCENTAGES HOLDING TV/O AHITUDES ABOUT BRANDS X AND Y" Percent hoiding attitude "nourisiiing" Brand X



Current users = 100% Former users = 100% Never-trieds = 100%



Ac



=



A, = An =



Brand Y



Observed



Predicted



(O-P)



Observed



67 35 17



(67) 39 25



(0) -4 -8



30 18 9



Percent iwiding attitude "reasonable



(O-P)



(30) 14



(0) 4 1



8



price"



Brand X



Current users = 100% Former users = 100% Never-trieds = 100%



Predicted



Brand Y



Observed



Predicted



(O-P)



Observed



Predicted



(O-P)



A, =



42 19 7



(0) -2 -4



28 13



An =



(42) 21 11



(28) 13 7



(0) 0 -1



Ac



=



6



• Predictions of Af and /(„ from Ac using 2.4 log(l - Af) = 4.3 ]og(l - An) = log(l - Ac).



is how the number of people saying that they hold this attitude about the brand is related to the recency of their using the brand. This example will introduce the basic concepts and the general pattern of results. The proportion of people giving a positive response that Brand X is "nourishing" is examined for the three different usage groups generally differentiated in the API surveys, current users, former users, and nevertrieds of Brand X. For a given Attitude A, say, we denote the proportion of people in each usership subgroup who hold the attitude by the symbols Ac, Af and A,,, so that Ac = The proportion of current users of Brand X who hold Attitude A about it, Af = The proportion of former users of Brand X who hold Attitude A about it, A^ = The proportion of never-trieds of Brand X who hold Attitude A about it. In a 1966 API survey, the numerical results for Brand X and the attitude "nourishing" were that Ac was 67 %, Af was 35%, and An was 17%, as shown in Table l.i The proportion who hold the attitude was therefore greater among current users than former users, i.e., Ac > Af . This is in line with general experience and co°mmon sense, but the fact that the proportion who hold the attitude was greater among former users than never-trieds, i.e., that Af > A^ , is not necessarily so obvious. To compare this pattern of results with that for other brands and attitudes, it is useful to consider the I In numerical work percentages are easier to use but in algebraic work proportions are simpler. Symbols and formulae may therefore need to be adjusted by factors of 100, which will usually be self-evident.



following general equations: ]og(l - Ac) = 2.4 log(l = 4.3 log(l -



Af) A,,).



These equations are expressed in terms of the proportions of those not holding the Attitude A. They say that this proportion (1 — Ac) of current users is about 2.4 times the proportion (1 — Af) of former users who do not hold the attitude about it and about 4.3 times the corresponding proportion (1 — A,,) among those who had never tried it, when each of these proportions is expressed as a logarithm.^ These numerical coefficients of the two equations were not obtained simply from the data for Attitude A and Brand X (otherwise the fit would be perfect). Instead, these equations (which represent structural or generalizable relationships [7]) were fitted to all the itemized brands and attitudinal variables measured in the given product-field, as discussed more fully in the next section. The justification of the equations is that they give a reasonable fit—or generalize—in three directions: for other brands, for other attitudes, and also—with a change in the numerical coefficients—for other product-fields. We briefly illustrate the first two generalizations in the remainder of this section and discuss the more general fit in the following section. The fit of these equations to the specific data for Brand X and "nourishing" is shown in Table 1. The percentages of former users and of never-trieds who express A^ttitude A are predicted from the fact that 67 % of current users hold this attitude. Thus with Ac = .67 (working in proportions), log(l — Ac) = —.48 and ' The form of this equation has been dictated by a general tendency for curvature in the observed relationships, but simpler straight line equations can form good approximations in a number of cases.
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2. The numerical values of P and of A'' are the same for other attitudes on this brand. 3. The values of F and A'^ are also the same for other brands in the same product-field. 4. The deviations from these equations are mostly fairly small (but remain of potential interest).



hence log(l -



= log(l - Ac)/2.A = -.48/2.4 = -.20,



and log(l - A,,) = - . 4 8 / 4 . 3 = - . 1 1 . Entering tables of anti-logarithms with —.20 and —.11 gives predicted values of .39 for Af and .25 for A,, , compared with the observed results of .35 and .17 respectively. The agreement with the observed values of Af and An is therefore within about five percentage points, and the equations account for the larger part of the observed 50-point differences between Ac, Af and A,, in Table 1. The same equations also give a good fit regarding Attitude A for other brands in the same product-field. This is also illustrated in Table 1 for another brand, Y, the fit being within a mean deviation of two or three percentage points. (The percentage of the population who are current users of Brand Y differs from that for Brand X, but these differences do not affect the attitudinal relationship.) The equations also fit results for other attitudes held about each of these two brands. This is illustrated in Table 1 for "reasonable price," where the degree of fit is again close (a tnean deviation of 2%). These kinds of results generalize to the remaining brands in the product-field and to the other attitudes measured, as will be described below.



The data on which these conclusions are based are for the leading half-dozen or so brands in the seven productfields listed under "The Data Analyzed." About five to ten attitudinal variables were probed for each brand. Estimating the Coefficients The first step is to estimate the numerical values of the coefficients E and TV in the structural equations for a particular product-field. From the equation: log(l - Ac) = F l o g d -



THE GENERAL MODEL We now consider these findings in more general terms. The main results are four-fold: 1. The proportions Ac , A, , and An of current users of a brand, of former users, and of never-trieds, who hold any Attitude A about this brand can be related by the equations: log(l - Ac) = Flog(l - Af) = A'^log(l - An), where F and A^ are two numerical coefficients.



Af),



F should be log(l — Ac)/\o%{\ — Af). An equation of this kind does not generally give a perfect fit for all the data and the values of E calculated in this way for individual brands or attitudes will difier. An overall estimate can therefore be formed by averaging the ratios log(l — Ac)/\og{\ — Af) for the different attitudes and brands in the product-field in question. Similarly, the quantity jVcan be estimated as the average value of log(l — Ac)/log(l — A,,). The resultant estimates are, however, unduly sensitive to ratios where the values of log(l — Af) and Iog(l — A,,) in the denominator are very small. An estimating procedure which is statistically more stable and also computationally simpler is first to work out the three total (or average) values of log(l — Ac), log(l — Af) and log(l — An) across all attitudes and brands, and then to form the two ratios: E = Slog(l



-



-



N = 2log(l



-



- A,,).



Af),



Even with this estimating procedure some care has to be taken not to let an isolated discrepant value swing



Table 2 VALUES OF F AND N IN LOG{1 - Ad = F LOG(1 - Af) AND LOG(1 AVERAGE VALUES OF Ac, Af, AND An



Ac) = N LOG(1 -



An) AND



Product Average



F N



/



//



ttt



IV



V



Vt



Vttt



1.9 3.6



2.4 5.0



1.9 5.7



3.6 7.1



2.4 6.1



5.5 6.7



n.l 21.8



4.1 8.0



35 20 10



40 20 10



40 25 10



50 20 10



65 30 15



70 20 15



65 10 5



50 20 10



Average vaiiics of Ac



A, An



Note: Averages across leading brands and all attitude measures in seven product-fields, with Ac , A) , and /(„ rounded to the nearest 5% for clarity.
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Table 3 MEAN DEVIATIONS BETWEEN OBSERVED PERCENTAGES Af OR An AND PREDICTIONS MADE FROM Ac



Average deviation from • predicted A/



Product I'



///



IV



F/



VII 7 10 11 8



5 5 5 3



1st brand 2nd 3rd 4th



2 4 3 2



6 6 5 2



4 2 3 3



6 7 4 2



10 6 7 a



3 2 3 1



Average



3



5



3



5



8



2



9



5



1st brand 2nd 3rd 4th



2 6 4 2



5 3 5 2



5 5 3 2



6 4 2 3



11 9 7 a



1 1 1 1



8 6 10 8



5 5 5 3



Average



3



4



4



4



9



1



8



5



Average deviation from predictedAn



Note: Averages for seven product-fields across all attitude measures, for the first four brands in order of market share, with F and A^ as in Table 2. » Only three brands itemized.



the general estimates o( E or N unduly. The existence of any such exceptional values will of course show up in examining the goodness of fit of the equations. Indeed, whether such overall estimates of E and N are appropriate depends of course on the size and nature of the residual deviations. The Numerical Values of E and N The numerical estimates of E and N for the seven product-fields discussed here are shown in the top half of Table 2. The values vary between product-fields, but A'^ is in all eases greater than F, generally about twice as large. The proportion of former users of a brand who think well of it therefore tends to be higher than the proportion of never-trieds who do so, as has already been noted in the specific examples of Table 1 in the previous section. These are defined essentially as follows: Current users of Brand X are those who say "Brand X" to the question "Which of these brands [prompt list] have you bought in the last four weeks?" Former users of Brand X are those who do not claim to have used the brand in the last four weeks but who name Brand X when asked "Any others you have ever tried?" Never-trieds are the remainder of the sample. The four-week criterion in this type of usage question is clearly not to be interpreted literally, but it serves to separate the more recent or current users of Brand X from the rest.



The former user category is a heterogeneous one. It includes those who have given up using Brand X altogether as well as its relatively infrequent users (i.e., those who tend to use it from time to time, but who did not happen to do so in the four weeks or so covered by the question). Former users of a major brand usually constitute at least 50% of consumers in the market for the product; they form the largest potential market, at least in that they outnumber both current users and never-trieds. The never-tried category may include some who used the brand a long time ago (especially since the definition of never-tried does not rest on any explicit claim never to have used the brand). The variation in E and N between products means that the gaps between the three usership groups tend to be wider in some product-fields than in others. This appears to be due to marked product-field differences in Ac, the proportion of current users of each brand who think well of it, as is shown in the lower part of Table 2. In contrast, the average values of Af and /(„ hardly vary from product to product: on average, about 20% of former users and about 10% of never-trieds respond favorably, irrespective of how well current users of the brand think of it. The values of E and A^ in the present data are therefore correlated with the average values of Ac in each product-field (i.e., across all brands and attitudes). The Overall Degree of Eit The values of E and N estimated in this way may be regarded as constant for the product-field in question just to the extent to which the model log(l — Ac) = Flog/(1 — Af)^ = A''log(l — An) with these two values does in fact give an adequate fit for all the different attitudes and brands. The average fit of the equations is to within about five percentage points, as shown in Table 3. The degree of fit shows little if any variation with market-share, but does vary between product-fields, roughly in line with the maximum range of values of Af or An for different brands and attitudes in each field.



Table 4 DEVIATIONS FROM THE VALUE OF Af GIVEN BY LOG(1 Af) = (1/2.4)LOG(1 A J FOR FOUR DIFFERENT AHITUDES O N BRAND X



Percent of former users of Brand X iwiding attitude Observed Predicted from Ac Difference



Attitude Reasonable price 18 19 -1



Nice taste 19 23 -4



Has food value



Nourisiiing



28 29



35 39



-1



-4



Average



25 28



-3
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DEVIATIONS FROM THE VALUE OF Af GIVEN BY LOG(1 - Af) = (1/2.4)LOG(1 - Ad FOR THE "NOURISHING" AHITUDE O N FOUR LEADING



Percent of former users of a brand saying it is "nourisiiing" Observed Predicted from Ac DifTerence



BRANDS IN A PRODUCT-FIELD



CERTAIN



Four leading brands Average



1st



2nd



3rd



4th



37 30



35 39



18 14



20 16



28 25



7



-4



4



4



3



For Product I, for instance, the percentage of former users of a brand who hold favorable attitudes about it varies on average from 8% to 50% between different brands (a range of about 40 points), and these values can be predicted to within a mean deviation of ± 3 % from the values of Ac for current users. The model therefore represents the major components of how holding an attitude on a brand varies with usage experience of the brand. This makes it possible to examine the residual values for specific brands and specific attitudes for meaningful patterns, as discussed in the next section. BRAND DEVIATIONS AND ATTITUDE DEVIATIONS Although the average deviations from the relationships are generally fairly small, the individual deviations are by no means all negligible in size. Many are certainly statistically significant, given relatively large sample sizes (e.g., 2,000 respondents per survey, with aggregation over successive surveys). The problem is to know how to interpret such deviations in marketing terms. Some specific examples are discussed elsewhere [2], but here we consider cases where the deviations contain systematic features relating to specific brands or to specific attitudes. For simplicity we focus on current users and on former users, but the same considerations apply also to the never-tried category. Brand Deviations A brand deviation is a situation where attitude levels among former users of a particular brand differ in the same direction from levels predicted from current users. This occurs for a minority of brands. One such case is illustrated in Table 4 for Brand X. For each of four different attitudinal variables, the observed response level among former users of Brand X is a little lower than predicted by log(l — Af) = (1/2.4) log(l - Ac). Former users of Brand X there-



fore differ more from current users in their attitudes about the brand than for other brands in the productfield. The differences in Table 4 are numerically small, but the pattern is consistent. Numerically more dramatic brand deviations occur when the product category under examination embraces brands of somewhat different product formulation. Thus in one product-field the more modern and expensive brands tend to show positive deviations, while the older brands show negative deviations. In other words, current and former users of the newer brands tend to agree on the qualities of these brands, while current and former users of the older brands are more prone to disagree about them. (It may be relevant here that the former user category is made up of infrequent users as well as past users who have fully discarded the brand, since the relative proportions of these are likely to vary between older and newer brands [3, 6]). There appears also to be something of a brand leader effect, in that the brand leader tends to have a higher level of positive response among its former users than indicated by its score among current users on the log-log basis. This is more than a case of the log-log type of relationship not quite fitting for larger brands as such, because the effect seems to occur essentially for the largest brand in each product-field. A ttitude Deviations Attitude deviations are situations where the discrepancy pattern for a given attitude is consistent across the different brands in the product-field. This is illustrated in Table 5 for the "nourishing" attitude. For most brands (but not Brand X in this case), the observed percentage of favorable responses among former users is several percentage points higher than that predicted by the general relationship log(l — Af) = (1/2.4) log(l — Ac). In other words, the observed proportion of former users who regard the brand as "nourishing" tends to be relatively close to the proportion of current users who regard it as such, compared Table 6 RESIDUAL DEVIATIONS OF OBSERVED FROM PREDICTED PERCENTAGE OF FORMER USERS V / H O HOLD AN ATTITUDE, ALLOWING FOR SYSTEMATIC BRAND



AND



IMAGE



DEVIATIONS



Four leading brands Ist



2nd



3rd



4tii



Average



2 -3 0 -1 4 -3



-6 2 2 0 0 0



3 0 -3 4 -4 -2



-1 0 -1 -2 -2 4



ooooo o



Table 5



0



0



0



0



0



tmage variabies



"Nourishing" "Reasonable price" "abc" "def" "Imn" "pqr" Average
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Table 7 PERCENTAGES HOLDING POSITIVE, NEGATIVE, OR NEUTRAL AHITUDES O N "NOURISHING" ABOUT BRAND X



Positive"



Negative



Neutral



Brand X



AU



nourisiiCurrent users Former users Never-trieds



image variables and for four leading brands in one of the product-fields covered here. Such residuals provide the basis from which one can try to extract those image variables which differentiate the current, former, and never-tried usage groups for a specific brand more sharply than for other brands, as discussed more fully elsewhere [2].



67 35 17



7 10



SOLE USERS



sponse) 36 55 75



100% 100% 100%



» As in Table 1.



to gaps between former and current users' levels for other attitudes. A fairly general tendency is for attitudinal variables which relate to the brand's performance (e.g., factors like taste, flavor, or value for money, which in effect evaluate the product at its stated function) to show negative deviations from the normal relationship—they discriminate relatively sharply between current and former users for each brand. The case illustrated in Table 5 (for "nourishing") is an exception to this tendency and typifies the kind of deviation which may warrant further attention in the practical marketing situation. In contrast, more purely descriptive, non-evaluative attitudes (e.g., relating to the appeal of" the packaging) seem more likely to lead to positive deviations. That is, current and former users disagree somewhat less often on these questions than on those on product performance. (In one case, a change of question wording from "good value for money" to "reasonable price" led to a change from negative to positive deviations, i.e., the current and former users of each brand were less prone to disagree on the blander "reasonable price" than on the performance-oriented "good value for money" wording.) From the practical point of view of selecting image variables for a promotional platform, a variable which differentiates current users and nonusers of one's own brand will provide no distinctive story for this brand if it does the same for each brand in the product-field. But even if there is not much point in making such a product claim explicitly in the advertising, it must at least not be contradicted. Residual Deviations After Attitude Deviations



Allowing for



Brand and



After allowing for systematic brand factors across attitudes and systematic image factors across brands, certain residual deviations from the log-log relationship remain. These are illustrated in Table 6 for a half-dozen



The user groupings analyzed so far are rather broad. In some of the data the current user category had been divided into two subcategories for each brand by the degree of brand loyalty shown. Thus sole users of a brand, who used no other brand at the time, were distinguished from its multi-brand users, i.e., current users who reported to be currently using at least one other brand in the product-field as well. The general finding is that a higher proportion of sole users than of multi-brand users holds favorable attitudes about the brand, but the differences are relatively small (compared with those between current and former users). The relationship takes the same log-log form as before, but the numerical coefficients are different, and generally much lower than the values of E for current and former users in Table 2. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DIEEERENT ATTITUDES Having established the general pattern of results for the various favorable attitudes towards each brand, and since the coefficients E and TV in the equations for the different attitudes are the same, it is easy to combine the equations. For example, for two Attitudes A and B towards Brand X: log(l - Ac) = Flog(l - Af), and



log(l - Be) = Flog(l - Bf). We can therefore interrelate the proportions of current and former users of the brand which hold the two attitudes by expressing Be, for example, in terms of Table 8 VALUES OF F AND N IN LOG(1 N LOG(1 -



Negative attitudes F N



Ac) = F LOG(1 -



Af) =



An) FOR NEGATIVE AHITUDES



Product V



VI



K//



age



.7



.1



1.0



1.6



3.0 1.3



.3 .4



1.1 1.3



I



i7



hU



IV



1.0 1 .3



1 .0 1 .5



1 .0 2 .0
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Table 10



Ac, Af , and Bf , viz.: LACK



log(l - B,) = log(l - Ac) log(l The proportion of current users of Brand X who hold Attitude B about it should therefore depend on the proportion of current users who hold Attitude A and on the proportion of former users who hold the two attitudes. A noteworthy feature of this relationship is that it contains no numerical coefficients. Whether this form of equation in fact provides an adequate fit to the data requires direct reanalysis of the data, which is outside the scope of the present paper. The point is that the initial log-log relationships f'or each attitude were not exact ones, so that the deviations in question could throw up clusters or systematic biases when the data are expressed in the above form. Indeed, a small number of systematic attitude deviations have already been noted earlier. Direct analysis of the relationships between attitudes along the lines indicated in this section will therefore provide a simple way of studying further the adequacy and meaning of the log-log type of model. NEGATIVE ATTITUDES So far in this paper we have considered attitude variables which express positive or favorable views to the brand in question. These attitudes are, however, also measured in a negative form in the API surveys. For "nourishing," for example, the two complementary forms of questioning are: Positive: "Which of these brands [prompt list] would you say is nourishing?" Negative: "Which of these brands would you say is less nourishing?" The respondent in faet has three choices on any attitude: positive, negative, and neutral (if the brand is not mentioned at all). This third degree of freedom means that the pattern of negative responses need not simply mirror the positive ones. A typical example of results—for "nourishing" and Brand X—is shown in Table 7. The level of negative Table 9 CORRELATION BETWEEN SYSTEMATIC ACROSS BRANDS FOR POSITIVE AND



DEVIATIONS NEGATIVE



VERSIONS OF THE SAME AHITUDES



Attitude



Average deviations across brands



A



B



C



D



E



age



Positive version Negative version



11 2



8 3



1 6



-5 1



-14 -12



0 0



Aver-



Note: Product V: the correlation is —.8; deviations for the negative version are shown with their sign reversed for clarity.



OF



CORRELATION



BETWEEN



SYSTEMATIC



DEVIATIONS ACROSS ATTITUDES FOR POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VERSIONS



Average deviations across all attitudes



1st



2nd



3rd



Average



Positive versions Negative versions



9 1



-2 -3



-5 2



0 0



Brand



Note: Product V: the correlation is —.1. Deviations for the negative versions are shown with the sign reversed.



responses is markedly lower than that of positive responses. This is found with most attitudes and most brands, especially the leading ones. The proportion of negative responses tends to be highest among former users, although fewer of these usually hold the attitude negatively than positively (except for brands with a small market share). In any case, not all informants give either a positive or negative response. The neutral response is particularly large among never-trieds (e.g., 75 % for Brand X and "nourishing"). In general, the relationship between the proportions of current, former, and never-users holding a negative attitude can be represented by the same form of loglog equations as for positive attitudes. Table 8 gives the values of F and A^' for the seven product-fields discussed previously. They are much lower than for positive attitudes (where they averaged at F = 4 and A^ = 8, as in Table 3). For Products I, II, and III the value of E is unity, and the relationship log(l — Ac) — Flog(l — Af) simplifies the Ac = Af, but the log-log formulation holds more generally and is therefore the simplest to use. The degree of fit of the log-log relationship for negative attitudes is to within a mean deviation of about five percentage points. This is the same size as for positive attitudes (see Table 3), but relative to the low incidence of negative attitudes, it represents a sizeable amount of unexplained residual variation. In those cases where there are systematic deviations from the log-log relationship for a given attitude across different brands, the deviations for the positive and negative versions of an attitude tend to be correlated and of roughly the same numerical size. Thus if there is a systematic tendency in a given product-field for a particular positive attitude to be held by p% more former users of each brand than is predicted from the current users' positive attitude, then about 77%/ewe/former users than predicted will hold the negative attitude, although the detailed agreement in all cases is certainly not perfect. This correlational tendency is illustrated in Table 9. In contrast, systematic brand deviations for positive
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Table 11 AN EXCEPTIONAL PRODUCT-FIELD WITH STRONG CORRELATION BETWEEN BRANDS FOR POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE BRAND DEVIATIONS



Average deviations across all attitudes Positive version Negative version



1st



2nd



3rd



4th



5th



Average (approximate)



5 4



5 2



3 1



-4 -5



-5 -5



0 0



Brand



Note: Product VII: the correlation is —.98. Deviations for the negative versions are shown with their sign reversed.



and negative attitudes are generally uncorrelated. In other words, if a relatively high proportion of former users of a particular brand hold positive attitudes compared with the proportion of current users, then there is not necessarily any corresponding tendency in the relative proportions of the current and former users who hold the attitude negatively. This lack of correlation is illustrated in Table 10. Table 11, however, shows an exceptional product-field, the only one found so far, where systematic brand deviations for the positive and negative attitudes are highly correlated. DISCUSSION In the long run, the real usefulness of brand image data depends on the extent to which it can explain differences in buying or usage behavior for each brand. In this sense usage (or buying) must be the criterion variable in brand image studies. Indeed, it is common in interpreting brand image data to compare users and non-users of each brand. In this article we have carried through such comparisons systematically. The main result is that the proportion of current users of a brand who hold an attitude about it is systematically related to the proportions of former users and never-trieds who hold the attitude. The mathematical form of the relationship will depend on the measurement techniques used, but the general pattern of results appears highly generalizable for product-fields where repeat purchasing is an important feature of normal buying behavior. Within a given product-field, a single pair of equations therefore accounts for the major variations, with two coefiicients which are the same for all brands (irrespective of the relative numbers of current, former, or never-users) and for all attitudes (irrespective of the relative proportions of users holding each attitude). The two numerical coefficients in the equations do, however, vary by product-field. This reflects the extent



to which the users of any brand tend to react to it more favorably (relative to non-users of the brand) in one product-field than in another. In formulating promotional policies in terms of consumers' attitudes, a basic assumption might be that non-users of a brand need to be persuaded to share the same set of images as its users, so that they will then become users. A major advertising objective might be to promote the image factors which most differentiate the consumers whom one is trying to influence from those one already has. The problem then is whether to foster attitudes which for almost any brand are held by a higher proportion of users of the brand than of non-users, or attitudes which separate users and non-users of one's own brand more sharply than users and non-users of other brands. These two aims are not necessarily compatible. A deeper question is whether changes in any such attitudinal factors do in fact produce changes in behavior. This question still needs to be answered. It can be tackled better after having first started to understand the cross-sectional relationships between attitudinal and usage variables (including specific deviations for particular brands or attitudes). Some early steps of descriptive analysis or model building in this cross-sectional area have been outlined in this article. Whether the log-log relationships employed here will in the long run provide the most suitable form of expressing the empirical patterns in question will have to be established in future work. REFERENCES 1. H. Assael and G. S. Day, "Attitudes and Awareness as Predictions of Market-Share," Journal of Advertising Research, 8 (December 1968), 4-10. 2. M. Bird and C. Channon, "Brand Usage, Brand Image, and Advertising Policy," Admap, 6 (December 1969) 27-46; 7, (January 1970), 28-32. 3. M. Bird and A. S. C. Ehrenberg, "Intention-to-Buy and Claimed Brand-Usage," Operations Research Quarterly, 17 (December 1966), 27-46, and 18 (March 1967), 65-6. 4. , "Non-Awareness and Non-Usage," Journal of Advertising Research, 6 (December 1966), 4-8. 5. , "Consumer Attitudes and Brand Usage," Journal of the Market Research Society, 12 (in press). 6. A. S. C. Ehrenberg, "The Neglected Use of Data," Journal of Advertising Research, 7 (April 1967), 2-7. 7. , "The Elements of Lawlike Relationships," Journal of t/ie Royal Statistical Society, A 131 (1968), 280-329. 8. , "Towards an Integrated Theory of Consumer Behaviour," Journal of the Market Research Society, II (October 1969), 305-37. 9. J. E. Fothergill, "Do Attitudes Change Before Behavior?" Proceedings, XXI ESOMAR Congress, Brussels, 1968. 10. T. Joyce, "Setting Targets in Advertising Research," Journat of the Market Research Society, 7 (January 1965), 10-27.
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