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ABSTRACT 

Consumers’ perception of a brand is an important element of the brand 
management function. An understanding of this perception suggests that 
successful brand management activities require suitable method of brand 
equity measurement. This paper examines existing quantitative secondary 
data to understand consumers’ brand perception at three levels of the brand 
equity measurement: (1) Firm level – measures the brand as a financial asset, 
(2) Product level – compares the price of two products and the price difference 
is brand equity, (3) Consumer Level – examines the perceptions of consumers 
and identifies evidence of consumer-brand associations, brand awareness, 
recall and recognition. The brand equity measurement examined here measure 
the Ceres Fruit Juices brand at the consumer level 3 to seek out evidence of 

consumer brand awareness, recall and recognition. The finding of this review 
shows different level of brand awareness, recall and recognition for different 
products included in the measurement.  

 

INTRODUCTION  

A brand represents the valuable benefits of a product or service that influence consumer 

loyalty. The loyalty enjoyed by customers through the sale of product and the provision of 

service provides security of sustained future revenues to brand owner. These benefits and 

value directly or indirectly accrued is often called brand equity (Kapferer, 2005; Keller, 
2003). Brand equity is therefore the power of a brand that lies in the minds of consumers – 

experiences learned about the brand over time can be in thoughts, words, and actions. 

Building and managing a strong brand in the market is the goal of many organizations 

because it provides a host of benefits to a firm. These benefits include, brand equity, 

competitive marketing actions, larger margins, greater intermediary co-operation and 
management support for brand extension opportunities (Ballester & Aleman 2005:187). 

This notion is further evidenced by the amount of money beverage companies in South 

Africa spends in advertising and promotions. The investment in advertising and promotion 

by South African companies and Ceres Fruit Juices in particular are aimed at both 

improvements in brand awareness, recall and recognition as well as the committed to 

maintaining progressive relationship with business partners.    

Although, brand measurement initiative is costly activities, companies would always find 

the need to develop new tactics to manage and measure brand equity to reduce the risks of 
brand’s failures and the escalation of new product development cost. These two factor 

combined has led to the application of merger and acquisition as a tactical and strategic 

approach to increase brand equity and company value (Richards, Foster & Morgan 1998, 

47:54). For example, the Pionner foods a South African company, acquired Ceres Fruit 

Juices, Continental Beverages, Moirs. This acquisition enables the company to use the 
license to distribute Pepsi. Recently, Ceres Fruit Juice which is a subsidiary of Pioneer 

Foods also acquired Ceres Water Company as part of the overall brand equity strategy 
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(Richards et al, 1998, 47). This acquisition increases the product range with a simultaneous 

increase in customer loyalty and brand equity. This measurement exercise evaluates the 

success of this strategy to identify necessary corrective actions for brand management 

success.    

Despite this fact, the above discussion on brand equity measurement still place consumers 
at the centre of the measurement exercise, although brand equity measurement can also be 

approached at any level levels depending on companies’ profit objective. A cursory look at 

the three levels suggests that consumer insights are necessary in understanding company’s 

position at the first and second level of the measurement scale.   

Firm Level: At this level, brand equity measured the brand as a financial asset. This 

measurement examines the monetary value of the brand to determine its net worth as an 

intangible asset. This can be achieved by taking the value of the firm – its market 
capitalization and subtract tangible assets. The result of this calculation would be 

intangible or the brand equity.   

Product Level: At the product level, brand measurement compares the price of two 

products and the price difference is brand equity.   

Consumer Level: This level examines the perceptions of consumers and identifies evidence 

of consumer-brand associations. This method also examines brand awareness (recall and 

recognition) and brand image (the overall associations that the brand has). Free association 

tests and projective techniques are commonly used to uncover the tangible and intangible 

attributes, attitudes, and intentions about a brand. 

This paper examines brand equity measurement to understand consumers’ brand 

perception and its attendant management implication. The examination also evaluate how 

company’s objectives and management tactics would benefit from an understanding of the 
real question of brand equity measurement and their impact on consumers’ brand 

perception with regard to awareness, recall and recognition. This evaluation relate to 

specific brand equity measurement questions such as: 

• Which brand equity tracking metrics should be applied? 

• Which model should be applied to evaluate the brand equity? 

• Is there a gap in the current brand equity measurement model? 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

In an attempt to address these question, two broad procedures were followed, namely a 

literature study and review of previous quantitative data of the Ceres Fruit Juices brand.  

The literature review comprises books, journals, the Internet and electronic databases. This 
review provides a framework used to determine salient evaluation variables of the levels of 

awareness, recall and recognition that is sufficient for specific product to guarantee 

continuous consumer loyalty. Since both authors come from different (academic and 

practitioner) background, it was necessary to ensure that the Ceres Fruit Juices brand 

benefit from the application of measurement theory is used to understand the different 
levels of consumers’ brand perception variables: awareness, recall, and recognition. While 

the literature study focuses on brand equity measurement, the examination of previous 

empirical data focuses on consumers’ brand perceptions of the products to ascertain their 

individual contribution to brand equity.     

The previous data or secondary data, is the data collected by third party and which already 

exists before the questions were formulated (Blythe 2006:216). Although collected for other 

purposes, secondary data may be helpful in a review or examination such as this to bring 

new perspective to address old brand management challenges (Parasuraman, Grewal & 
Krishnan 2004:92). Proctor (1997:54) maintains that secondary data can be useful in one 

or more of three ways in marketing research:  
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1) During the situation analysis stage, secondary data is a useful source of new ideal 

to solve old research and/or management problems.  

2) Preliminary investigation, secondary data is useful to suggest methods and 
techniques for primary data collection and analysis. 

3) Data reduction stage, secondary data is useful for the interpretation and 

examination old phenomenon.      

The data used in this review offers two important advantages. First, it is less expensive 

compared to new study. Second, researchers spend less time to locate and use the data. 

However, the major drawback of this data is that it often does not exactly match the current 

research problem (Kurtz & Boone, 2006:262). This review however set out to see how 

consumers’ brand perception varies from product to product and the impact of this 
variation on individual product’s awareness, recall and recognition (Parasuraman et al, 

2004:100).  

Ceres Fruit Juices placed 6 questions (3 U&A and 3 CM™) on the Omni Check. It provides a 

robust representation of the Metro population of South Africa aged 18+ methodology: face-

to-face (random suburb sampling):  numbers 2001:representative of adults (18+) in terms of 

area, ethnic group and gender areas: Johannesburg, Pretoria, Durban, Cape Town, Port 

Elizabeth, East London and Bloemfontein. The data from this survey is analysed and 

reported.  

This paper examines the reported data using inductive logic to draw useful contextual 
inferences and present an alternate viewpoint to understand management implication of 

consumers’ brand perception. This method was done manually with references to academic 

theory and best industry practice. The review and examination process led to the 

identification of antidotal evidence of varied degree of product contribution to overall 

company’s brand equity and it forms the main focus for this paper.    

RESULT AND DISCUSSION  

Product vs. brand  

Corporations and corporate executives in the Fast Moving Consumer Goods industry know 

the difference between the terms product and brand. However, most consumers use them 

interchangeably, but, a product is something that tends to offer a functional benefit, where 

as a brand is a name, symbol, design, or mark that enhances the value of a particular 
product or service (Keller, 2003:4).  A product according to Kotler, (1990:21) is anything 

that can be offered to a market for attention, acquisition, use or consumption that might 

satisfy consumers’ need or want. Furthermore, a product is described as a physical good 

(e.g. Fruit Juices, a cereal, tennis racquet, or automobile), service (e.g. an airline ticket, 

banking service or supermarket), person (e.g. political figure, entertainer, professional 

athlete.  

On the other hand, a brand is used to differentiate one product from the other. These 
differences may be rationale and tangible-related to product performance of the brand – or 

more symbolic, emotional, and intangible (Keller, 2003:4). From these definitions it is 

appropriate to conclude that there is difference between a brand and a product. In this 

review, an evaluation of the previous data was done to see how the sample breakdown on 

figure 1 which shows that 27% of the people researched were 18-24 year olds, 29% between 

25-34 years, 28% between 35-49 years and 16% above 60 years. The sample breakdown 
also shows that 52% female were researched and 48% were males. From the sample 

breakdown we also find that 19% were white, 63% were black, 12% coloured and 6% 

Indian. The regional focus also indicates that 55% of the sample was Gauteng , 2% 

Bloemfontein , 18% Cape town, 16% Durban and 8% Port Elizabeth & East London. It can 

be noted that the perception of consumers’ brand equity included in this survey is fairly 

representative of the perception of the measured product and brand.    
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DILUTABLE CATEGORY SUMMARY 

Figure1:  Dilutable categories 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Brand equity 

Aaker (1996:111) defines brand equity as a set of assets and liabilities linked to a brand’s 

name and symbol that adds to or subtracts from the value provided by a product or service 

to a customer. However, many factors can be attributed to the value of the brand for 

example awareness, recall and recognition. Brand equity as a differentiating factor that can 

influence consumers’ response to brand’s marketing activities. In an attempt to define the 
relationship between customers and brands, the term brand equity in the marketing 

literature emerged (Rooney, 1995:49). 

 The emergence of this term, brand equity, stimulated debate amongst academic and 

practitioners producing various other definitions listed below:  

• Brand equity can be discussed from the perspective of the manufacturer, retailer, or the 

customer. While manufactures and retailers differ on the strategic implications of brand 

equity, investors are more united (Abratt, Russell & Geoffrey, 2003:21) to the following 

financially defined concept: 

• A measure of strength of consumer’s attachment to a brand 
• A description of the associations and beliefs the consumer has about the brand 

• Brand Equity has been described as the added value endowed by the brand to the 

product (Myers, 2003:39-51)  

 

In figure 2 below shows that although, Wild Island is the most consumed product in the 

measured category, the consumption of other products in the product portfolio make 

significant contribution to overall brand equity of the Ceres Fruit Juices brand.    

Figure 2: Most consumed products categories 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Users , 71 

Non users, 29 

 
Other

7%

Super 7

2%

Eleven in One

3%

Daly's Premium

9%

Wild Island

28%

Oros

27%

Halls (includes 

Halls Smooth and 

Thick 'n Fruity)

24%



www.ajbms.org   Asian Journal of Business and Management Sciences 

ISSN: 2047-2528                                   Vol. 1 No. 5 [10-20]  

 

©Society for Business Research Promotion   | 14 

The pie chart shows that Wild Island is the most drunk dilutable with 28% consumers in 

the dilutable category drinking Wild Island most often, followed by Oros with 27% , Halls 

24% Daly’s 9% Eleven in one 3% , Super 7 2% and Other brands 7%.  

The pie chart shows that 71% of people in the dilutable category use dilutables and 29% 

don’t use dilutables. As per the table above 26% of the sample indicated that they have 
drunk Wild Island in the past 2 weeks, majority of these respondents were LSM (living 

standard measure) 1-4. And LSM 5-6 attributed to 31% and 33% respectively. The 

consumption is significantly high among the 18-24 year old at 33%. The results also 

indicate that the Wild Island brand is least likely to be drunk by LSM 9-10 only 12% of 

people in LSM 9-10 have drunk Wild island in the past 2 weeks and also least likely to be 

drunk by those aged 50+ only 18% of them drink Wild Island Daly’s is the 4th most 
consumed brand with 8% of consumers. Daly’s consumers lie between LSM 1-4 and LSM 5-

6 who contribute 14 and 12% respectively. Daly’s consumers are more significant on 25-34 

and 35-49 year old these two groups contribute 10% each 

Therefore, brand managers should realise that despite the existence of parity in most 

product categories as a result of “piracy” or look–alike advertising and proliferation of 

brands, parent brand still enjoys some level of equity (Aaker, 1991; Walgreen et al, 1995). 

This phenomenon has resulted in brand managers engaging in various consumers’ research 
to identify the unique positioning of brands for differentiation and competitiveness. The 

promotion of brands by retailers and manufacturers resulted in some instances, the erosion 

of brand equity. To achieve long term sustainability, it is therefore useful to implement long 

term profitability strategies through brand equity measurement like in the case of Ceres 

Fruit Juices. The conduct of this review is a necessary to consolidate brand equity 

measurement as routine function of brand management. Unlike the developments of a 
conceptual model to support and improve the measurement process itself. The literature 

review provided a number of measurement method but, it fails to accede to the salient issue 

of the management function and the contributory/negative effect of not understanding the 

requirement of consumers’ brand perception.  

An understanding of the source of a brand’s equity for the firm and competitors’ brands is 

essential for a brand manager to enhance the brand’s equity relative to those of competitive 

brands. For example, in some categories, a branded products name is considered by 
consumers as the name of category such as “Coke” for a consumer wanting to request a soft 

drink (Keller, 2003:49; Wood, 2000: 662). Another example in South Africa is Colgate which 

has become the category name for anyone that wants to buy tooth paste. The concept of 

brand equity can offer various benefits as shown in figure that feature various product 

categories with varied contribution to brand equity. 

 The benefits of brand equity 

Brand equity increases business value and provides competitive advantages to the 

company. These values and competitive advantages are: 

1) Strong brand simplify purchase decision process, improve success rate for premium 

product pricing and leverage company’s success in new products launch. 

2) The brand name is often interpreted as an indicator of quality and strong brand is a 

promise of quality and satisfaction. 

3) Strong brand equity can be linked to a good image that buyers want to be associated 

with, while higher brand equity leads to greater loyalty from customers and can be 

used for competitiveness.  

Sources of brand equity 

What causes brand equity to exist? How do marketers create brand equity? Customer-

based brand equity occurs when the consumer has a high level of awareness, recall and 

recognition for the brand and holds some strong, favorable, and unique brand associations 
in consumers’ memory (Leiser, 2004:217). In some cases, brand awareness alone is 
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sufficient to result in more favorable consumer response, for example, in low involved 

decision making process where consumers are willing to base their choices merely on 

awareness and familiarity with the brand (Muzellec, & Lambkin, 2006:803).  

In other cases however, the strength, favorability, and uniqueness of the brand associations 

play a critical role in determining the differential response for the brand equity (Mackay, 
2001:38). The measurement of the Ceres Fruit Juices brand equity undertaking in this 

paper collects insightful data from loyal customers to understand brand equity 

performance. Therefore, customers are the main sources of data used in this brand equity 

measurement.   

Furthermore, consumers’ brand perception can be regarded in the same way as a 

representative version of the product or service. This is also true for products and services 

in other category. Whilst consumers’ perception remains an important element of brand 
equity measurement, their response to brand marketing would vary in different marketing 

situation. But, if the brand has some salient and unique associations, then consumer 

response is expected to differ (Keller, 2003:67). However, it is important to note that 

premium brands have a better chance of awareness, recall and recognition, for example, 

Coke and Colgate. 

For branding strategies to be successful therefore, consumers should be convinced of the 

relevance of management strategies used to develop and promote individual product and 

service. This conviction is relevant in understanding and developing consumers’ interest on, 
and loyalty to the brand. Therefore, brand equity is created, if consumers are convinced 

that there are meaningful differences among brands in the product or service category 

(Chernatony, 1997:58; Keller, 2003:67). In the beverage category where Ceres Fruit Juices 

is operating the dilutable beverages like Oros and Wild Island are faced with proliferation of 

new products that gradually erode the value of brands. The key to branding in these 
product categories therefore, is the degree to which the understanding of the consumers’ 

perception is used to support and promote brand management function.  

Thus, establishing high brand awareness and a positive brand image in the consumer 

memory in terms of strong, favourable, and unique brand associations is important (Keller, 

2003:67). Atilgan, Aksoy and Akinci (2005: 237) reiterate that customers’ based brand 

equity occurs when the consumer has a high level of awareness and familiarity with the 

brand and holds some strong, favourable, and unique brand associations in memory. The 

challenge to brand managers is thus to ensure that they understand how much equity 
about their brands is captured in consumers’ mind. This means that they have to embark 

on rigorous brand measurement and review of the consistently and coherence of 

consumers’ brand perception. 

Measuring brand equity 

The methods for measuring brand equity usually are financial or consumer related. The 

most common is financial in which the measures focuses on stock prices or brand 

replacement (Myers, 2003:50). Simon and Sullivan (1993:33) have also used the movements 

of stock prices to understand the dynamic nature of brand equity. This understanding is 

usually based on the theory that the stock market reflects future prospects for brands 
through price fluctuation during trading. Mahajan et al (1991:48) noted that investors have 

also used the potential value of brand equity to acquire existing firm.   

 

Another financial measure is only applicable when launching a new product and this is 

based on brand replacement or the requirements to establish a new brand and is 
determined by probability for success (Simon & Sullivan, 1993:33). An interesting example 

is portrayed in KZN South Africa where Ceres Fruit Juices owns the Daly’s brand which has 

been the number 1 squash brand in that market, however, Halls launched a competitor 

product against Daly’s with the same product benefit and took away 50% of Daly’s share in 

I year. Halls has easily displaced Daly’s brand as the number 1 brand in Kwazulu Natal 

because of Halls brand equity.  
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Figure 3: Product demographics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One of the most publicized financial methods is used by Financial World, in its annual 

listing of world –wide brand valuation (Ourunsoff, 1993:44). Financial World formula 

calculates net brand, related profits, then assigns a multiple based on brand strength, 

(defined as a combination of leadership, stability, trading environment, internationality, 

ongoing direction, communication support, and legal protection)(Myers, 2003:48). 

In the marketing literature, operationalsing brand equity generally falls into two groups: 

Those involving consumer perceptions (such as awareness, recall and recognition) and that 
involving consumer behavior such as brand loyalty and the focus on paying a price 

differential. On the perceptual front, one measurement techniques to understand elements 

of consumers’ brand perception.  Aaker (1991:66) uses consumer preference ratings for a 

branded product versus an unbranded equivalent. Many other authors Louviere and 

Johnson (1998) Yovovich (1998) Sharkey (1989) MacLauchlan and Mulhern (1991) treat 

brand equity as brand name importance, since the name of a brand is often its core 
indicator. Here the researchers are attempting to understand the underlying attitudes 

behind brand equity, which is the basis for brand equity construct. For a manager, these 

attitudes will and do reflect the underlying motivation or incentive for the eventual actions 

of the consumers. The downside is that these measures only do not provide actual market 

place behavior, which is essential for managers to draw conclusions relative to other brands 
and their positioning hence the review of brand equity measurement is timely and relevant 

(Meenagaham, 1995: 22). 

Figure 4: Aided brand awareness, recall and recognition   
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Island consumers despite the fact that it is big region with a lot of dilutable consumers. 

Daly’s results show an enormous concentration of Daly’s consumers in Durban with 35% 

consumers. Daly’s is significantly under-represented in Gauteng 3% Eastern Cape 6% Cape 

Town 1% and Bloemfontein 3%. 

Figure 5: Awareness level 
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CONCLUSSION  
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