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Abstract
Purpose – This experimental research seeks to offer a method for measuring the respective product and brand contributions to the global perceived
quality dimension in the case of five brands of orange juices.
Design/methodology/approach – The disconfirmation of expectations approach method was used which employs the mismatch between expected
and blind evaluation of a product. The assimilation effects (when the perceived quality of the product tends to be congruent with the expected quality
attributed to the brand) and the contrast effects (when the perceived quality of the product is influenced negatively by the brand) were measured.
Findings – Results indicate an assimilation effect for the national brands, particularly strong with the most preferred brand, and a non-significant
brand effect for the retailer’s brand, although both products were rated the same in the blind evaluation.
Practical implications – From a theoretical and methodological point of view, the research suggests that global measures of perceived quality may be
more appropriate tools than analytical constructs from product attributes when evaluating brand equity.
Originality/value – A general experimental design of the disconfirmation of information is offered in order to evaluate the share of the product and
the brand in the consumer assessment of the perceived quality of a brand. This design places the respondents in two successive cognitive processes
when they evaluate the brand and the product, which explains the assimilations and/or contrast effects which have been observed.
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Introduction

In the case of food consumption, surveys indicate that

consumers explain that their choice is mostly influenced by

the taste of the product, or its nutritional properties, rather

than by more extrinsic cues such as the brand or the

packaging. At the same time, these consumers are also ready

to pay more for branded food products, and indeed

demonstrate brand fidelity because they believe that their

brand offers a good “value for price” balance. In the mind of

the consumers, there is a link between perceived quality and

brands. As a matter of fact, in his book Building Strong Brands,

Aaker (1996a, p. 324) states that perceived quality explains

“80% of the perceived value of a brand “. Perceived quality is

one dimension of the brand equity, defined by the Marketing

Science Institute (Leuthesser, 1988) as the associations and

behaviours of the consumers that lead branded products to

obtain higher volumes and margins than those that would be

obtained without the brand. Since then, numerous pieces of

literature have endeavoured to modelize this concept of brand

asset, operationalize its dimensions and find adequate
measurements of them.
One issue, however, seems to be open to further questions.

Many authors wonder whether the perception of the quality is

related to the product itself or to the brand (Merunka, 2002;
Kapferer, 2005). The assessment of the quality is a global

process, rather an analytical one (Zeithaml, 1988), and

therefore is not easy to separate the two. “When developing
brand equity, what is the share of the product performance,

of the objective and tangible attributes, on one hand, and
the intangible attributes, on the other hand?” (Keller and

Lehmann, 2006, p. 741).
The contribution of this study relates to the abundant

research on consumer based brand equity (contrasting with
research on firm based approaches), with a focus on perceived

quality as a dimension of brand equity. More specifically, the

attempt is made to evaluate the share of brand equity that can
be attributed to the product (“tangible”, “objective”,

“intrinsic” attributes), and the share of brand equity that
may be attributed to the brand (“intangible”, “extrinsic”,

“subjective” attributes). The change between the sensory
perception of a product at blind level and its perception with

the knowledge of the brand is analyzed. It is postulated that, if

the brand dominates the global evaluation, this means that the
brand equity is higher than in the case where the consumer

uses “intangible” attributes to make their evaluation. This
analysis is based on the disconfirmation of expectations

(Anderson, 1973; Schifferstein et al., 1999) which the
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experimenter observes whether the extrinsic cue (the brand)

tends to modify the quality assessments made by the
consumers at the blind level. Our experiments use orange
juices that have been tested on a sample of 109 students.
The paper is organized as follows: the first section covers a

brief literature review on brand equity measurement,
specifically the key papers that address the question of the
interactions between intrinsic and extrinsic attributes. The
second section, presents the general experimental approach of
disconfirmation of expectations and the findings from this

research. This approach is often multidisciplinary and
involves the perception processes that are at work in a
product tasting situation. We then present the experimental
design with the results that have been obtained. A discussion
of the findings concludes the article.

Brand quality or product quality? A literature
review

In a recent updating paper on brand equity, Keller and
Lehmann (2006) cover a range of findings and pending issues,

with a specific focus on the relative role of tangible and
intangible attributes in the constitution of brand equity. This
literature underlines the fact that these two constituents of the
brand are of a different nature. The former relates to
functional and intrinsic attributes of the product itself,
whereas the latter tends to be global and relates to the benefits

perceived (Keller, 1993; Park and Srinivasan, 1994). Myers
(2003), among others, suggests that the effect of these two
sets of attributes should be distinguished. Finally “how can
we measure the share of the utility of the brand not explained
by the product attributes?” (Shocker and Weitz, 1988).
Dealing with food and beverage products, the taste and its

sensory dimensions are usually mentioned by customers as
determinant constituents of perceived quality. Indeed,
Anselmsson et al. (2007), experimenting on grocery products,

conclude that “taste”, “texture”, “odour”, “appearance” of the
products and their package are indeed explicative of the brand
equity. It should be considered, however, with Zeithaml (1988)
that the perceived quality is the global outcome of the
experience of the different sensory stimuli (i.e. acidity,

sweetness, bitterness, aromas. . .), that the consumer is rather
unable to analyse, but that can be used as a global assessment of
the competitive quality of a brand, even when they state that
these sensory constituents are important in their decision
making. In reality, two difficulties are being faced here.
The first one is that many of the findings are based on

declarations from the consumers, and do not result from
actual exposure to the product. When asked about their
choice making, it is quite expected that a consumer would

rationalize their preference by resorting to sensory attributes.
However, a great number of studies in the field of food
preference and liking show that consumer assessments of
experienced quality differ from expected quality. Expected
quality is defined here as the level of quality attributed to a

product where extrinsic cues such as the brand, the region of
origin, and the components are included. One of the reasons
is that the cognitive processes at work in an experiment and in
a declaration situation are fundamentally (Brochet, 2001)
different. In an experimental situation, in the absence of

extrinsic information on the product, human senses are
inefficient when analyzing the sensory stimuli or even when
distinguishing among them (Bende and Nordin, 1997;

Cardello and Sawyer, 1992). Extrinsic information opens

the range of cognitive representations and helps the consumer
exert his quality judgement.
The second difficulty is that the experimental design of much

research does not allow for a distinction between the product

attributes and the brand attributes. For instance, Pappu et al.
(2005) have experimented a brand equitymeasurement scale of

the Aaker’s (1996b) model, using the attributes of the products
under testing (cars and TV sets). Indeed, it appears that the

differences among the brands are correlated to these attributes.
Would these results be different if the products were evaluated

under an anonymous form? In fact, it is possible to measure the
power of the brand to create quality assessments (which is

indeed useful) but many of these findings fail to measure the
“difference” between perceived quality of the brand and the

perceived quality of the product, which is the starting point of a
true measure of the brand equity.
Numerous methodological paths have been explored in

order to measure brand equity and its dimensions. Three of
them may be identified.
A first one consists of measuring the utilities of attribute

combinations associated to brand names through a conjoint

analysis design (Louviere and Johnson, 1988). This approach
has seen further development with the discreet choice method

(Louviere et al., 2000). This method has been notably used by
Perrouty et al. (2006) and Lockshin et al. (2006) for the

measuring of utilities deriving from brands and origin names
of wines, and the interaction among products and brand

attributes. This type of method allows an analytical approach
of consumer choices from simulated individual choice tasks,

and compares the utility of the brand (or region of origin)
with other product attributes. However, it does not permit the

inclusion of intrinsic attributes such as the taste components
of a food product. From a methodological point of view,

Green and Srinivasan (1978) bring up the fact that
experimental designs may include combinations of attributes
that are unrealistic, thus discouraging the respondents and

may entail external validity problems.
A second type of method consists of measuring brand value

from actual consumers’ choices, using panel data. Using the
powder detergent market as an illustration, Kamakura and

Russell (1993) have built a model that compares the price
differences of the different brands purchased by the panellists,

taking into accountmeasures of advertising pressure during the
period preceding the purchase, and measures of the salience of

in-store promotions at the moment of purchase. Thus their
model explains price differentials with the combination of

tangible and intangible attributes. Similarly with choice model
designs, this method calculates utilities deriving from these

attributes and may help understand the relative performance of
brands in a givenproduct category.However, it is not possible to

separate the performance of the product and its tangible
attributes, on the one hand, and the performance of the brand

and its intangible representations, on the other.
A third experimental lead is explored by Park and Srinivasan

(1994). These authors measure brand equity as a construct
resulting from the difference between the consumers’
“subjective preference” and “objective preference”). The

former is the overall preference for a given brand and
the latter is the preference measured with a combination of

attributes of a product, in the absence of brand indications.
These two measures (subjective, objective) are quite different

in nature. Product attributes (objective measures) are
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evaluated by experts, whereas brand preferences are evaluated

by the consumers. This method of course resorts to an
intersubject analysis of sample differences, and Jourdan
(2001) have proposed improvement to this method through
repeated experimental design tests on a same group of
respondents, in order to obtain intra-subject data. The brand

name is successively absent and present in the combination of
attributes presented to the respondents. It is interesting to
note that some of the products that are tested are food
products, and that the objective attributes include hedonic
scores obtained through actual tasting of the products. The

predictive validity of the model is tested against market shares.
All three approaches refer more or less explicitly to the

purchase model of Tybout and Hauser (1981) based on the
sequence perception-preference-choice. This model

postulates that intrinsic (tangible) product attributes and
extrinsic (intangible) attributes influence the global
perception of the product, which entails a favourable
attitude modulated by the consumption situation, and
results in a choice decision, modulated by the stimulating

attributes at purchase point (price, promotions, external
constraints. . .).
Many authors have challenged the predictive value of such

models, and contend that the consumers’ evaluation of
product quality is more global than analytical (Hirschman and
Holbrook, 1982; Zajonc and Markus, 1982). As a matter of
fact, the brand can be used by consumers as a cue exerting a
halo effect on tangible attributes of the product (Wilkie and

Pessemier, 1973) in order to create a congruent situation
between the choice decision and the attributes of the product
(Feldman and Lynch, 1988). When it comes to food
products, there is an abundance of literature demonstrating
that extrinsic information on a product may extensively

modify the perception of its sensory attributes and that the
hedonic scores are hardly ever predicted by the sensory
components of the taste (Maga, 1974; Pangborn, 1960;
Schifferstein et al., 1999), Tuorila et al., 1994).
Incidentally, in the particular case of food products, specific

difficulties are encountered in making the consumers’
perceived quality of a product taste operative. As opposed
to many types of products, where functional and tangible
attributes may be described with descriptive and pictorial

representations in experimentation on consumers, taste
cannot be described in words or pictures and must be
experienced by the consumers.
Finally, similar to the three approaches just cited, our

objective is to measure the share of consumer preference that
can be attributed to the brand and to its intangible attributes,
as well as the share of the preference that can be attributed
to the product attributes. Unlike the aforementioned
approaches, the consumers’ perceived quality with a global

hedonic score is made operative, rather than a construct using
the analytical attributes of the product. An experimental
design with repeat measures is used on a same group of
respondents, but a sequential choice model is not assumed.

The disconfirmation model and its theoretical
bases

Many researchers have analysed the influence of the
information on the consumers’ perceived quality of a food

or beverage product (Schifferstein et al., 1999; Deliza and
MacFie, 1996; Tuorila et al., 1994; Lange et al., 1999 to name

a few). In general, the procedure is as follows: First, products

are tasted in blind conditions. The respondents are then asked

to give an assessment of the expected value of the information

under test, such as the brand, the region of origin, product-

specific components or production processes. . . Finally, the

same subjects taste the products with the information. The

researcher measures the effect of the expected value of a

brand on the changes of quality perception between the blind

and full information test. This effect can be considered to

reflect the brand equity value.
The extrinsic information stimulates positive or negative

quality expectations towards the product. For example, X

brand is perceived as a good brand from a gustative point of

view, whereas Y brand is supposed to offer lower quality

products. These expectations are generally different

(disconfirmed) from the experienced quality in blind

conditions. This can be explained by the different cognitive

contexts of each situation, with a range of available cues that

are quite different in terms of informative and diagnostic

power (Brochet, 2001). However, it is assumed that the blind

tasting allows for the true evaluation of the hedonic value of

the product.
Then, when tasting the product with the full information,

this hedonic evaluation may change in various proportions.

These changes may be interpreted according to two basic

mechanisms.
The first one is an “assimilation” effect, positive or

negative, whenever the change of the product evaluation is

in the same direction as the expected value of the information

(cases 1a and 1b). The second is a “contrast” effect, positive

or negative, whenever the change of the product evaluation in

the opposite direction of the expected value (case 2a and 2b).

These assimilation/contrast effects can be interpreted as

mechanisms by which the subjects try to adapt

psychologically to their environment. However, both

mechanisms are not symmetrical (Anderson, 1973;

Schifferstein et al., 1999). Assimilation may be interpreted

according to the theories of cognitive dissonance (Festinger,

1957; Hovland et al., 1957). For instance, if the subjects feel

uncomfortable giving a poor evaluation of their familiar

brand, in this case they will adjust their hedonic evaluation in

order to be congruent. Assimilation reflects a situation where

the hedonic score is positively influenced by the brand

(Figure 1, Cases 1). Conversely, a brand with a poor image

may generate a downgrading of the hedonic scores (Figure 1,

Cases 2).
The contrast situation is slightly different. It is theorized

that the information creates a stimulating expectation

(Bruner, 1957) that is challenged by the actual experience

of the product (Helson, 1964). For instance an unknown

brand, or a brand that is considered as low quality, may create

a surprising experience and hence entail an over-evaluation of

the product (2a). Conversely, the taste of a brand with a good

reputation may be so disappointing that the subject will

exaggerate the downgrading of the product (2b).
Finally, not only the direction of the effect is indicative

(assimilation/contrast) but also its intensity, which provides a

picture of the influence of the brand on the product

evaluation.
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Methodology

Experiments took place in 2004 and 2005, with eight

successive tasting groups of graduate students from

the Grenoble Management School and the Montpellier

Engineering School of Agronomics, for a total sample size

of 109. Five brands of pressed orange juice had been selected:

one leading national brand strongly associated with citrus

juices (juice/brand1); one national fruit product brand not

particularly known for beverages (two products under this

brand are presented), one product obtained with sanguine

oranges named “juice/brand2”, and one product associating

an organic label named juice/brand4); a retailers brand named

“juice/brand3” and a well known brand in the all beverage

field, named “juice/brand5”. In each group, two successive

tasting sessions were conducted. In the first one, the subjects

were asked to evaluate the juices in blind conditions with one

hedonic scale graded from 1 to 10 (very poor opinion to very

good opinion). Each juice is then evaluated on a 7-grade scale

from very unpleasant to very pleasant in the following

dimensions: colour, acidity, sugar content, bitterness, pulp

content.
The next task in this first phase consisted of evaluating the

respondent’s opinion on how the different orange juice brands

were expected to produce good quality orange juice, again on

a 10 points scale. The questionnaire was completed with

some data describing the respondents in terms of juice

consumption and brand preferences.
To summarize, this first phases allowed hedonic blind

scores and brand expectations to be obtained.

One hour later, respondents were asked to evaluate the

juices once again, but this time they were shown the packages

on a screen with the brands corresponding to each juice. The

same 10 point scale was used (as in the first phase).
For each evaluation a single-item measure was used, since

the consumers’ perceived quality results from a global process

rather than an analytical one. Further, Bergkvist and Rossiter
(2007) compared the predictive value of multi-items

constructs and single-item measures in the case of brand

evaluations. They found that in many situations, and

especially when the constructs are concrete rather than
abstract, single-item measures have the same predictive value

as a multi-item construct.
Juices were served at room temperature in crystal-like

plastic glasses, identified with a three digit random number.

The glasses were randomly disposed, and the subjects could

start with any juice they liked. However, the order of the

juices on the questionnaires was identical for all respondents.
Therefore, although an attempt was made to avoid an order

effect this possible bias could not be controlled.

Results

Because the tests had been spaced over time for different
groups, we first controlled our results for a group effect on our

dependent variable, which was the change of hedonic scores

between the two phases (full-blind). We also looked for an

influence of personal characteristics such as gender and
frequency of juice consumption. The test of intersubject

effects shown in Table I indicates that only the type of juice

and the disconfirmation score have an influence on the

changes (brand-blind), with p values ¼ 0.000.
Table II shows the scores of blind tastings (blind), brand

expectations (brand) and full information (full). Looking in

more details, the situation is contrasted according to the
brands.
Figure 2 synthesizes the assimilation contrast effects for

each brand.
Juice/brand 1. The disconfirmation effect (brand-blind) is

significant at p ¼ 0.01 in the case of this leading brand,

whereas the brand-full quantity is non significant, indicating
that the full evaluation is raised to the expectation level. The

assimilation effect is complete.
Juice/brand 2. The disconfirmation effect (brand-blind) is

significant at p ¼ 0.001, the brand-full quantity is significant.

However, the full evaluation is back to the blind level

indicating that there is no assimilation effect.
Juice/brand 3. The disconfirmation effect (brand-blind) is

negative and significant at p ¼ 0.05, which suggests a possible

contrast effect, but this effect is not confirmed by the fact that

the full score is not significantly different from the blind score.
Thus, spontaneously, the respondents do not expect much

quality from a retailer’s brand, but tend to overreact positively

when they taste the product again.
Juice/brand 4. The disconfirmation effect is significant at

p ¼ 0.001 level, largely because this juice has been poorly

evaluated at the blind level. Because the difference from

brand-full is significant at the 0.5 level, assimilation is only
partial.

Juice/brand 5. Again, the disconfirmation effect is significant

at p ¼ 001 level, and the assimilation effect only partial.
Globally, it appears that the scores of the five juices are

significantly dispersed around their mean. Secondly, the

Figure 1 An illustration of assimilation and contrast cases
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average brand score (expectation) is higher than the average

blind score, indicating a clear disconfirmation effect. Finally,

it is found that the average full score tends to approach the

brand score, which suggests an overall assimilation effect of

the brand.
In terms of assimilation and contrast this analysis suggests

that the brands have influenced differently the perceived quality

of the five juices.Can a comparativemeasure of this influence be

found?More specifically, can the product and the brand effects

be separated on the global perception of the quality?

Measuring the relative share of the product and
the brand

From these results, it is assumed that the change that

occurred between the score of the product in blind conditions

Table II Scores of blind tasting, brand evaluation and full information evaluation

Orange juice

Blind tasting

Bl

Brand evaluation

Br

Expected quality

Full evaluation

F

Perceived quality

Juice No. 1: Leading brand 7.15 7.98 7.96

Juice No. 2: Sanguine 4.95 6.82 4.96

Juice No. 3: Retailer’s brand 6.17 5.51 6.41

Juice No. 4: Organic 4.73 6.17 5.53

Juice No. 5: Standard 5.62 7.86 6.62

Total m ¼ 5.7 s ¼ 2.58 m ¼ 6.87 s ¼ 2.45 m ¼ 6.30 s ¼ 2.51

ANOVA Test p , 0.001 p , 0.001 p , 0.001

Table I Model: Full – Blind ¼ f (Brand – Blind, session. Consumption frequency. genre. juice/brand type)

Source Sum of square type III dl Mean square F Signification

Constant 6.626 1 6.626 0.394 0.567

Session 27.621 5 5.524 1.435 0.349

Consumption frequency 0.328 2 0.164 0.044 0.957

Genre 5.213 1 5.213 1.485 0.272

Juice/brand type 106.197 4 26.549 7.943 0.000

Session * consu_freq 33.977 9 3.775 1.129 0.340

Session * Genre 17.613 5 3.523 1.054 0.385

Brand – Blind (Covariant) 814.893 1 814.893 243.785 0.000

Figure 2 Summary of the assimilation and contrast effect on the disconfirmation of the expectations
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and the score of the branded product can be explained by the

knowledge of the brand by the subjects. The extension of the

influence of the brand can be represented by the slope of the

regression function:

ðfull2 blindÞ ¼ aþ bðbrand2 blindÞ þ 1

where (full-blind) represents the variation of the hedonic

score before and after exposure to the brand, (brand-blind)

represents the disconfirmation of taste.
In this function, represented in Figure 3 for each brand, b?

(the slope regression) may take any value from 0 to 1. When

the value approaches 0, it means that the effect of the brand is

inexistent, and the hedonic experience entirely determines the

perceived value of the juice.
If the value approaches 1 (or is over 0.5), then the influence

of the brand is predominant.
Table III shows that, for all regression functions, b are

significant.
Looking at the graphs in Figure 3, we see that the regression

function shows b values over 0.5 for the two brands 1 and 5.

R2 shows values around 0.5.

Juices 2 and 4 belong to the same brand (national, but not

known for its beverage products). The brand influence is the

lowest of all brands, with b ?values respectively of 0.23 and

0.27. Obviously, the consumers have relied on the sensory

cues rather than the brand name. One explanation may be

that both products had colours that differentiated them from

the rest of the juices. The sanguine product was red rather

than orange, and the organic juice was slightly yellow, and it is

possible that these juices (at least the sanguine) had been

recognized as being present in the blind test, where they were

both rated below the others.
For brand 3 (retailers brand) the brand effect is less

significant than the taste of the product (b ¼ 0.38). In this

case, dispersion of the observations is higher than for juices 1

and 5 showing a R2 value of 0.30.

Discussion and implications

The hypothesis was that the sensory perception of the orange

juice would be influenced by the knowledge of the brand.

Hedonic scores were not found to have changed between the

blind phase and the full information phase. This change is

Figure 3 Regression analysis for the model: for each of the five tested juices
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correlated with what was called the “disconfirmation of

expectation”, that is, the difference between the quality that is

expected from the brand, and the product at blind level. This

disconfirmation creates different situations according to the

brands, either in terms of assimilation or of contrast. Thus, a

maximum level of assimilation was found for the best-known

brand, whereas this effect is weaker for the other national

brands. As for the retailer’s brand, we find that a negative

disconfirmation was found, which is consistent with the

French context, where most consumers believe that retailer’s

brands offer lower quality products. However, the students

have principally evaluated the product in a full situation, since

the full evaluation and the blind evaluation are significantly

equal.
Therefore, the assimilation/contrast model helps to describe

and interpret the differences that may exist in terms of brand

equity on the orange juice market: higher brand equity is

associated with a strong (and positive) assimilation effect.

Lower brand equity results in a low assimilation effect or a

contrast effect. In an experimental context, a contrast effect

means that the intrinsic qualities of the juice compensate for

the low value of the brand equity of this retailer’s brand.
The objective was to find a measure for the relative influence

of the “objective” and the subjective” attributes of a given

brand. It is found that the b value of the (full – blind) ¼ a þ b

(brand – blind)1 equation gives a relevant indication of this

relative influence.
For two of the juices (1 and 5), this value exceeds 0.5,

suggesting that the consumers have rated the product on the

basis of the brand attributes rather than on the product

attributes. For all the other juices, the b value is under 0.5,
suggesting that the product attributes supersedes the brand

attributes.
These results may be compared to other results obtained on

orange juices by Lange et al. (1999) and on champagnes by

Lange et al. (2002). In the first study, the b values were mostly
under 0.5. In the case of the champagne, the b values were

around 0.7, with very marked assimilation effects for all

national brands. We may theorize that for some product
categories such as champagne consumer are more sensitive to

brands, because of the level of social involvement, the low

level of product familiarity, and thus the difficulty for a
consumer to evaluate the product on the basis of its tangible

attributes. On the other hand, products such as orange juices

are less implicating, more familiar, and consumers feel more
free to use their own sensory judgment. Nonetheless, even for

this category of product, the influence of a particular brand
may be important, as demonstrated by juice/brand 1 (the

leading brand) and 3 (retailers brand).
From a theoretical point of view, it may be asked why a

larger dispersion of the expected values of the brand is found,

compared to the hedonic scores at the blind level, and why

intangible cues are valued more than tangible ones. For one
thing, it is clearly understood that two different cognitive

situations are being compared. When tasting the product, the

respondents use sensitive cues and follow a behavioural
process in order to assess quality of preference. When

evaluating the brand, the respondents use past experience and
knowledge in order to give an opinion on quality. It has

already been recognized that distortions may occur between

these two processes (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977; Bargh, 2002).
This phenomenon has been observed and discussed by

Brochet (2001, p. 10) from a neurological point of view. This

author suggests that the disconfirmation of expectations is the
result of a temporal and qualitative gap between visual and

olfactive information: “Chemical-sensory information is 20

times weaker and 10 times slower that visual information.
Moreover, the activation of these senses is less frequent, even

among experts with the result that visual and ideal

information seems more trustable than chemical-sensory
information”. In other words, what is seen or believed is more

important that what is really felt. . .
As a result, an attempt is made to be congruent between

what is expected and what is being experimented, by creating

a “perceptive expectation” situation (Bruner, 1957). This can
be also interpreted in terms of halo effect, which is a measure

of the distortion (or the congruence) between the perception

of the brand and the perception of the product attributes
(Wilkie and Pessemier, 1973; Alba and Hutchinson, 1987).

Disconfirmation of expectations can be considered as a model

of the power of a brand to bring congruity to the
representations of the brand and the representation

generated in the tasting process.

Conclusion

The general experimental design of the disconfirmation of

information was used in order to evaluate the relative share of

Table III Results for the regression analysis for the model: (Full –
Blind) ¼ a þ b?(Brand – Blind) þ1

Model Sum of square dl Mean square F Signification

The whole set of juices
Regression 789.528 1 789.528 218.922 0.000

Residual 1846.497 512 3.606

Total 2636.025 513

Juice No. 1. Leader brand (A)
Regression 267.500 1 267.500 106.110 0.000

Residual 254.617 101 2.521

Total 522.117 102

Juice No. 2. National brand. sanguin (B)
Regression 56.485 1 56.485 18.562 0.000

Residual 307.340 101 3.043

Total 363.825 102

Juice No. 3. Retailer brand (C)
Regression 153.894 1 153.894 47.976 0.000

Residual 320.773 100 3.208

Total 474.667 101

Juice No. 4. National brand. organic (D)
Regression 75.782 1 75.782 21.160 0.000

Residual 361.713 101 3.581

Total 437.495 102

Juice No. 5. National brand (E)
Regression 367.582 1 367.582 91.489 0.000

Residual 405.796 101 4.018

Total 773.379 102

Notes: Independent variable: Brand – Blind; Dependent variable: Full –
Blind
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the product and the brand in the consumer assessment of the

perceived quality of a brand, in the case of orange juices. This

design places the respondents in two successive cognitive

processes when they evaluate the brand and the product,
which explains the assimilation and/or contrast effects that

have been observed. For example, it was found that the

leading brand created a total assimilation effect. It was also

observed in this case that the change of perceived quality
between the blind and the full information stage correlated to

the disconfirmation of expectation. It was put forth that the

correlation coefficient can be an indicator of the share of the
brand name (or of the product) in the brand equity. Further

research could be conducted in order to explore the effect of

the brand on the sensory constituents of the product itself

(sugar content, acidity, bitterness...) and hence find whether
brands have specific tastes . . . .
This research conducted with orange juices leaves the

question of its extension to other types of products. This is
quite clear for food products (Lange et al., 2002; Deliza and

McFie, 1996; Schifferstein et al., 1999). It should be

applicable to all types of non-food products for which it is
possible to conduct a blind test with anonymous samples of

products. In these situations, because the visual influence of

the product may be important and introduce memory biases,

it will be important to design a test that reduces this bias, for
instance, leaving sufficient time between blind and full

information testing, with a control sample in order to monitor

the instability of the evaluations at the blind level.
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Executive summary and implications for
managers and executives

This summary has been provided to allow managers and executives
a rapid appreciation of the content of this article. Those with a
particular interest in the topic covered may then read the article in
toto to take advantage of the more comprehensive description of the
research undertaken and its results to get the full benefits of the
material present.

Many surveys have indicated that sensory dimensions
including taste, smell, appearance and texture or factors like

nutritional value combine to influence consumer choice of
food products. Brand, packaging or other extrinsic cues are
often deemed less significant, but the same consumers

demonstrate a willingness to pay more for branded products
in the belief that certain brands can satisfy their demand to
obtain value at an acceptable price.

Key issues to consider

Consumer perception of quality is important to the extent
that some analysts believe it accounts for 80 per cent of a
brand’s perceived value. Furthermore, perceived quality is

fundamental to building the equity that can enable a brand to
increase its sales and profits. Quality has been defined as a
global process, relating to both product and brand. But

uncertainty remains as to whether quality evaluation is
determined more by the tangible and objective attributes of a
product or the brand’s intangible and subjective counterparts.
Different methods have been deployed in the quest to

explore and measure the effect of brand equity dimensions.
One approach involved using panel data to measure brand

value based on actual choices made by consumers. The
impact of advertising and in-store promotion was considered
and Fornerino and d’Hauteville conclude that this

methodology may help further understanding of how brands
within a specific product category perform in relation to each
other. A key aim of another approach is to evaluate the

importance of different combinations of attributes linked to
brand names. Although the method permits analysis of the
interplay between product and brand attributes, intrinsic
attributes like taste cannot be included. This emphasizes the

belief in certain quarters that certain designs may incorporate
unrealistic attribute combinations that limit the method’s
validity.
Some authors have favored a process that investigates

customer preferences based on product attributes and the

respective presence or absence of information pertaining to
the brand. It is noted that the two measures differ in that
experts assess product attributes and consumers assess brand
attributes. A premise evident in this model type is that global

perception of a product is determined by the combined effect
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of tangible product characteristics and intangible brand
characteristics. Resulting perceptions can be further
moderated by aspects of the purchase and consumption
situations.
A wealth of literature relating to food products supports the

notion of evaluation being a global process. Evidence shows
that consumer perception of a product based on sensory
attributes can significantly alter when extrinsic product
information such as brand name enters the equation. It is
likewise claimed that the “hedonic scores are hardly ever
predicted by the sensory components” alone. This is cited as
evidence of the brand’s “halo effect”.

Experiment and results

In the present study, the authors adopt a similar approach in
their quest to ascertain how objective product attributes and
subjective brand attributes respectively influence consumer
preference. The work differs from the other approaches in
that the hedonic rating of consumer perceived quality is
“made operative” through an experimental design in which
respondents experience the products under analysis.
Experiments were held in 2004 and 2005 and involved
graduate students from management and engineering schools.
A total of 109 participants were recruited and arranged into
eight tasting groups.
Each group was presented with five different brands of

orange juice. The stimuli consisted of two national brands,
one organic label brand, one retailer brand and a brand linked
to different beverage types. Some of the brands were more
closely associated with citrus juices than others.
In the first of two tasting session, participants were asked to

taste and evaluate each juice without knowledge of the brand.
The juices were then evaluated on their color, acidity, sugar
content, bitterness and pulp content. Respondents then
expressed their opinion about the quality of juice they
expected from each of the five brands. The tasting session was
repeated an hour later but this time subjects were presented
with on-screen packaging corresponding with each juice.
Although the listing of juices on the questionnaire was
identical, participants were permitted to sample them in any
order.
Fornerino and d’Hauteville utilized this “disconfirmation of

expectation” approach to the study. The model posits that
extrinsic information generates quality expectations towards a
brand that can be either positive or negative in nature.
Respondents evaluate on the basis of blind tasting but this
evaluation is subject to change when intangible brand
attributes become known.
Two mechanisms help interpret any change to hedonic

evaluation produced during the blind tasting phase.
Assimilation effects are measured to indicate the degree of
congruence between perceived quality and expected quality.

Contrast effects relate to the situation where brand knowledge
negatively impacts on perceived quality in the sense that
positive or negative expectations are not confirmed.
Findings indicated:

. A clear disconfirmation effect because average expectation
score was higher than the average blind score.

. Average full score was close to the brand score, suggesting
a brand assimilations effect.

. Brand had the strongest effect for the national brand and
the brand well known in the beverage category.

. For the national brand not closely linked with fruit juices,
brand effect was lowest.

. Taste had a greater impact than brand knowledge for the
retailer’s brand.

. Gender and frequency of juice consumption variables had
no effect on perceptions.

Conclusions and further research

The negative disconfirmation indicated for the retailer brand
mirrored a previous French study and suggests that
consumers might generally perceive such brands as offering
lower quality products. In terms of the methodology used, the
authors conclude that high brand equity generates a strong,
positive assimilation effect and lower brand equity a low
assimilation effect or a contrast effect. A further assumption is
that low brand value can be compensated by the juice’s
objective qualities.
Similar research into orange juices and champagne was

previously undertaken. Brand was even more significant in the
latter study and Fornerino and d’Hauteville speculate that
product category may therefore be significant. They point out
the high involvement status of champagne and low consumer
familiarity with such products and suggest that evaluation
based on tangible product attributes is therefore less likely.
Juices have in comparison little social relevance and
consumers will have greater confidence in their own sensory
perceptions because they are more familiar with such
products. The results here do, however, suggest that brand
can be significant even for this product category.
The authors suggest that further research into the effect of

brand on “the sensory constituents of the product itself” may
indicate whether brands have specific tastes. Another
possibility is a consideration of other food products or
replicating the study in non-food categories. Test design for
the blind stage will be important in the latter situation as
anonymous product samples still provide some visual cues
that could lead to possible bias.

(A précis of the article “How good does it taste: is it the
product or the brand? A contribution to brand equity
evaluation”. Supplied by Marketing Consultants for
Emerald.)
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