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Facets of brand equity and brand survival:  A longitudinal examination 
 

Abstract 

Purpose – This study explores how brand equity influences brand survival in the wine 

industry.  Specifically, the influence of two key facets of brand equity (brand awareness and 

perceived quality) on brand survival was investigated. 

Methodology/Approach – Two types of data were used: consumer survey data and 

longitudinal data on brand survival over a sixteen year period.  Perceptions of quality and 

brand recognition data were collected via survey at the beginning of the time frame (1991), 

longitudinal data regarding the brand survival were obtained for the years through 2006 and 

survey data were again collected in 2006.  Twenty-seven brands from wineries of a specific 

region were used for the study.  Brand survival (measured in years) was analyzed using 

logistic regression with brand recognition and perceived quality as the predictors. 

Findings – A slightly positive relationship between consumer ratings of perceived quality 

and the probability of brand survival was found.  However, a strong positive relationship was 

found between brand recognition and probability of brand survival. 

Practical Implications – The results offer insights into long-term brand management and 

what marketers can do over time to reinforce brand equity and brand survival.  Specifically, 

brand awareness is a better predictor of brand survival than perceived quality for these 

emerging brands.  

Originality/Value – This study is based on data from a 16-year longitudinal study, using a 

relatively large sample for brand studies (27 brands) in a market with a high brand mortality 

rate (over 50%).  In addition, two surveys, one at the beginning and one at the end of the 

longitudinal time frame, were used as sources of data. 

Keywords – brand survival, brand equity, brand awareness, perceived quality 

Paper type – Research paper 
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Facets of brand equity and brand survival:  A longitudinal examination 
 
Introduction 
 
 Research on brands and brand equity has become important for both marketing 

practice and marketing theory in recent years (Aaker, 1991; Berry, 2000; Keller, 1993, 2003).  

It is widely recognized that brands can provide value and strength in the market well beyond 

that which is provided by the intrinsic characteristics of the products.  Indeed, strong brands 

stand the test of time, are leveraged for decades and provide increases in revenue streams for 

the products sold under those brands (Aaker, 1996; Kapferer, 2004; Keller, 2003).  However, 

brands in the wine industry face a particularly difficult market environment.  The 

globalization of wine markets has resulted in consumers being offered a larger number of 

brands than ever before.  For instance, there are approximately 10,000 brands of wine 

available in the US market alone (O'Connell, 2006).  In such competitive markets, survival of 

a brand can be particularly challenging. 

 Clearly, if a brand is not strong enough to survive, it does not generate equity either in 

financial terms (e.g., net present value of future revenue streams associated with the brand) or 

in terms of the expected behavior of customers (e.g., it is difficult for customers to be brand 

loyal if the brand has died).  As a result, an understanding of how brand equity is related to 

brand survival is a significant issue for wine business.  Although brand equity may be viewed 

as a result of brand survival, it may also be a significant influence on brand survival, 

especially when it is viewed in terms of customer behaviors.  This research investigated how 

two key facets of brand equity influenced brand survival in a wine market with a brand 

mortality rate of over 50% in sixteen years.   

Theoretical Background 
 
The concept of brand equity 
 

1
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Brand researchers have developed many conceptualizations of brand equity.  Broadly 

it is viewed as the assets and liabilities associated with a brand that either add to or subtract 

from the value provided to customers and to the brand owner (Aaker, 1991).  Brand equity is 

often associated with an increased likelihood of a customer choosing a product and the 

willingness of a customer to pay premium prices for the product.  As such, brand equity is a 

forward-looking assessment of the value of a firm’s relationship with its customers.   

The concept of brand equity may be defined with a focus on different units of 

analysis.  When it is defined at the level of firms and their brands, then it is typically defined 

in terms of the value that is added (enhanced financial performance) to products by brands 

when the products would not otherwise be considered unique (Simon and Sullivan, 1993).  

This view will often result in brand equity being assessed by the premiums that are paid for 

acquiring the brands (or firms, or stock in the firms) over and above the value of the tangible 

assets associated with them.  That can be expressed in a variety of financial terms such as the 

difference in the discounted future cash flows (net present value) of the assets with or without 

the brand names (Aaker and Jacobson, 1994; Ailawadi, Lehmann, and Neslin, 2003; Simon 

and Sullivan, 1993). 

On the other hand, customer-based brand equity focuses on the relationships between 

the brands and customers.  It is typically expressed in terms of the direct impact of customer 

attributions and behaviors toward the brand (and the likelihood that those behaviors will 

continue).  Although Aaker (1991) and Keller (2003) define it differently, they both agree 

that brand equity is a better approach for capturing the value of a brand to the firm and to the 

customer.  This value can manifest itself as brand recognition levels, perceptions of brand 

quality, brand loyal behavior, and/or brand images and associations (such as country of 

origin) that customers attribute to the brands (Keller, 2003; Yoo and Donthu, 2001).  Of 

course, some of these customer-level attributions and behaviors can directly influence 
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financial performance (e.g., brand awareness that includes the product in the purchase evoke-

set, quality perceptions that rank the product within the evoke-set, loyalty in the form of 

repeat purchasing behavior, etc.) while other attributes may have indirect effects (e.g., images 

and associations). 

 Brand equity has also been explored in the wine marketing literature.  Lockshin and 

Spawton (2001) explored how involvement and brand equity can be used to develop a wine 

tourism strategy.  More recently, Nowak and Washburn (2002) have explored how proactive 

environmental policies by wineries can build brand equity.  Other researchers have explored 

how integrated marketing communications can build strong brands (Reid, 2002).   

Facets of brand equity 

 Aaker (1991) proposed five components of brand equity:  brand awareness, brand 

associations, brand loyalty, perceived quality, and other brand proprietary assets.  This 

conceptualization is also common in the wine marketing literature (c.f., Lockshin and 

Spawton, 2001; Nowak and Washburn, 2002).  Other scholars define brand equity by 

exploring brand knowledge and differential responses to the marketing of a brand (Keller, 

1993).  Other terms that are occasionally included are:  proprietary assets, brand extension, 

market behavior, brand attitude, various financial measures (as mentioned above, financial 

concepts are not directly customer-market related), customer mindset, product-market level 

outcomes, brand value, and brand image.  The latter concepts are relatively infrequently used, 

possibly because conceptually they share meaning which overlaps with the more commonly 

used concepts.  For instance, brand image is conceptually similar to brand associations.  Even 

among the most widely used concepts in definitions of brand equity, there is considerable 

shared meaning.  For instance, the concepts of brand awareness and brand loyalty are 

conceptually overlapping because brand awareness is certainly a necessary condition for 

brand loyalty to occur. 
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Perceived brand quality is a mainstay in the literature.  It captures the perceived 

intrinsic benefits provided to consumers and the consumers’ overall assessment of brand 

excellence (Aaker, 1996).  Numerous studies show that perceived quality is closely related to 

return on investments and profits (Aaker, 1996).  In the context of wine, this is not the 

winemakers’ view of quality, it is instead quality in eyes of the target market (Lockshin and 

Spawton, 2001).  Perceived quality can come from both extrinsic and intrinsic cues, such as 

the winery, the label, and awards that the wine has been given (Lockshin and Spawton, 

2001). 

Without brand awareness there is no brand equity.  Awareness is the necessary 

condition for brand familiarity, brand preference (or disliking), brand loyalty, and also for 

trial of a wine or a visit to a winery (Lockshin and Spawton, 2001), etc. to occur.  Brand 

awareness is an important component of brand equity across all conceptualizations of the 

construct for products (Keller, 1993) and for services (Kayaman and Arasli, 2007).  Most 

commonly brand awareness is represented as brand recognition or recall (Keller, 1993).   

Brand awareness and perceived quality are the most commonly used components for 

defining brand equity.  They have considerable shared meaning or conditional relationships 

with the other commonly used concepts of brand equity.  Consequently, brand awareness and 

perceived quality are used in this research to parsimoniously capture the essence of the 

concept of brand equity.  Brand awareness is defined as the ability of the individual to recall a 

brand name in a product category.  Perceived quality is defined as the consumer’s perception 

of a brand’s quality. 

Brand survival 

Brands are born and die continually.  Even for well established brands, survival is no 

longer a given.  For instance, from department stores (Woolworth), to energy providers 

(Enron), to telecommunications companies (MCI), to banking companies (Norwest and 
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NCNB) recent years have seen well known brands disappear.  The reasons why brands 

survive or disappear can be varied.  Advertising, brand extensions, and relationships with 

customers are all cited in the literature as reasons for brand survival and are often tied to 

brand equity (Sullivan, 1992; Villarejo-Ramos and Sanchez-Franco, 2005).  In the marketing 

literature, brand survival is defined as the longevity of the brand over time (Butterfield, 

2007).  Similarly in this research, brand survival is defined simply as the continued existence 

of a particular brand in the market. 

Hypothesized Relationships 

Marketers typically want their brands to be recalled by customers and included in 

their evoked set when considering a purchase (O'Guinn, Allen, and Semenik, 2006).  Of 

course, this is a necessary (but not a sufficient) condition for eventual purchase.  Esch, 

Langner, Schmitt, and Geus (2006) found a positive correlation between brand awareness and 

brand survival.  Brand awareness allows a brand to more easily become part of the set of 

options that customers will consider when making purchase decisions.  This significantly 

increases the likelihood that the brand can be chosen for purchase.  Additionally, perceptions 

of product quality have been found to positively influence many important marketing 

variables including sales, market share, and profitability (e.g., Jacobson and Aaker, 1987).  If 

a customer’s perception of a brand’s quality is positive, then there is a greater likelihood that 

the brand will be chosen from within the consideration set.  The greater the likelihood that a 

brand will be chosen for purchase, the greater the likelihood that the brand will be a business 

success and that it will survive in the market.   

Of course, sometimes brands do disappear despite success in their customer markets.  

This can occur for many reasons; including poor management of other aspects of the business 

(e.g., costs of production, channel relationships, etc.).  Conversely, some brands survive in 

spite of a lack of success in their customer market.  For instance, wine markets sometimes 
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include “hobby brands” whose primary reason for existence is not to be “successful” in the 

traditional business sense, but instead to fulfill some other purpose, such as an identity or ego 

need on the part of the owner.  Recognizing that both types of “errors” are possible, we still 

expect both brand awareness and perceived quality to have positive influences on the 

likelihood that a brand will survive. 

Method 
 
Study design  

There are thousands of wine brands offered to consumers in markets around the 

world.  Consequently, it is reasonable to assume that most wine consumers in most regions or 

countries are unaware of most wine brand names available to them.  In order to keep the task 

for the respondents down to a reasonable in length, only the brands of the specific region in 

which the survey was conducted could be used in the study.  This approach increased the 

likelihood of (1) the respondent completing the task, (2) the respondent actually having some 

knowledge of the brands and thus (3) the respondent being able to provide perceived brand 

quality responses.  For the investigation of these hypotheses two sources of data about these 

brands were used.  First, estimates of the perceived quality and recognition levels were 

obtained from a survey of wine consumers within the region of the study.  The perceived 

brand quality and recognition data were collected using a survey conducted at the beginning 

of this time frame (1991).  Second, longitudinal data were obtained regarding the brand 

survival, specifically the date of a brand’s demise (if it died) during the sixteen year time 

period of the study.  Subsequently, a second survey gathered additional data about brand 

awareness. 

Context of the study 

Texas is an appropriate context (region) for this study because of the rapid 

development of its wine industry in a relatively short period of time.  Although wine making 
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history in Texas extends back to vineyards established by Franciscan monks in the 1650s, 

Texas has not traditionally been a wine making region in modern times.  Recently wine 

making re-emerged in the state starting the late 1970s.  Texas is now the 5th largest wine 

producer in the United States, and its market is growing rapidly.  It is similar to other regions 

around the world that have experienced the development of their wine markets during the 

past 30 years.  Within the sixteen year time period of this study, the number of bonded 

wineries in Texas increased dramatically, from 27 in 1990 to 125 in 2006.  According to the 

Texas Wine Marketing Research Institute (2007)1, the Texas wine industry is a one billion 

dollar a year industry that supports roughly 8000 jobs. 

Measures 

 The questionnaire used in the surveys included items addressing a variety of general 

issues related to wine purchase and consumption behaviors, as well as respondent 

demographic information.  Specific questions were included to determine the respondents' 

perceived brand quality for each specific regional brand, as well as their perceived brand 

quality of domestic and imported wines as groups (rather than by individual brands).  At the 

time, approximately 85% of wine sales in the region were accounted for by California and 

imported wines (other markets, such as Oregon, New York, Washington and Texas accounted 

for the rest).  Each respondent was asked to indicate their awareness of the listed Texas 

brands.  Respondents who indicated that they were aware of a particular brand were then 

asked if they had tried that brand.  If so, they were asked to report perceived brand quality.  

The perceived brand quality responses were scaled on a five-point semantic differential scale 

indicating excellent quality to poor quality as the end points.  The survey instrument was pre-

tested and then modified as a result of the pretest (Hunt, Sparkman, and Wilcox, 1982).  The 

                                                 
1 The Institute was established in 1988 to gather and report data regarding the wine industry, with specific 
emphasis on the consumption and production markets in Texas (http://www.depts.ttu.edu/hs/texaswine).   
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questionnaire items used to determine brand awareness and perceived quality are presented in 

Appendix. 

Sample 

 Consumers who are more knowledgeable (expert) have been found to be better (more 

valid) judges of product attributes (Fiske, Kinder, and Larter, 1983).  Therefore, an effort was 

made to obtain recognition and perceived brand quality data through a survey of "wine 

enthusiasts" within for Texas wine brands.  The Texas Wine Marketing Research Institute 

reports that approximately 95% of all wine produced in Texas is consumed in Texas (Dodd, 

Kolyesnikova, and Choi, 2005) indicating that Texas wine consumers represent the relevant 

market from which to collect these data.   The data regarding the survival of these brands 

across the time frame of the study were also obtained from the Texas Wine Marketing 

Research Institute.  The sample frame represented a composite of wine consumers who (a) 

had subscribed to wine related periodicals, (b) had participated in mail order purchasing of 

wine related products, or (c) had registered their names while visiting a winery in the state of 

Texas.  A sample of 3,600 addresses was generated, of which 82% was determined to be 

deliverable, resulting in a potential sample size of 2,952.  A correction for undeliverable 

addresses was made based on a random sub-sample of individuals who were called to verify 

their addresses.  The response rates were then calculated using the definition recommended 

by the Board of Directors of the Council of American Survey Research Organizations as 

reported by Wiseman and Billington (1984).  There were 928 mail questionnaires completed 

and returned, resulting in a response rate of 31%. 

Analysis and Results 
 

The unit of analysis for this research is the brand, so despite the fact that over 900 

responses were available from the survey, there were only 27 brands available for the 

analysis.  This small number of degrees of freedom restricts the power of the tests for 
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relationships regarding the brands.  Unfortunately, this is a common characteristic of studies 

where competing brands are the units of analysis.  For instance, Gerstner’s study (1985) of 

the relationships between the price and quality among brands used 145 different markets 

(e.g., dish washers, television sets, laundry detergents, etc.) with an average of 13.7 brands 

per market.  With such small sample sizes it is not surprising that the price-quality 

correlations were significant in only 43 of the 145 markets.  Indeed, in the 43 markets where 

the correlations were significant, the average number of brands was 17.8.  So even though 27 

brands used in this study is a relatively large number for the typical study of competing 

brands, it does not afford a great deal of power for the analysis of the data. 

The brand survival variable (which was coded zero = alive, one = dead) was regressed 

on percentage of brand recognition and average perceived quality (for each brand from the 

survey data) in a logistic regression.  The overall chi-square test was barely significant at p = 

.10 (χ2 = 4.46, df = 2).  Sixty-eight percent concordance (of 180 pairs) was achieved, with 

only brand recognition achieving significance at the .10 level (p = .06). 

The estimated probabilities of survival generated by the logistic regression were 

plotted against perceived brand quality and recognition in Figures 1 and 2, respectively.  

Notice that in Figure 1 the points are widely scattered suggesting only a slightly positive 

relationship between the probability of brand survival and the perceived brand quality of the 

wine; high ratings were not related to survival.  We invite the reader to contrast these results 

with those in Figure 2, which show a strong positive relationship between recognition and 

probability of survival.  Clearly, having a higher brand awareness level is preferable to 

having a higher perceived quality in predicting the survival of these brands. 

Insert Figures 1 and 2 about here 

Further evidence of these relationships is provided in Figure 3.  In this figure, the 

averages of the original perceived brand quality and the original recognition levels are plotted 



 12

for the surviving brands in each of the 16 years that were studied.  Across the years, the 

average recognition score rises as the brands with lower awareness levels died.  Alternatively, 

after an initial rise, the average perceived brand quality scores actually decline. 

Insert Figure 3 about here 
 

Discussion 
 
Perceived quality 

 Based on these results, it would be tempting to conclude that the survival of a brand in 

an emerging market is more dependent on marketing skill in developing brand recognition 

than on product attributes such as quality.  Despite the fact that sixty-eight percent 

concordance was achieved using brand recognition and perceived quality, the differences in 

the perceived quality did not explain much of the variance in the survival of these brands.  

Given the great emphasis that is often placed on the perceived brand quality of products in 

reviews and competitions, this is a somewhat surprising result.  Why is that the case?   

 One consideration is the fact that only 27 brands were available for this analysis.  

However, since the p-value for perceived quality is .58, so it is unlikely that the lack of 

significance is primarily due to the low number of degrees of freedom.  Another potential 

explanation is that there are great differences in the levels of experience among respondents 

in judging brands in this product category.  Even though the sample selection process 

targeted “wine enthusiasts”, there is reason to believe that there was considerable variance 

among the respondents regarding their levels of experience with wine.  The survey also 

inquired about the quantity purchased by the respondents in an average one-month period.  

Some respondents indicated that they purchased little or no wine at all, while others indicated 

high levels of purchases, possibility indicating “agency” purchasing for an entire household 

or perhaps inventory accumulation while building-up a wine cellar.  After trimming the data 

for outliers, a mean split (at five bottles per month) of the respondents was used to generate 
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two sets of perceived brand quality and brand recognition scores representing high and low 

purchase quantity (experience) groups.  The reanalysis of the brand survival data within each 

group found no improvement in the ability of perceived quality to predict brand survival.  

Thus, controlling for experience did not improve the prediction of brand survival.     

 Another potential explanation of these results is that individual assessments of brands 

(e.g., taste preferences for wine) are more widely varied than the brands themselves.  That is, 

since most brands represent a bundle of attributes, wide differences in the general 

assessments of brands may actually be a result of wide differences in preferences for 

attributes among wine consumers.  This is consistent with the wine marketing literature 

indicating that both intrinsic and extrinsic cues are used to define brand preference (Lockshin 

and Spawton, 2001).  Thus, one might expect that the assessments of a brand across 

consumers would be more heterogeneous than the assessments across brands by specific 

consumers.  That is an empirical issue which can be investigated with the data in hand. 

To examine this possibility, the average variance in ratings from an individual across 

brands of wine was compared to the average variance of the ratings across people for a single 

brand.  To support the finding that recognition was more important than perceived brand 

quality, the across-brand (within individuals) ratings would have to have more variability 

than the within-brand (across individuals) ratings.  Indeed, this was the case.  The average 

variance of an individual’s ratings of brands that they had tried (ranging from 2 to 12 brands) 

was .66 (SE = .02).  The average variance of individuals’ ratings of a single brand was 1.0 

(SE = .01).  Constructing confidence intervals around these estimates would clearly indicate a 

significant difference between them.  Hence, heterogeneity of tastes among consumers would 

appear to be a plausible explanation for the lack of significance of perceived brand quality 

when examining the survival of these wine brands. 
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A further investigation of this potential explanation was conducted by analyzing the 

perceived brand quality data from a famous wine competition described in George Tabor’s 

popular book entitled Judgment of Paris (2005).  The competition described in the book was 

a blind taste testing by highly respected expert French wine judges in which wines from 

California and France were evaluated.  The fact that it was a blind tasting means that brand 

recognition could not an element in the quality scores for the different brands.  Table 1 

presents the comparisons of the variances for the brands across judges and for the judges 

across brands.  Although these results are not statistically significant (the sample size was 

nine judges and ten brands) they are interesting because they are exactly opposite from those 

of the survey reported above.  This may reflect the relative experience of the judges and the 

fact that the units of analysis are the wines and not their brands.  Additionally, we might 

speculate from this that the Texas results apply early in the lifecycle of an emerging (or re-

emerging) wine market. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Brand awareness 

The preliminary results presented here suggest that high brand awareness is more 

likely to lead to brand survival than high perceptions of brand quality.  A consumer must be 

aware of a brand first before they can gauge quality and assess brand image (Keller, 1993).  

This result is consistent with recent findings in other studies of brand equity (c.f., Srinivasan, 

Park, and Chang, 2005).  Moreover, it appears that this may be due in part to the widely 

differing tastes of consumers.  Making your brand known to enough consumers in a very 

crowded brand space appears to significantly improve the likelihood of brand survival.  Our 

results suggest that being included in the consideration set when consumers are making 

purchase decisions appears to be more important than the comparative perceived quality of 

the brands in the market. 
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This study investigated brand awareness of the 125 regional wine brands.  Due to the 

large number of brands that have entered the market in the years since the original survey, it 

was not practical to specifically asked respondents if they were aware of each brand in the 

region.  Therefore, an unaided recall procedure was used in the subsequent survey.  

Respondents were asked to simply name the regional brands that they could recall.  Five of 

the top six brands (in terms of numbers of recalls) are among the survivors that were 

investigated in the original study.  Indeed, those five brands accounted for 69.8% of all brand 

recalls.  So, although the original study of 1991 found evidence that brand awareness leads to 

a greater likelihood of brand survival, it appears from the recent study that brand survival can 

also lead to greater brand awareness.  Thus there appears to be a virtuous circle in which 

brand awareness positively influences the likelihood of brand survival which in turn 

influences the likelihood that a customer will be aware of the brand.  This brand awareness 

feedback loop is logical since customers have had more opportunities to be exposed to (and 

remember) brands that have survived longer. 

 Another reasonable conclusion from the first study would be that when there are 

many brands to be considered, extrinsic attributes become more important to customer 

decision processes.  Alternatively, when there are few brands, it is possible to experience 

each brand and therefore its intrinsic attributes become more important.  This could be 

especially true in markets for wine where the opportunity to experience the products while 

shopping (taste the wines) are typically severely restricted.  In those situations product quality 

information may be limited to surrogate indicators, many of which may not be any more 

informative to the buyer than brand awareness.  Thus from a consumer marketing 

perspective, in fragmented markets awareness is a more powerful tool. 

 The practical side of the wine business is that wineries rarely have unlimited 

resources so they often face trade-offs such as purchasing higher quality grapes to improve 
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wine quality or spending more money on advertising to improve brand recognition.  This 

research indicates that while wine quality is important, it may not be the critical factor that 

sustains a fledgling winery.  With thousands of competing brands, a balance must be found 

between developing the brand through its wine quality and through its market presence. 

Emerging markets 
 

A broader implication of these findings can be related to the classic stages of the 

product lifecycle.  Emerging markets are similar to growth stage markets where there is 

typically a high level of brand “shake-out.”  Those markets can also be characterized by 

turbulence which is often caused by the introduction of new features and/or new brands.  

These new features/brands can make perceived brand quality by consumers more 

heterogeneous because (a) judgments are made more difficult by the increasing complexity of 

the brand features (especially in the case of “high learning” products) or product line 

extensions (e.g., the introduction of new varieties of wine under the same brand), and (b) 

preferences are more heterogeneous as more brands are introduced or modified to appeal to 

specific segments.  In these circumstances, perceived quality may be less important to the 

survival of a brand than simple brand recognition.  The explosion in the number of wineries 

in places like Texas supports this position (Karp, 2007).  Furthermore, these findings are 

consistent with explorations of the role of brand equity in wine tourism (Lockshin and 

Spawton, 2001).  Branding is an important element of success in the wine industry. 

Alternatively, it may be the case that some markets go through phases, which may 

increase and decrease the general level of awareness of the brands in that market.  For 

instance, a market may have a small set of brands that have competed for many years and 

which are all well-known to the potential customers in that market.  In this circumstance, 

brand awareness does not differentiate brands from one another because all brands are known 

to all customers.  Therefore, since there is little or no variance in brand awareness, it is less 
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likely to be an effective predictor of survival (or anything else).  If new entrants arrive in that 

market (e.g., through new introductions by existing wineries and/or imported products), the 

new brands will be less well-known, and the average level of band awareness among the 

brands in that market will decline.  Then as weak brands exit the market, the level of brand 

awareness may again rise (see Figure 3). 

Limitations and Future Research 
 
 This research addressed a number of questions regarding the influence of two 

components of brand equity on brand survival.  However, there is considerable room for 

further investigation of the issue and readers should consider several limitations with respect 

to the study presented here.  First, the data were gathered for a broader purpose than this 

study.  This imposed limits on what data were collected, how they were collected and on 

subsequent findings.  For instance, a broader definition of brand equity including such 

concepts as loyalty, association, or image could have provided additional insights in this 

study.  Second, the unit of analysis for this study was the brand itself.  Third, the data were 

collected using single item measures limiting our ability to explore their psychometric 

properties.  Therefore it would be reasonable to view these as secondary data, with all of the 

limitations that would imply.  Additionally, if the data regarding brand had been collected in 

each of the 16 years of the study, it may have provided additional depth to the study by 

allowing the tracking of changes in brand equity as well as survival.  However, it may not 

have provided any additional insights into the ability of brand equity to predict survival years 

into the future.  Finally, the ability to generalize to other industries is also limited.  This 

research focused on one industry, it focused on one segment of consumers, and on one 

specific regional market.  Therefore, the inferences drawn here may be region or industry 

specific.  Additional research is needed to strengthen the generalizations to other regions, 

segments, or industries or stages of market development. 
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Appendix 

Questionnaire items used to determine brand awareness and perceived quality 
 
Please consider the following list of Texas wineries.  In each case, indicate (1) whether you 
awareness the winery name, (2) whether you have tried the wine from the winery, and (3) 
your perceived brand quality of the winery based on your perceptions or direct experience, if 
applicable. 
 

Winery Awareness? 
 

Tried Wine?
 

Perceived Quality 

Names of 
wineries 
listed here 

Yes / No Yes / No Poor Moderate Excellent  N/A 

        1         2         3         4         5  
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Table 1 
Variances of ratings from Paris perceived brand quality & Texas perceived 
brand quality 

 
Variances of 

judges’ ratings 
across brands 

Direction of 
difference 

Variances of 
brand ratings 
across judges 

Variety 
 

Source 

12.6 > 9.3 Cabernet Sauvignon Paris 

15.3 > 10.4 Chardonnay Paris 

.66 < 1.0 Undifferentiated Texas 
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Figure 1 
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