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Today’s children are a multi-billion dollar consumer market that not only has the power to 

spend their own money but directly influences the spending for household consumer 

purchases.  They present an extremely healthy and potentially long term wealthy consumer 

market for marketers to target and reap the benefits from their loyalty.  However, the area 

of young children’s consumer behaviour is significantly under researched.  Very little is 

known about how young children develop preferences, make brand choices, and develop 

equity towards a brand. 

 

This study investigates the brand knowledge elements associated with brand preference and 

brand equity for young children.  An experimental procedure was employed utilising 

personal interviews and collecting data from five Australian Day Care facilities and four 

Australian Community Pre-school Centres.  The respondents were three and four year old 

children, who performed a game involving questions about fast food brands.  The 

hypotheses explored various aspects of brand knowledge (e.g., brand awareness) and, their 

influence on the child’s initial preference between fast food choices (brand preference), and 

their loyalty when tempted by a toy and their second choice (brand equity).   

 

The study’s analysis was divided into two parts.  The first part determined whether there 

were any significant differences evident between three and four year old children in relation 

to the effect of brand awareness, affect toward, and brand image in brand preference and 

brand equity using chi-square analyses.  The second part of the analysis employed binary 

logistic regression analyses to determine which elements of brand knowledge influenced a 

child’s brand preference and brand equity regarding fast foods.   
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The study found there were no major differences between a three year old and a four year 

old in relation to the influences of brand awareness, affect toward, and brand image in 

brand preference or brand equity.  The binary logistic regression analysis found that brand 

images provided the greatest effect in explaining and predicting brand preference and 

provided a contributing influence in brand equity.  Brand awareness was found to provide 

the second greatest effect on brand preference and the greatest effect on brand equity, and 

affect towards the brand or main menu item provided the least amount of effect in 

explaining and predicting brand preference and brand equity for 3 and 4 year old children. 

 

The research also comments on the use of a toy as a marketing tool to lure children to a 

brand and provides suggestions for future research.  Marketing, managerial and public 

policy implications are also provided. 
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CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION 

 

Background to the Research 

 

Virtually from the moment of birth, today’s children enter into the world with a consumer 

culture surrounded by logos, labels, and ads.  As an infant, children will wear brands such 

as Osh Kosh, play with Sesame Street toys and eat Wiggles branded yoghurt.  By the time 

children are twenty months old, they will begin to recognise several of the thousands of 

brands surrounding them every day.  At the age of seven, the average child will see around 

20,000 TV commercials a year.  By the time children are 12, they will have their own entry 

in the enormous data banks of marketers (Leonhardt 1997).   

 

Gone are the days when children have little say over what brand of clothes are purchased 

for them or even simply what brand of cereal they have for breakfast.  The increase in 

mothers returning to work, plus the increase in single parent families, has led to children 

rapidly becoming responsible for making shopping decisions that were once made by 

mothers alone.   It is for this reason among many, that marketers have turned their focus to 

this market.   

 

Children are an extremely prosperous market for marketers to target.  In 1984, children 

aged between four and 12 years spent $4.2 billion of their own money in the consumer 

market.  In 2004 they spent $35 billion, an increase of 88% over the decade and often this 

money was spent at retail stores built just for them (Kelly and Kulman 2004).  But it is not 
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only the amounts of money children spend on their own but the amount of family decision 

making money they directly influence, that is extremely promising for marketers.  

According to Boston College economist Juliet Schor (in Kelly and Kulman 2004), children 

were expected to influence $670 billion worth of parental purchases in 2004.   

 

In Australia, children under the age of 18 receive an average of $31.60 to spend a week and 

influence more than 70 per cent of their parents' clothes and fast food purchases (Beder 

1998; Powell and Zuel 1993).  Children today, now pose one of the biggest consumer 

markets than ever before.  They are an enormously valuable consumer market that has the 

ability to spend a substantial amount of money on any brand of their choice.  The ability of 

children to influence a vast amount of purchases and spend enormous amounts of money 

raises numerous areas for marketing research.   

 

Young children are one of the least understood consumer markets which is primarily 

attributed to the complexity involved in interviewing and interpreting what young children 

report.  However, as the child consumer market is rapidly growing and increasingly 

enhancing their influence on purchasing decisions, marketers need to develop a greater 

understanding of how children formulate their brand purchasing decisions.  What leads a 

child to accept and prefer a brand, and develop equity with a brand?  

 

Marketers are anxious for consumer behaviour research that will enhance their knowledge 

of what influences a child’s brand preference and brand equity.  This understanding will 

allow marketers to formulate effective designs and executions of their brand-building 

marketing programs.   
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Increasingly, companies these days are focusing a lot of marketing sponsorship dollars at 

children with the hope of attracting these children in the long term.  Some brands will even 

go to extreme steps to lure these children at such an early age with the hope of securing 

them as customers in the next decade, possibly even more.  For example, Simpsons 

Electrical Goods Company sponsored the 2006 AFL Auskick Junior Football competition 

in Australia.  Electrical goods are not a product that six to nine year old children would 

need to purchase until they reach their late teens.  However, Simpsons are looking to 

increase the awareness of their brand and products with this young consumer market well 

before they need to purchase such products, with the hope of converting them into a 

potential long term consumer.  

 

The importance of consumer research to marketing practice has perhaps never been 

stronger as managers battle to become accustomed to a fast-changing marketing 

environment.  Not only is this environment typified by savvier consumers and greater 

competition, but the effectiveness of customary marketing tactics has decreased and the 

appearance of new marketing tools has increased.  Unfortunately, no market is harder to 

understand than today’s savvy children’s market. 

 

This study will investigate the influence brand awareness, affect toward, and brand image 

have in a child’s brand preference and brand equity.  The study aims to fulfil a void in the 

consumer behaviour research area by investigating what influences a young child’s (three 

to four years old) brand preference and brand equity decisions.   
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Research Problem 

 

The purpose of this research is to determine what elements of brand knowledge influence a 

young child’s brand preference and brand equity and which of these elements provides the 

greatest influence on these responses.  The research utilised several Day care and 

Community Pre-School facilities to formulate the data sample to establish explanatory and 

predictive binary logistic regression models for both brand preference and brand equity. 

 

Research into this area appears vital for a number of conceptual and practical reasons.  

Conceptually, investigating children as a distinct population is essential in increasing our 

understanding of how young children form a preference for a brand and equity in a brand.  

The knowledge and findings about brand equity in the adult market is taken into 

consideration, but it does not provide marketers with much insightful information.  Adult 

consumers are vastly different to child consumers.  Adults have the ability to purchase and 

understand the concept of money and price premiums, whilst young children rely solely on 

purchase requests and have a lack of monetary understanding.   

 

From a practical viewpoint, a special emphasis on children is justified since children have 

become an increasingly significant market segment in terms of absolute size, spending 

power, and purchase influence (McNeal 1987).  Understanding which factors children first 

come to rely on to form a brand preference and develop equity in a brand will help establish 

a basis to better understand children’s consumer behaviour.  But more importantly for 

marketers in this hugely competitive consumer world, it will allow marketers the ability to 

effectively influence the purchase decisions of these children when they become adults.  

Ideally, it will provide the mechanism to maintain these extremely young consumers into 
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profitable long term adult consumers.  The child consumer market provides businesses with 

a golden opportunity to encourage a bonding that could last a lifetime. 

 

Research Objectives 

 

The majority of brand equity research centres around defining and measuring brand equity, 

with no research to the researcher’s knowledge investigating brand equity from the point of 

view of young children.  Further, the need to investigate the factors that have an effect in 

brand preference for young children is also very important.  A greater understanding about 

brand preference and brand equity in relation to young children is even more valid now that 

the child consumer market commands a significant amount of brand marketer’s advertising 

budgets.  In 2004 Australian advertisers spent more than $3.2 billion on TV advertising 

with more than $410 million of that being spent on food advertising (Brown 2006).  In the 

US, food and beverage companies spend more than $10 billion per year marketing to 

children (Robinson, Borzekowski, Matheson and Kraemer, 2007).    

 

This study aims to address how brand knowledge is initially developed by very young 

children (three and four year olds) and what factors formulate brand knowledge in a young 

child’s memory.  That is, what aspects of a brand and the brand’s experience do children 

add to their memory and what is later retrieved when the child makes a brand choice?  The 

information about how a child’s brand knowledge is developed will be established through 

interviewing three and four year old children.  The factors that influence a child’s brand 

knowledge will then be used to determine the effect of brand awareness, affect toward, and 

brand image in a child’s brand preference and brand equity. 
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Research Contribution 

 

Children are rapidly becoming a high spending consumer market but very little is known 

about how they function as consumers.  Many studies have investigated how children are 

targeted by marketers at a very young age with marketing tactics such as advertising and 

promotion (Atkin 1975; Bandyopadhyay, Kindrea, and Sharp 2001; Bergler 1999; Blatt, 

Spencer, and Ward 1972; Donahue 1975; Goldberg and Gorn 1983; Macklin 1985 and 

1987).  Other research areas include investigating age difference in children in relation to 

product categorisation or choice behaviour (Roedder John and Lakshmi-Ratan 1992; 

Roedder John and Sujan 1990); consumer socialisation of children (Derscheid, Kwon, and 

Fang 1996; Haynes, Butts, Dukes, and Cloud 1993; John 1999; Moschis and Moore 1979) 

and the area of food promotion (Hastings, Stead, McDermott, Forsyth, MacKintosh, 

Rayner, Godfrey, Caraher, and Angus 2003; Robinson, Borzekowski, Matheson and 

Kraemer 2007). 

  

One area of research that is currently commanding a lot of research attention focuses on 

childhood obesity.  The Centre for Science in the Public Interest Report (2003) states that in 

the last two decades, obesity rates doubled in children and tripled in adolescents in the US.  

Around 20 to 25 per cent of Australian children between the ages of five and 17 are 

regarded as overweight or obese.  This is double the occurrence of obesity amongst 

children recorded in 1986 (Australian Government, Department of Health and Ageing 

2007). 

 

Despite the increased focus of marketing spend towards young children, academic research 

into this area has been limited.  Little is known about how children function as consumers 
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with no recognised research, to the researcher’s knowledge, examining the area of brand 

preference and brand equity.   

 

It is apparent that research into the area of young children is limited which may be 

attributed to the difficulties of interviewing young children.  This study aims to establish an 

experimental procedure appropriate for collecting data from very young children (three to 

four years of age).  In addition, it will provide a foundation for which research into young 

children and the areas of brand preference and brand equity can grow.  The study will 

provide a greater understanding of the effect brand awareness, affect toward and brand 

image have in brand preference and brand equity, providing academics and marketers with 

valuable insight into how children function in the consumer market.  As more marketers 

advertise and appeal to young consumers, the importance of understanding young child 

consumers is paramount.   
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CHAPTER TWO - LITERATURE REVIEW  

 
A review on the literature relating to brand knowledge, brand preference and brand equity 

indicated extremely limited numbers of studies available which have explored the areas in 

relation to children, let alone very young children of three to four years of age.  This 

chapter will therefore provide a detailed review of literature relating to brand knowledge, 

brand preference and brand equity from the point of view of adult consumers.  Key findings 

from adult consumers are then drawn upon to formulate measures appropriate for testing 

the impact of brand knowledge and affect on a young child’s brand preference and brand 

equity.   

 

Brand Knowledge 

 

Keller (2003) provided a summary of the decades of research conducted into the area of 

consumer brand knowledge.  He highlighted that different areas of brand knowledge have 

received a greater emphasis dependent on the leading research theory at that point in time.  

Earlier research focused on the more intangible elements of brand knowledge such as 

whether memory knowledge structures are organised around attributes or brands and, the 

impact of different information processing factors such as brand familiarity and consumer 

goals on brand knowledge (Bettman 1979; Johnson and Russo 1984; Mitchell 1982; Olsen 

1978).  More recently, branding research has concentrated on understanding the intangible 

elements of brand knowledge.  Research into this area has investigated the development of 

dimensions relating to the perceptual space of brands. For example, Aaker (1997) relied on 
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personality traits and brands to investigate the perceptions consumers hold about particular 

brands.  Research has also investigated the consumer’s visual and sensory images of brands 

(Zaltman and Higie Coulter 1995) and has studied the relationships consumers form with 

brands (Fournier 1998).   

 

Another avenue of research has focused on exploring brand communities (McAlexander, 

Schouten, and Koenig 2002; Muniz and O’Guinn 2000; Schouten and McAlexander 1995), 

whilst a more recent area of research has investigated the relationship between brand 

knowledge and brand leveraging (Keller 2003a).   

 

The current study aims to investigate young children’s brand knowledge structures and 

determine what attributes about particular brands they hold in memory. It will investigate 

what attributes about fast food brands the child holds in memory and the impact of this 

brand knowledge on preference and equity towards the brand. 

 

The significance of knowledge in memory to consumer decision making has been well 

recognised (Alba and Chattopadyay 1985; Alba, Hutchinson, and Lynch 1991).  It is 

important to understand knowledge in memory in regards to its content and structure 

because it affects what comes to mind when a consumer thinks about a brand. 

 

Consumer brand knowledge relates to the cognitive representation of the brand (Peter & 

Olson 2001).  It is how the consumer views the brand in their memory.  Keller (2003a, b) 

stated that any interaction with a brand has the prospect to change the mental representation 

of the brand and the information associated to the brand in consumer memory.   

Consumer’s awareness of a brand’s name is thought to be the essential first step in the 
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development of brand knowledge.  The brand related information that consumers obtain 

overtime is inclined to be organised in their memories around the brand name (Sen 1999).  

It is the aim of marketers to construct their product offerings and marketing programs in 

such a way as to create brand knowledge structures that are the most advantageous and 

long-lasting.  Brand knowledge can also be enhanced or altered by linking the brand to 

other people, places, things or even other brands.  Thus, for the McDonald’s fast food brand 

linking the brand to little children, Ronald McDonald, and playground enhances the young 

child’s brand knowledge for the McDonald’s brand. 

 

Keller (1993) states that brand knowledge, consistent with an associative network memory 

model, is viewed as consisting of a brand node in memory to which a variety of 

associations are linked.  For the McDonald’s fast food brand, brand knowledge could be 

centred on the brand logo as the node, and have various associations such as golden arches, 

family, kids, hamburger etc. linked to the node in memory.  The relevant elements that 

distinguish brand knowledge and impact consumer response are the awareness of the brand 

(brand recall and recognition) and the favourability, strength, and uniqueness of the brand 

associations (brand image) in consumer memory (Keller 1993).  These elements are 

influenced by other characteristics of, and relationships amongst, the brand associations.  

Factors related to the type of association and the similarity amongst associations influences 

the favourability, strength, and uniqueness of each brand association.  For example, in 

relation to the McDonald’s fast food brand, similar brand associations such as Big Mac and 

Big Mac Meal would weaken the effect each of these associations has, because they are 

very similar.  However, if the Big Mac, golden arches, and Ronald McDonald were 

associated to the brand, each of these associations is different to each other and they would 

therefore be stronger associations. 
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Brand awareness is related to the strength of the brand node in memory, which is reflected 

by the consumers’ capacity to identify the brand under diverse situations.  Brand awareness 

is required, but not always adequate alone, to build brand equity (Keller 1993).  There are 

other factors, such as brand image, which can influence and build brand equity.  

 

Keller (2003a, b) specified brand image to be defined as the perceptions about a brand as 

reflected by the brand associations held in consumer memory.  Thus, brand associations are 

also informational nodes linked to the brand node in memory and hold the meaning of the 

brand for consumers.  Associations come in a variety of forms and can expose 

characteristics of the product or even features separate from the product itself.  For 

example, a fast food brand may have the association of little children attributed to it which 

is a brand user feature that is separate from the product itself. 

 

Keller (2003a, b) mentions there are multiple dimensions of brand knowledge and also 

multiple potential means or sources to create that brand knowledge.  Thus, it is important 

that all dimensions of brand knowledge and the potential influences on the creation of 

brand knowledge be fully addressed in developing a concept of a child’s brand knowledge 

and its influence in brand preference and brand equity.  If consumer research ignores any 

potentially important dimension of brand knowledge, it could lack the strength necessary to 

provide more powerful theoretical insights into its influence in brand preference and brand 

equity for very young children. 

 

Keller (2003a, b) defines consumer brand knowledge in terms of the personal meaning 

about all descriptive and evaluative brand-related information stored in consumer memory.  
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Keller presents eight dimensions of brand knowledge, and attributes their development to 

the different kinds of information that can be linked to a brand.  The dimensions include: 

awareness, attributes, benefits, images, thoughts, feelings, attitudes and experiences.  These 

dimensions of brand knowledge can differ on a range of factors beyond their content such 

as strength, valence, uniqueness etc.   

 

Although these different dimensions of brand knowledge have received extensive amounts 

of research in the past, some with more intensity than others, a majority of the research has 

investigated the dimensions in isolation rather than holistically.  This presents a significant 

research challenge, however little research has investigated the different dimensions of 

brand knowledge individually in relation to very young children.  The current research 

study will investigate a number of these dimensions (awareness, attributes, images, 

feelings) individually to provide marketers with an outline of the strength of each 

dimension and their relationship with brand preference and brand equity.   

 

By understanding the different dimensions of brand knowledge and how they interact, it 

may provide marketers with a better understanding as to what motivates the child to prefer 

their brand.  Does the child prefer the brand based entirely on their awareness of the brand 

or due to their awareness and likeability (feelings) towards the brand or towards other 

brands?  A brand that is preferred based on awareness alone may reap only short term 

benefits, as the child may switch to another brand as they get older and their awareness 

level of different brands increases.  However, a brand that is preferred based on awareness 

and likeability is more likely to reap longer term benefits because the child is not only 

aware of the brand but has a strong positive attitude or liking, towards the brand (Keller 

1993, 2003b).  Assessing the strength of each dimension will also prove beneficial in 
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determining the relative importance of one dimension over another and, its effect on brand 

preference and brand equity. 

 

Brand Awareness 

Brand Awareness Defined 

Sen (1999) stated that a consumer’s awareness of a brand name is the first critical step in 

the development of brand knowledge.  Furthermore, the information consumers obtain 

overtime relating to the brand tends to be organised in their memories around the brand 

name. 

 

The role of the brand name in the development of brand knowledge can best be understood 

in terms of how brand knowledge is represented in memory.  Brand knowledge, like all 

memory structures, is viewed as an assembly of items of brand information or nodes in a 

person’s memory that are interrelated by links to form an associative network.  When a 

specific node of brand information is triggered, whether from memory retrieval or during 

exposure to related information, it triggers other nodes closely linked to it, allowing the 

retrieval of related information (Anderson 1983; Keller 2003; Sen 1999). 

 

The majority of the commonly accepted conceptualisations of memory structure involve 

some type of associative model formulation (Anderson 1983; Wyer and Srull 1989).  For 

instance, the “associative network memory model” regards semantic memory or knowledge 

as consisting of a set of nodes and links.  Nodes are stored information connected by links 

that vary in strength (Keller 1993).  A “spreading activation” process from node to node 

influences the extent of retrieval in memory (Collins and Loftus 1975; Raaijmakers and 

Shiffrin 1981; Ratcliff and McKoon 1988).  A node becomes a likely source of activation 
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for other nodes either when internal information is retrieved from long-term memory or 

when external information is being encoded.  Activation can spread from this node to other 

linked nodes in memory.  When the activation of another node surpasses some threshold 

level, the information enclosed in that node is recalled.  Therefore, the strength of 

association between the activated node and all linked nodes influences the extent of this 

“spreading activation” and the specific information that can be retrieved from memory 

(Keller 1993).  For example, in considering a fast food restaurant purchase, a consumer 

may think of McDonald’s because of its strong association with the fast food product 

category.  Consumer knowledge most strongly linked to McDonald’s should also then 

come to mind, such as perceptions of its taste, its main menu item, or even recalled images 

from a recent advertising campaign or past product experiences. 

 

Brand awareness is foreseen on the presence of a brand name node (Keller 1993), which 

often occupies a central position in the consumer’s brand memory structures as various 

types of brand information becomes linked with it during brand experiences.  Subsequently, 

the brand name often serves as a powerful and consistent retrieval cue for associated brand 

information (Keller et al. 1998).  Nevertheless, the brand name can also affect the type of 

brand information that will be strongly connected with it at the moment of encoding.  For 

example, if the brand name is easy to recognise and pronounce and is also closely 

associated to its product category, it will be easier for the consumer to connect brand 

information to the brand than a brand that is more complex and removed from its product 

category.  Consider the West Australian fast food brand Chicken Treat.  The reference of 

‘chicken’ in the brand name instantly reiterates the brand’s main menu item of chicken.  

The reference of ‘treat’ in the brand name creates a perception that the brand is fun and 
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enjoyable, it is a treat to visit.  Thus, the Chicken Treat brand name acts as a powerful 

retrieval cue for associated brand information such as chicken and fun. 

Keller (1993) states that brand awareness is established on the existence of a brand name 

node that frequently occupies a central position in the consumer’s brand memory structure 

as various types of brand information becomes associated with it during brand encounters.  

Further, brand awareness is related to the strength of the brand node in memory, which is 

reflected by the consumer’s capacity to identify the brand under various situations.  For 

instance, a consumer that struggles to recognise the McDonald’s brand in the basic of 

circumstances, such as seeing the brand logo would have a low level of awareness for the 

brand.  While a consumer that is able to recognise the McDonald’s brand under various 

situations such as seeing the brand logo, thinking of something to eat, or seeing a 

hamburger would have a stronger awareness level for the brand.  Keller (2004) further 

indicates that brand awareness can be created by enhancing the familiarity of the brand 

through repeated exposure (for brand recognition) and increasing strong associations with 

the relevant product category or other appropriate purchase or consumption cues (for brand 

recall).   

 

Brand Recognition and Brand Recall 

Keller (1993) defines brand awareness to consist of brand recognition and brand 

recall performance.  Brand recognition requires that consumers can correctly discriminate 

the brand as having been previously seen or heard.  It is the ability of the consumer to 

confirm prior experience to the brand. 

 

Keller (2003) defines brand recall as relating to the consumers’ ability to retrieve the brand 

from memory when given the product category, the needs fulfilled by the category, or a 
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purchase or usage situation as a cue.  In other words, brand recall requires the consumer to 

correctly generate the brand from memory when prompted by a relevant cue.  For example, 

the recall of a fast food brand such as Pizza Hut will depend on the consumers’ ability to 

retrieve the brand when they think of the fast food category, of options for dinner, or when 

making a decision on the road to purchase pizza.   

 

Aaker (1991) defines brand awareness as the ability of a potential buyer to recognise or 

recall that a brand is a member of a specific product category.  It involves a link between 

the product class and the brand.  Hoeffler and Keller (2002) state that brand recall relies 

more heavily on creating the appropriate links between the brand and the product category 

or the consumption or usage situation.  For example, a balloon with McDonald’s written on 

it may make the McDonald’s name more salient, but it will not necessarily help increase 

name awareness because the name is not easily associated to the product category.  

However, if the balloon was also shaped as a hamburger, the link to the product is provided 

and the balloon’s effectiveness at creating brand awareness is enhanced. 

 

Aaker (1991) further describes brand awareness in relation to a continuum ranging from a 

tentative feeling that the brand is recognised, to a belief that it is the only one in the product 

class.  Aaker defines the continuum to be represented by three very different levels of brand 

awareness: brand recognition, brand recall and top-of-mind awareness.  The lowest level, 

brand recognition, is established upon an aided recall test.  The current study will test brand 

recognition by providing a set of brand logos from the fast food product category to the 

child and asking them to name the brands that they recognise.  Here the study is testing the 

lowest level of brand awareness for the child.  Brand recognition is claimed to be a minimal 
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level of brand awareness and predominantly important when a buyer chooses a brand at the 

point of purchase (Aaker 1991). 

 

The next level after brand recognition for brand awareness is brand recall.  Brand recall is 

based upon asking a person to name the brand in a product class.  It is termed “unaided 

recall” because, unlike as in the recognition task, the respondent is not aided by having the 

names provided.  Unaided recall is a substantially more difficult memory task than 

recognition, and is associated with a stronger brand position (Aaker 1991).  In the study’s 

pre-test, three and four year old children struggled with unaided recall of the brands in the 

fast food category.  A majority of the children were unable to identify brands when asked to 

name a brand in the fast food category without being prompted.   

 

The final and strongest level of awareness in Aaker’s continuum is referred to as top-of-

mind awareness and relates to the first-named brand in an unaided recall task.  Top-of-mind 

awareness for a brand would put that brand ahead of the other brands in the person’s mind 

(Aaker 1991).  Top-of-mind awareness will not be tested in this study as a level of brand 

awareness because three and four year old children had difficulty with the second level of 

brand awareness (brand recall), and therefore they would struggle to report a higher level of 

awareness (top-of-mind awareness). 

 

Brand Recognition and Brand Recall For Young Children 

When examining past research into young children’s brand recognition (Derscheid 

et al., 1996; Fischer, Schwartz, Richards, Goldberg 1990; Goldstein, and Rojas 1991; 

Macklin 1983; Mizerski 1995) it is apparent that a child’s ability to recognise brands starts 

earlier in their development than their ability to recall these brands.  Macklin (1983) found 
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in an observation study, four and five year old children had significantly more difficulty 

recalling a set of brand names than they had recognising the brand names.  This observation 

was in support of general research on children’s memory development (e.g., Kail 1984; 

Siegler 1998), which have found that preschoolers usually have a brilliant recognition 

memory, however their recall memory is significantly weaker.  A child’s ability to recall a 

brand is said to improve as they get older (Macklin 1996). 

 

The reasoning behind why a young child has this developmental difference between 

recognition and recall is that recall requires two cognitive steps whilst recognition only 

requires one cognitive step.  For brand recall, the first cognitive step necessitates a mental 

search for a particular memory unit, and the second step necessitates the verification of 

whether the activated memory is in fact correct.  Brand recognition seems to only require 

the second step (Franzen and Bouwman 2001).   

 

Preschoolers have difficulty assuming the first cognitive step for a few reasons.  Firstly, 

children only start to develop more sophisticated strategies to aid their memory, including 

rehearsal, categorisation, visualisation, and mnemonics at seven years of age and beyond.  

Children use these types of strategies progressively more often as they get older and are 

exposed to the brand on more occasions, thereby assisting to increase their recall memory 

(Siegler 1998).   Secondly, older children have more content knowledge in comparison to 

younger children, and thus new information is better learnt and recalled when it can be 

related to existing knowledge in memory.  An older child has the ability to relate the new 

information (unfamiliar brand name) to existing content knowledge in memory to assist 

with triggering their recall memory.  Whilst for a younger child, if they have to remember 

an unfamiliar brand name, they will need to create a completely new memory unit (Siegler 
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1998).  For example, the introduction of a new brand such as Jesters Pies to the fast food 

category will require the young child to formulate a new memory unit around Jesters Pies.  

Whilst the older child will be able to relate the brand name to the fast food product category 

and thereby, enhances their ability to recall this brand name in the future.  Thus, when 

asked to name brands in the fast food product category, the older child will tend to be able 

to recall the brand name Jesters Pies more readily than the younger child. 

 

Pre-testing of brand recall with three and four year old children proved too complicated for 

a child of this young age to perform.  However, simply testing brand awareness based on 

brand recognition is not enough on its own to differentiate a child’s level of brand 

knowledge.  There would be no way of determining whether one child that recognised the 

McDonald’s brand logo had a greater level of awareness for the McDonald’s brand in 

comparison to another child which also recognised the McDonald’s brand logo.   Thus, to 

determine the effect brand awareness had on a child’s brand knowledge, it was important to 

consider whether the “level” of awareness for a brand contributed to the child’s brand 

knowledge and, the effect it had in brand preference and brand equity.   

 

Fischer, Schwartz, Richards, Goldstein, and Rojas (1991) studied three to six year old 

children and their ability to match pictures of particular trademarks on a picture of the 

correct product that represented the brand using the trademark.  Fischer et al. referred to 

this matching procedure as recognition.  Mizerski (1995), also investigated whether three to 

six year old children could match trade characters to products that represented the brand 

using the trade characters as a measure of brand recognition.  Both Fischer et al. (1991) and 

Mizerski (1995) investigated young children’s ability to match a trade mark/ character to a 

product representative of a brand, as a form of brand recognition.  Based on the Fisher et al. 
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(1991) and Mizerski (1995) studies, the current study will investigate product recognition 

as another measure of brand recognition for young children.  In this case, product 

recognition will involve determining whether a child can match the brand logo to the main 

menu item offered by the brand. 

 

In summary, this study will investigate a child’s level of brand awareness from the 

perspective of whether the child could recognise the brand logo (brand recognition), and 

whether the child could correctly match the main menu item to the brand (product 

recognition).  A child that can both recognise the brand (brand recognition) and the brand’s 

main menu item (product recognition), is considered to have a greater level of brand 

awareness level for the fast food brand than a child that can only recognise the brand (brand 

recognition), or could only recognise the brand’s main menu item (product recognition). 

 

Brand Image 

As previously mentioned, Hoeffler and Keller (2002) claimed that brand awareness is an 

important first step in building brand equity, but usually is not sufficient on its own.  In 

most situations, other considerations such as the meaning of the brand or the image of the 

brand also impact brand equity (Fournier 1998, Zaltman and Higie 1995).  The 

development of brand image involves creating a meaning for the brand that takes into 

consideration the attributes of the brand, and what the brand stands for in the consumer’s 

mind (brand associations).  Further, to create brand equity it is important that the brand has 

some strong favourable and unique brand associations in the consumer’s mind (Keller 

1993). 

 



 

 35 

Imagery associations can be created directly from the child’s own experiences with and 

exposure to the brand, or indirectly via word of mouth or brand advertising (Keller 1993).  

Direct experiences are more likely to be self-relevant to the consumer and provide a lasting 

impression which can be retrieved from memory when the brand is encountered (Keller 

1993, 2003b).  For this reason, a brand that has more associations based on direct 

experience should be in a better position to generate brand equity, than a brand with which 

the consumer has had little or no direct experience.  For example, a child who has visited 

the McDonald’s brand on several occasions in the past will form stronger associations with 

this brand and will be in a better position to develop equity towards this brand than towards 

a competitive brand that they have visited less often or never.  In regards to indirect 

experiences, a high degree of credibility is attributed to word of mouth primarily because 

the consumer is provided with information about a brand directly from someone who has 

personally tried the brand and is credible as a source of information.   

 

For young children, it is expected that direct rather than indirect experiences with the brand 

will be more influential in brand equity because children at this young age tend to be more 

egocentric (Roedder John 1999).  They focus more on themselves than what other people 

have to say.  It is also easier at this young age to draw information regarding their past 

experiences with the brand from their memory. Retrieving information from memory that 

relates to what someone else may or may not have said about a brand requires a more 

complex and greater cognitive thought that is expected to be beyond the cognitive ability of 

a three or four year old child. 

 

Aaker (1991) defines brand image as a set of associations that are generally organised in 

some meaningful way.  Thus, brand image for the McDonald’s brand would not simply be 
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a set of 10 stronger and 20 weaker associations.  Rather, they would be associations 

prearranged into groups that have meaning.  Associations for McDonald’s might be 

arranged into a service cluster, kids cluster, and a food cluster.  Under the service cluster 

there might be the associations of drive thru, a crewperson and fast service.  Under the kids’ 

cluster there might be Ronald McDonald, playground and toy.  Under the food cluster there 

might be Happy meal, Big Mac meal and ice cream.  There may even be visual images that 

come to mind when McDonald’s is mentioned, such as Ronald McDonald, the Golden 

Arches or hamburgers and fries.   

 

Aaker (1991) views a brand association to be anything that is linked in memory to a brand.  

Thus, McDonald’s could be linked to a character such as Ronald McDonald, a consumer 

segment such as kids, a feeling such as having fun, a product characteristic such as service 

or a symbol such as the Golden Arches. 

 

Biel (1992) describes brand image as the cluster of attributes and associations that 

consumers connect to the brand name.  Biel further defines these associations to be hard or 

soft.  Hard associations are associations that can be specific perceptions of tangible/ 

functional attributes.  For fast food brands, hard associations could be associations such as 

speed of service, level of price, length of time in business, or convenience.  Soft 

associations are considered more emotional attributes, like excitement, trustworthiness, fun, 

dull or an innovation.  Thus a young child may see a brand like McDonald’s as being 

youthful and fun, whilst Pizza Hut as a brand for adults users and boring. 

 

Biel (1992), like Aaker (1991), also suggests that brand image can have a strong non-verbal 

component.  Thus, for several brands particularly strong brands, the exclusive symbols long 
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associated with them may be instinctively recalled from memory as soon as the brand is 

shown.  For instance when the brand McDonald’s is mentioned, the Golden Arches or 

Ronald McDonald may automatically come to mind. 

 

Strength of Brand Associations 

An association does not only exist but it also has a level of strength.  A link to a 

brand will be stronger when it is established on numerous experiences or exposures 

supported by a network of other links (Aaker 1991).  If the link between hamburgers and 

fries and McDonald’s were based only on some ads showing hamburgers and fries at 

McDonald’s, it would be expected to be much weaker than if the link involved a intricate 

mental network involving eating experiences at McDonald’s, hamburger and fries 

vouchers, and McDonald’s hamburger and fries stickers. 

 

Keller (2003b) noted that the strength of an association generally depends on how 

information is originally processed as it enters the consumer’s memory and where it is 

located.  There are two processes, encoding and storage, which are involved when 

information enters the consumer’s memory.  Encoding processes refer to the amount of 

processing time and the nature/ quality of the processing that information receives.  The 

encoding processes directly affect the strength of an association.  As a rule the greater the 

attention that is dedicated to the meaning of the information during encoding, the stronger 

the resulting associations in memory. Thus, when a consumer actively thinks about and 

‘elaborates’ on the significance of the product information when encoding, it is expected 

that stronger associations will be created in memory.   
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Another key influence on the strength of an association is the amount, strength and 

organisation of other brand associations already present in memory.  In general, it is easier 

for a consumer to develop an association when related knowledge structures already exist 

in memory.  Thus, for a child that has existing knowledge structures around the fast food 

brand Hungry Jacks, encountering new information about this brand will be easier to 

convert to an association in memory than information about a new fast food brand.  

Repeated exposure to information will also enhance the opportunity for developing stronger 

brand associations (Keller 2003). 

 

In summary, a number of factors influence the strength of brand associations in the 

consumer’s memory with the main influential factors expected to be the relevance, 

consistency and number of exposures to the brand information over time. 

 

Recall of Brand Associations 

Consistent with the associative network memory model, the strength of a brand 

association increases both the likelihood that the information will be available and the 

simplicity with which the information can be recalled by spreading activation (Keller 

2003).  Accessible, recalled information is essential because it can produce the differential 

response that makes up customer-based brand equity.  A child that can easily recall the 

brand associations of Ronald McDonald, golden arches and happy meal from memory 

allows them to develop a level of equity towards this brand over a child that struggles to 

recall any form of association for the McDonald’s brand. 

 

Keller (2003) indicated that effective recall of brand information by consumers not only 

depends on the initial associative strength of that information in memory, but also relies on 
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other considerations.  Keller highlighted three factors of particular importance.  Firstly, the 

existence of other product information in memory can generate interference effects and 

decrease the accessibility of similar brand information in memory.  In particular, other 

information in memory may cause the target information to be overlooked or confused with 

this other information.  For example, a child may have several associations for the 

McDonald’s brand in memory such as Ronald McDonald, happy meal and golden arches. 

When presented with the information of whether a hamburger is associated to the 

McDonald’s brand, this other existing brand association information in memory may create 

interference and possibly prevent the child from retrieving whether a hamburger is in fact 

associated to the McDonald’s brand. 

 

Secondly, the time between the exposure to the information at the encoding stage and the 

last exposure with the brand, influences the strength of a new association.  The time elapsed 

can produce gradual decay.  The greater the time delay, the weaker the association.  

Thirdly, the type and number of external retrieval cues that are present will be a significant 

factor influencing memory accessibility.  Information may be present in memory, but 

without the right retrieval cues this information may not be accessed.  The number and 

importance of the associations that come to mind will depend on the circumstances in 

which the brand is considered.  Associations are more likely to be recalled from memory if 

there are more cues linked to the piece of information regarding the association in memory 

(Keller 2003b). 

 

Number of Brand Associations 

The amount of associations brought to mind by a brand name is one variable that 

may be used to characterise equity (Krishnan 1996).  Overtime, consumers tend to build up 
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a large set of associations about different brands.  Some of these associations are brand 

attributes and benefits (e.g., convenient, cheap) whereas others may represent each 

consumer’s experiences with the brand (e.g., fun).  These characteristic associations may be 

based on a large number of sources overtime, some of which may be characterised in 

memory from brand usage experiences.  Associations that a three to four year old child may 

have towards a fast food brand will predominantly centre on brand attributes rather than 

brand experiences.   Children of this young age tend to rely more on perceptual cues such 

as the brand logo or product offered, rather than more involved experiential associations, 

such as fun or exciting, that involves a lot more cognitive thought (Roedder John 1999). 

 

As the number of associations towards a brand increases, the memory structure for that 

brand becomes more detailed, but also more complex.  In general, increasing the number of 

associations towards a brand makes it easier to retrieve the actual brand node from memory 

(e.g., associative network models) since these associations offer various pathways to the 

same brand node.  Conversely, a large number of associations can lead to lowered memory 

for the brand due to interference amongst the associations (e.g., Meyers-Levy 1989).   Too 

many associations towards a brand may make it harder to retrieve the brand from memory 

because it becomes more complicated to remember that one of 30 associations is linked to 

that particular brand.  This is probably more apparent for new brands.  For mature brands, 

this interference is less applicable as these brands have established higher levels of 

awareness and have been stored in memory for a longer period of time (Kent and Allen 

1994).  Consequently, it is essential for brands to have a substantial number of favourable 

associations to generate equity.   
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Krishnan (1996) pointed out that brands at the furthest ends of the scale of equity (high or 

low) will have many associations.  Only an assessment of the direction (positive or 

negative) of these associations provides a method of differentiating such brands.  Brands 

that have more positive associations will tend to have a higher level of equity, than brands 

that have a greater amount of negative associations held towards them.   

 

Components of Brand Image 

Keller (2004 66) defines brand image as, “…perceptions about a brand as reflected 

by the brand associations held in consumer memory.”   That is, brand associations are 

informational connections linked to the concept of the brand in memory that hold the 

personal meaning about a brand for the consumer.  Brand imagery refers to the intangible 

aspects of the brand, or how people think about a brand abstractly, rather than what they 

think the brand actually does (Keller 1993).   

 

Both Aaker (1991) and Keller (2004) along with other elements, look at brand image in 

respect to associations, perceived user profiles, purchase and usage situations.  Due to their 

appropriateness to young children, these are the three elements that this study will focus on 

for measuring brand image and its impact on brand preference and brand equity.   

 

Keller’s (2004) other intangible elements of brand image, such as the brands perceived 

personality, values and history, heritage and experiences were omitted from this study 

because they were judged to be too complex for a child of three and four years of age to 

understand.  Whilst three and four year old children were able to characterise a brand in 

regards to associations, user profiles and purchase/ usage situations; pre-tests showed they 

struggled to describe a brand’s image in regards to personality, values, history, heritage and 
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experiences.  These descriptions would usually involve a more developed cognitive ability 

than what a three or four year old child would possess.   

 

Aaker (1991) considered brand associations from the point of view of how they create 

value for the brand.  Associations can create value by helping to process/ retrieve 

information, differentiating the brand, generating a reason to buy, creating positive 

attitudes/ feelings, and providing a basis for extensions (Aaker 1991).   This study will look 

more closely at identifying the brand associations a three or four year old child has towards 

a fast food brand, and investigate the effect these associations have on brand preference and 

brand equity. 

 

Biel (1992) describes the image of a brand as having three contributing sub-images: the 

image of the provider of the product/ service or corporate image, the image of the users and 

the image of the product/service itself.  The comparative contribution of these three sub-

images differs by product category, by brand and by audience.  In the case of young 

children, it would be expected that the corporate reputation of a fast food brand would not 

be a strong contributor in forming the brand’s image for young children.  It is expected that 

for young children, the impression they have of the brand’s users will be a slight 

contributor, with the strongest contributor being the product image itself.  Product image in 

relation to fast food brands could, for example, encompass associating the main product 

like hamburgers and/or the brand’s kid’s meal/ adult meal to the brand. 

 

Brand Users 

Hoeffler and Keller (2002) defined one set of brand imagery associations in regards 

to the type of person who uses the brand.  The profile of a brand user may result from a 
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mental image a consumer may hold about actual users of the brand, or the more 

inspirational and idealised perception of the users of the brand.  Associations of a brand 

user may also be based on descriptive demographic factors such as age, gender, income or 

more intangible psychographic factors. 

 

Brand user profiles for the fast food product category are expected to be evident among 

three and four year old children, mainly in relation to age rather than gender and income.  

The pre-test study established that three and four year old children could in fact define 

users of fast food brands in relation to their age.  From this perspective, three and four year 

old children could easily match a user group based on age such as little children, big 

children, family or grandparent to a fast food brand that they thought the user group would 

visit or use. 

 

Lannon (1991) noted that, “…brands are bought for who they are as well as what they are.”  

Undoubtedly, the user component of brand image can be described in terms of the brand’s 

attributed personality.  For a fast food brand, one brand might be seen to be trendy, fun and 

used by kids, families and adults.  Whilst another fast food brand might be seen to be more 

upmarket, reserved and only used by adults.  Adult consumers would tend to have little 

difficulty in describing who might eat at McDonald’s and who may eat at Red Rooster and 

whether these users differ.  For young children, whether they could actually describe a 

difference between the brand users of McDonald’s and Red Rooster remains a question this 

study will test. 
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Purchase and Usage Situations 

Keller (2004) highlighted that purchase and usage situations can be associated to a 

brand.  Associations may be formed in regards to what circumstances the brand could or 

should be bought and used.  These associations may take into account a number of different 

considerations such as the type of channel (fast food outlet, department store), specific 

stores (McDonald’s, Red Rooster), ease of purchase (convenience) and associated rewards 

like loyalty reward points (Keller 2003).  For three and four year old children, pre-tests 

suggest some will know the specific stores where you a buy a fast food brand (a restaurant), 

but appear to not have a concept of ‘ease of purchase’ or ‘type of channel’.  Associated 

rewards are not relevant to the Australian Fast Food category and were not pre-tested.   

 

Affect  

Affect is typically used to refer to both moods and emotions (Forgas and Vargas 1998).  

Moods are defined as, “…low-intensity, diffuse and relatively lasting affective states with a 

prominent antecedent cause and therefore little cognitive content (e.g., feeling good or 

feeling bad).”  On the other hand, emotions, “…are more intense and brief and usually have 

a definitive cause and clear cognitive content” (e.g., anger or fear, Forgas 1992, 230).  Both 

moods and emotions are quite involving concepts that present challenges for very young 

children of three and four years of age to understand and report.  A child of these ages will 

struggle to tell you how a brand makes them feel.  Even expressing whether a brand makes 

them feel happy or sad is difficult, whilst an adult could more readily tell you if visiting 

McDonald’s makes them feel excited and fulfilled.   

 

In fact, pre-tests conducted in this study established that children of three and four years of 

age struggled to understand and communicate what both a “mood” and an “emotion” meant 
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to them.  Therefore, a much simpler interpretation of affect was required for testing 

amongst three and four year old children.   

 

One construct of affect is focusing on the “feelings” a person has towards a stimulus 

(Holbrook and Hirschman 1982).  Keller (2003a) indicated feelings to be one of eight 

dimensions of brand knowledge.  For young children, expressing the feelings they may 

have towards a brand is often an impossible task because they lack the cognitive ability to 

transfer their feelings into verbal responses (Roedder John 1999).  However, one of the 

most basic feelings a child can have towards something is centred on the construct of liking 

as affect (Fishbein 1967).  That is, a child either likes or does not like something in an 

evaluative sense.  A pre-test conducted indicated that three and four year old children could 

readily tell you whether they liked or disliked a fast food brand and/ or the fast food brand’s 

main menu item.  Consequently, for the purposes of this study affect will be defined in 

respect to liking or disliking the brand or product. 

 

Based on this definition of affect, there are two elements associated to a fast food brand that 

a child could readily form a liking or disliking towards.  The two elements are the brand 

(brand affect), and the brand’s main menu item (product affect).   These two elements were 

chosen as they are two prominent elements of a fast food brand that a child of this young 

age would have encountered in the past.   The brand logo is the visual representation of the 

brand for which a child would easily identify, whilst the main menu item is the category 

level experiential encounter the child would have had with the brand.   These two elements 

were tested in the pre-test and were established to be both recognisable for the child, and 

something that the child could indicate whether they liked or disliked. 

 



 

 46 

Measuring both brand and product affect was deemed important for establishing a level/ 

strength of affect.  It was important to include both elements because they measure the 

possible impact affect toward has in a brand preference and brand equity.  Simply looking 

at whether a child likes or dislikes a brand (brand affect) may not provide sufficient 

clarification of the impact affect may have in brand preference.  For instance, there may be 

the situation where only one of two children preferred the Hungry Jacks brand, but both 

indicated that they liked the Hungry Jacks brand.  Being able to also measure whether a 

child liked the main menu item may offer further insight into why one child preferred the 

Hungry Jacks brand and the other did not. 

 

It is of course realistic that these two children may have indicated brand liking and product 

liking for the Hungry Jacks brand and yet, only one of them may prefer the brand.  

However, by taking into consideration both brand and product affect, a greater measure of 

affect presents an enhanced opportunity to test the effects that affect may have in both 

brand preference and brand equity.  That is, does a greater level of affect towards a brand 

lead to a child preferring the brand over another brand?  Or does it also take a greater level 

of affect toward the product category to lead a child to develop equity towards that brand? 

 

The level of affect in this study will therefore be measured on the basis of whether a child 

liked or disliked the brand (brand affect) and the brand’s product category (product affect).  

A greater level of affect will be evident if a child likes both the brand (brand liking) and the 

main menu item provided by the brand (product liking).   
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Brand Knowledge and Young Children 

Brand knowledge can be created as early as the initial interaction with the brand, however 

for brand knowledge to prosper and remain the consumer needs to have frequent exposure 

to the brand.  For a young child, repetition is even more important for brand knowledge.  

Peracchio (1992) emphasised that young children’s encoding capabilities are restricted 

because they have less pathways available in memory for the encoding and storage of 

knowledge than older children.  Yet, young children appear to have sufficient pathways 

available for information to which they are consistently exposed.  Younger children need to 

be exposed to a brand on more occasions before information can be readily linked to the 

brand in memory. 

 

If a young child is exposed to a brand at a very young age, but is not exposed to this brand 

regularly; they are less likely to form knowledge structures associated to this brand.  For 

this research study although it is not directly tested, it is expected that a child who is 

frequently exposed to a particular fast food brand will be more likely to form stronger 

knowledge structures to this brand, than a brand they are exposed to on limited occasions. 

 

Macklin (1996) investigated the effect of visual cues on children’s learning of brand names, 

and especially what type may improve a child’s learning.  Macklin found that when visual 

cues were presented with brand names, and the child had a prior association in their 

memory structure, the child was able to remember the brand name better than a child who 

had no visual cues presented with the brand name.  Although two cues improve memory 

over the provision of a single cue, multiple visual cues might overtax young children’s 

processing abilities.  Overall, Macklin’s study found that very young children can use 

perceptual cues (visual) to aid their memory of brand names.   
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Ward, Wackman and Wartella (1977) reported that kindergarten children were able to 

recall names within several different product categories, and pre-tests found brand 

knowledge increased with age.  Thus, it would not be unreasonable to expect, three to four 

year old children could recall several brand names within the fast food category. 

 

Brand Preference 

 

Brand Preference Defined 

Radosevich (2006) defined brand preference as “a measure of whether someone prefers one 

brand over another.”  Radosevich indicates that brand preference is distinct from brand 

awareness because it considers what the person’s behavioural intention is towards the 

brand, whilst brand awareness only considers the person’s memory of the brand.   

 

A major goal of researchers investigating brand preference is to understand how consumers 

feel about a brand over time, and the impact of competitive brands on maintaining this 

preference.  Ideally, marketers aim for consumers to maintain their liking for the long-term.  

Any understanding as to what impact competitive brands have on a brand’s preference is 

extremely important for the brand’s long-term loyalty and growth.   

 

Zajonc and Markus (1982, 128) define preference to be, “…a behavioural tendency that 

exhibits itself not so much in what the individual thinks or says about the object, but how 

s/he acts towards it.  Do they take it, do they approach it, do they buy it, do they marry it?”  

This definition looks further than the cognitive element of liking to consider brand 

preference as also having a strong behavioural element to it.  The behavioural element of 
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brand preference is important as it captures the consumer’s reaction to the brand via the 

consumer’s purchase decision.  Thus, brand preference is more than just a consumer liking 

a brand, rather it looks at the possible behavioural outcome of this liking.  For example, a 

consumer may like more than one brand at any given time.  Brand preference in this 

situation will be evident by the behavioural outcome of the consumer choosing one brand 

over another. 

 

Brand Awareness, Brand Familiarity and Brand Preference 

Brand awareness is the basis for brand familiarity to develop.  Brand familiarity is defined 

by Baker, Hutchinson, Moore and Nedungadi (1986, 637) as, “…a one-dimensional 

construct that is directly related to the amount of time that has been spent processing 

information about the brand, regardless of the type or content of the processing that was 

involved.”  For someone to become familiar with a brand, increased exposure to and 

evaluation of the brand is required.  Thus, for someone to be familiar with a brand, they 

must be aware of the brand (brand awareness) and also, recognise that they know the brand 

(brand recognition). 

 

Aaker (1991) indicated that brand recognition provides the consumer with a sense of 

familiarity and people like familiarity.   Familiarity can at times drive the buying decision.  

This is particularly appropriate for ‘low-involvement’ products such as chocolate, chips, 

lollies or soft drink.  In this situation, familiarity may be sufficient to explain a brand 

preference decision. 

 

Aaker (1991) mentioned that previous studies have revealed a positive relationship between 

liking and the number of exposures to the stimuli.  Further, these recognition studies have 
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found that repetitive exposure to a brand can influence liking, even when the recognition 

level remains unchanged.  Thus, repeated exposure to a brand’s logo could be enough on its 

own to influence brand liking, even if recognition relating to the brand is limited to 

recognising the brand logo only.  In this case, repetitive exposure to the brand ensures 

brand awareness and increases brand familiarity, both aid in increasing liking towards a 

brand. 

 

Baker, Hutchinson, Moore and Nedungadi (1986) stated that it is a well-known fact that 

brand awareness and brand choice are highly related (Axelrod 1968; Haley and Case 1979).  

This relationship undeniably results from the fact that choice tends to enhance awareness.  

For a choice to be made, the child needs to be aware of the brands available for choosing.  

The more people are exposed to the brands they choose, the greater the awareness level for 

these brands in comparison to the brands they do not choose.  For example, a consumer that 

repeatedly chooses to eat McDonald’s over Red Rooster will form a greater awareness level 

for the McDonald’s brand than the Red Rooster brand. 

 

For this research study in order for a child to formulate a preference towards a brand they 

must, at a minimum, be aware that the brand exists.  If a child has not been exposed to a 

brand in the past, they will not know the brand exists and therefore will not be expected to 

be able to form a preference towards this brand.  Thus, brand awareness provides a 

significant and vital influence in a consumer’s brand preference decision.    

 

Brand Familiarity and the Evoked Set 

Whilst consumers may have knowledge about a larger number of brands in a product class, 

they may contemplate only a few brands (an evoked set) for purchase on any specific 
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occasion (Bettman and Park 1980; Lussier and Olshavsky 1979 in Baker, Hutchinson, 

Moore, and Nedungadi 1986).  The brands included in the evoked set have important 

implications on brand choice.  If a brand is not considered for possible selection within the 

evoked set, it generally will not be chosen.  In addition, the likelihood of being chosen is a 

function of both the number and nature of the other brands included in the evoked set 

(Baker, Hutchinson, Moore, and Nedungadi 1986).  Thus, for a consideration set that 

includes two brands with one brand being more familiar to the consumer than the other 

brand, the chances of selecting the familiar brand is heightened.  In contrast, for a 

consideration set that includes five brands, all with equal levels of familiarity, the 

likelihood of selection is diminished for each brand. 

 

For a brand to be included in the evoked set it needs to be either recognised in the 

environment or recalled from memory (Bettman 1979; Lynch and Srull 1982).  In both 

cases the cues available to the consumer at the time of choice can establish the set of brands 

considered.  A certain cue may initiate specific brands to be recognised or recalled, whilst 

another cue may initiate another set of brands to be recognised or recalled for choice.  For 

example, a visual hamburger cue like a cheeseburger may result in the fast food brands 

McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks being recognised and recalled, whilst a fries cue may 

initiate the recognition and recall of the McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks, Chicken Treat and, 

Red Rooster brands, for a brand choice decision.  The more cues associated to a brand, the 

greater the tendency for recognition and chance of recall.  However, there appears to be a 

saturation point where too many cues linked to a brand, may make it too confusing and 

complicated for the brand to be recognised and recalled from memory.  For marketers, the 

aim is to have the more category generic and more frequently associated cues linked to 

their brand in the consumer’s memory.  That is, if fries are the more frequently associated 
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cue to the fast food product category, this is the cue marketers will want associated to their 

brand to ensure their brand is recalled when a consumer makes a fast food consumption 

choice. 

 

Keller (2004) maintained that one advantage of generating a high level of brand awareness 

is that it can affect choices made amongst brands in the consideration set, even if there are 

effectively no other associations to those brands held in memory.  For instance, consumers 

have been known to accept a decision rule to buy only more recognizable, familiar and well 

established brands.  With low-involvement product decisions, a minimum level of brand 

awareness might be enough for a product choice to be made, even in the absence of attitude 

development (Keller 2003b).  

 

The elaboration likelihood model provides support for the notion that consumers make 

choices in low involvement situations for products, apparently based on brand awareness 

considerations (Keller 2003b).  Low involvement situations may result when consumers 

have no formulated brand associations, no product class knowledge or when they lack 

motivation for the purchase.  In these situations, brand awareness tends to be the sole 

component available for the consumer to utilise.  Consequently, brand familiarity may be 

enough to formulate a brand choice (Baker, Hutchinson, Moore, and Nedungadi 1986).  

 

Conversely for high involvement product decisions the preference decision will tend to be 

made based on the consumer’s prior knowledge of the brand.  In this case, the consumer’s 

prior knowledge can be accessed and cognitively elaborated on to form the decision 

process.   As a result, brand familiarity is unlikely to wield a sufficient effect on a 
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consumers’ brand attitude and brand choice decision when they have extensive product 

knowledge or when involvement is high (Baker, Hutchinson, Moore, and Nedungadi 1986). 

 

For three and four year old children low involvement and high involvement product 

decisions will be limited because children of this young age are not making the actual 

purchase.  The purchase decision is being made from the child’s parent or caregiver on their 

behalf.   

 

Brand awareness and familiarity are however expected to play a significant role in the 

brand choice decision for young children.  Brand awareness and familiarity have the 

potential to enhance recognition of a brand and increase the likelihood of inclusion in the 

evoked set.  They can also contribute to the creation of positive affect towards the brand 

and encourage purchase behaviour (Baker, Hutchinson, Moore, and Nedungadi 1986).  A 

brand that a child has been exposed to and formed associations with, will likely be 

preferred over a brand the child has had little or no exposure to.  As a result, brand 

recognition and affect for this brand will be strengthened to encourage preference for this 

brand. 

 

Two Processes that May Influence Brand Choice Through Preference Development 

Baker, Hutchinson, Moore and Nedungadi (1986) investigated the exposure effect and 

frequency effect, two processes by which brand familiarity may mediate brand preference 

development.  Baker et al. indicated that the exposure effect is directly related to Zajonc’s 

(1968) mere exposure theory, whilst the frequency effect is taken directly from the 

automatic frequency counting mechanism proposed by Hasher and Zacks (1984). 
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The Exposure Effect 

Zajonc (1968) established that exposure to an object can improve the liking for that 

object.  Therefore, as exposure to a brand increases to some maximum level, affective 

responses to the brand become more favourable.  This is known as the exposure effect.   

 

Baker, Hutchinson, Moore and Nedungadi (1986) indicated that the basis for the exposure 

effect is expected to be closely linked with the concept of stimulus habituation (Harrison 

1977; Berlyne 1970; Zajonc 1968, 1980).  Fundamentally, new and unknown stimuli 

creates high levels of arousal that initiates an avoidance response.  However, repeated 

exposure to this new stimuli will decrease arousal, assisting stimulus habitation, affect 

development and the approach tendency (Baker et al. 1986).  Thus, the exposure effect 

assists with telling a consumer what is and is not safe to approach with choice.  The 

exposure effect provides reassurance to the consumer via increased familiarity.  Brands that 

have been encountered in the past that lack any negative effects are safer, more familiar and 

more appealing than new and unknown brands.  In these situations the perceived risk is 

reduced and the prospect of choosing this brand is enhanced.  In the case of young children, 

a fast food brand they have been exposed to in the past with no ill effects is more likely to 

be chosen over a brand that they have had little to no exposure with in the past.  In this 

situation, brand awareness via the exposure effect enhances brand familiarity.  Enhanced 

brand familiarity increases the chances of the brand being chosen. 

 

Frequent exposure to a fast food brand could lead to favourable attitudes, through the mere 

exposure effect, being associated to this brand (Goldberg, Gorn, and Gibson 1978).  Thus, 

it would be reasonable to expect that a child that has been favourably exposed to one 



 

 55 

particular fast food brand on more occasions than others is more likely to form a stronger 

liking towards this brand because they are more familiar and comfortable with this brand. 

 

The Frequency Effect 

The frequency effect is another process for which brand familiarity may influence 

choice behaviour through brand preference development.   Research by Hasher and Zacks 

(1984) proposes that an automatic frequency counting mechanism exists in memory.  Thus, 

it inadvertently recognises the number of times the brand has been seen.  Essentially, the 

mechanism readily presents frequency information which can be the basis for the 

consumer’s conclusion that they have seen the brand before (Baker, Hutchinson, Moore, 

and Nedungadi 1986).  The frequency effect entails only sufficient attention to function, 

and is not facilitated by cognitive processing.    

 

As indicated by Baker, Hutchinson, Moore and Nedungadi (1986), the cognitive 

requirement of an intentional pre-choice evaluative conclusion established on frequency 

information in memory is the fundamental difference between the frequency effect and the 

exposure effect.  The degree of cognitive effort necessary to produce an evaluation through 

the frequency effect is greater than with the exposure effect.  The frequency effect requires 

understanding the source of the affect (the frequency information) and then developing an 

evaluative conclusion from that source.   The evaluation created by the exposure effect 

requires only the retrieval of affect (Baker et al. 1986).   

 

Affect, Brand Associations and their Influence in Brand Preference 

Zajonc and Markus (1982, 124) refer to preferences as being, “…primarily affectively 

based behavioural phenomena.”  Thus, a preference for McDonald’s over Hungry Jacks 
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would be demonstrated by the tendency of the child to want McDonald’s more often, with 

more enthusiasm than Hungry Jacks.  In this case, McDonald’s has greater utility or value 

than Hungry Jacks.  Zajonc et al., (1982) explained that preferences and utilities can be 

understood by breaking down the overall utilities and values into their more basic 

components, each of which possess their own utility.  Accordingly, to investigate why a 

consumer prefers one brand of fast food over another, information needs to be gathered in 

relation to how much the child likes each of the brand’s features and how influential these 

features are in contributing to the child’s overall appraisal of the brand.   

 

Zajonc and Markus (1982) claimed that the analysis of preferences is merely the analysis of 

the cognitive representations of the object’s features, which have some affect attached to 

them in the form of utilities.  Thus, to change a particular preference it is important to, 

identify the features of the object and then attempt to influence the person’s evaluation of 

these features.  In regards to a brand’s features, the current study will investigate not only 

how much the child likes the brand and its main menu item, but also how many 

associations a child has towards a fast food brand and their impact in brand preference.  

Brand associations are expected to play an important part in influencing a child’s brand 

preference because they not only signify and reinforce brand awareness, but also aid in 

formulating an affective reaction towards the brand. 

 

For a consumer to develop an affective reaction to a brand and formulate a preference, the 

consumer must firstly know of the brand.  In the past, they need to have been exposed to, 

and be aware of the brand.  This is known as the mere exposure effect (Harrison 1977; Hill 

1978).  When items are presented to the individual on repeated occasions, the mere 

exposure is able to make the individual’s attitude toward these items more positive.  For the 
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current study, the child is more likely to formulate a positive affective relationship towards 

fast food brands that they recognise in comparison to brands they do not recognise. 

 

Bahn (1986) suggests that preference for an item is determined by how much liking is 

given to the existence or non-existence of specific stimulus attributes.  According to Bahn, 

preference is expected to occur when a particular stimulus is perceived to have a positive 

affect.  For example, if a child likes Ronald McDonald, this liking will increase the child’s 

preference for McDonald’s.  Thus, preference development is a function of perceptual and 

affective development.  It would be logical to assume that if a child does not like specific 

attributes of a brand, the development of preference towards this brand would be weakened. 

 

Affect, Brand Associations, Brand Preference and Young Children 

Researchers in the past have proposed that pre-operational children (two to seven years of 

age) perform perceptual and affective tasks by focusing on perceptual aspects, specifically 

classification of stimuli by a single dimension (Bahn 1986; Falvell 1963; Piaget 1929; 

Ward, Wackman, and Wartella 1977; Wartella 1981).  Roedder John (1999, 184-185) also 

states that pre-operational children tend to be “perceptually” bound and are also classified 

by “centration”, the propensity to focus on a single dimension.  Roedder John found pre-

operational children classified commercials on the basis of perceptual features (e.g., ads are 

shorter) rather than motive and intent (e.g., ads are there to sell you something).  Thus when 

a pre-operational child evaluates a fast food brand it is expected that they may base their 

preference for the McDonald’s brand simply on the fact that it is fun (one dimension).  

However, an adult may base their preference for the McDonald’s brand on a number of 

dimensions such as the quality of the food, price, cleanliness and convenience. 
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Solley (1966) specified that for two to seven year old children, perception and affective 

development does not exist as separate processes.  As development improves, affect and 

perception begin functioning independently yet, they never achieve complete 

independence, even in adulthood (Bahn 1986).  Thus for a young child, they may perceive 

the fast food brand to be fun and subsequently they like the brand based entirely on this one 

perception.  Conversely for an older child or adult, they may perceive a number of fast food 

brands to be fun, cheap, convenient and offer great quality, nevertheless they may prefer 

another fast food brand overall as it also offers great service, clean facilities and has 

friendly staff.  In this case, the older child or adult is capable of ranking the importance of 

each perception and from here, make a preference decision based on the consideration of 

several perceptions.  A younger child however, is reliant on only one perception to form 

their brand preference. 

 

Brand Preference and Brand Equity 

Jourdon (2002) proposed that one way of measuring brand equity is by directly measuring 

the consumer’s preference among several brand substitutes.  The elicitation of a preference 

is built upon the assessment of the product, its features, and also the individual’s motivation 

to purchase.  From here, the consumer develops a preference and then formulates a choice.  

Brand equity comes into play when a consumer continually purchases one brand over other 

brands within the product category.  Brand equity in this situation, is the piece of the 

residual value that the assessment of the products attributes is not capable of explaining.  It 

is the compelling reason, other than the products attributes, that a consumer will select a 

brand over another similar brand. 
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For the current study, brand preference is believed to have a positive effect in brand equity.  

For a three or four year old child, they must at least show a preference for a fast food brand 

before brand equity can be measured.  The child’s brand preference will be formed based 

on their awareness of the brand, their positive affect toward the brand, and the presence of 

brand associations.  Lack of brand associations for the other fast food brands is also 

expected to influence the child’s brand preference.  A child is more likely to form a 

preference for a brand that they can associate more items to over brands that they know 

very little about.  The equity within this preferred brand is a consequence of the 

development of brand preference.  Without the child developing preference towards a 

brand, previous research with adults has indicated the development of brand equity towards 

the brand is restricted (Punj and Hillyer 2004; Srinivasan, Park and Chang 2005). 

 

It is possible that a three or four year old child may prefer more than one brand at any given 

time consequently, indicating brand preference for more than one brand.  However, the 

establishment of brand equity in this study will be tested by determining the relative utility 

in one preferred brand over another preferred brand.  This will be measured by requesting 

the child to choose between one preferred brand over another preferred brand at the cost of 

a premium, forgoing a toy premium.  As three and four year old children have little 

understanding of money and its value, a toy premium was utilised instead of a monetary 

premium. 

 

In summary, brand awareness is an essential component for a consumer to develop a 

preference towards a brand.  Without awareness of a brand, preference towards the brand is 

diminished.  Whilst, liking towards a brand provides a stimulus to formulate a brand 

preference.  Developing a liking of the brand and its features and developing associations 
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towards the brand, assist with strengthening the consumer’s preference towards the brand.  

Once preference is formulated towards a brand, it provides a basis for brand equity to 

develop.   

 

Brand Equity  

 

The topic of brand equity has materialized as a fundamental concept in marketing over the 

last two decades.  The concept has produced questions about how to use brand equity to 

extend brands into new categories, create positive brand images and build customer loyalty.  

Brand equity has been examined from practical (Owen 1993), strategic (Aaker 1991; 

Kapferer 1992) and theoretical perspectives (Keller 1993).  It is rare to pick up a business 

or marketing journal without encountering the ‘Brand Equity’ phrase.   

 

The keen interest from both marketers and researchers in the topic of brand equity arose in 

the 1980s (Keller 2003b).  The interest in brand equity has grown due to greater consumer 

interest in price and value, increasing global competition, the willingness of firms to pay 

substantial premiums for brand names, and the rise in power of retailers and private-label 

products (e.g., Aaker 1991).  Ailwada, Lehmann and Neslin (2003) have also contributed 

much of the interest and work in brand equity stemming from a Marketing Science Institute 

conference held on the topic (Leuthesser 1998).  Yet, with such a heavy devotion by 

researchers to the topic, brand equity still presents enormous research challenges.  In fact, 

Aaker (1991) indicated that a 1991 survey conducted by the Marketing Science Institute of 

its membership base ranked brand equity the number one issue facing marketing 

management and the issue in most need of further research. 
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The area of defining and measuring brand equity has posed a significant challenge to 

researchers for well over the last two decades, with a universal definition and measurement 

of brand equity still disputed.  The challenge this area faces is very similar to the challenges 

the areas of return on investment (ROI) and involvement have encountered.  There are 

many constructs with brand equity being one of them that researchers are struggling to 

establish a universal definition for and measurement of.   

 

A significant amount of research that exists in the area of brand equity has centred around 

defining and measuring the concept.  Researchers such as Aaker (1991, 1996), Aaker and 

Keller (1990), Broniarczyk and Alba (1994), Farquhar (1989, 1990), Feldwick (1996), 

Keller (1993, 2003), Park and Srinivasan (1994), Vázquez, Belén del Río, and Iglesias 

(2002), have all written extensively about how to define and measure brand equity.  

Researchers have also focused on emphasising the importance of brand equity (Blackston 

1992, 1995; Baldinger 1990, 1992).  Recently, interest in the brand equity area has also 

stemmed from companies recognising the importance of brand equity to their business.  As 

a result, companies have been developing brand equity executives, paying an overall 

increasing amount of attention to their brands and establishing consultancy practices to 

evaluate and track brand equity (e.g., Ailwadi, Lehmann, and Neslin 2003b). 

 

It is surprising that with such an extensive research focus, no one has yet provided a 

definition or form of measurement that is universal to different products and situations.  

This can be partly attributed to the confusion and disagreement of what is to be measured 

and whether brand equity should be measured from the perspective of the consumer or the 

firm.  
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Nevertheless there appears to be a consensus amongst researchers that brand equity can be 

approached from different perspectives that should be viewed as complementary rather than 

competing (Erdem and Swait 1998; Irmscher 1993).  Thus, brand equity has been explained 

by paying attention to the four inter-related viewpoints: the customer, the firm owning the 

brand, the channel of distribution and the financial markets.  This study will interpret brand 

equity from the perspective of the very young customer, three and four year old children.   

 

It should be noted that another large area of research in the area of brand equity has focused 

on brand extensions, on how well a brand’s equity in one product category extends to other 

categories (e.g., Aaker and Keller 1990; Broniarczyk and Alba 1994; Park, Milberg, and 

Lawson 1991).  More recently, a focus has developed towards the impact of brand 

extensions on the original brand (Roedder John and Loken 1993).  This study will not 

address brand extensions but this area poses a great future research opportunity to 

investigate it in relation to young children. 

 

Brand Equity Defined 

Many researchers define brand equity to be a brand that commands a price premium (Aaker 

1991; Farguhar 1989; Kamakura and Russell 1993; Keller 1993; Simon and Sullivan 1993; 

and Srinivasan 1979).  Aaker (1996) believes price premiums are the single best indicator 

of brand equity because in most situations, any driver of brand equity should impact the 

price premium.  The price premium becomes a symbol of the strength of the brand.  

However, relying solely on whether a brand commands a premium price seems problematic 

for many researchers.   
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Simon and Sullivan (1993) reported that techniques which employ price premiums as an 

indicator of brand equity can result in biased estimates of brand equity.  Their first concern 

relates to price premiums only depicting one element of brand equity.  Another element of 

brand equity is its capacity to reduce the marketing costs of current and future products.  

For example, McDonald’s does not command a premium price over the majority of other 

fast food brands, but it would be difficult to argue that McDonald’s does not have 

substantial brand equity. 

 

A second problem with the reliance on a price premium as an indication of brand equity is 

that price premiums regularly result from high-quality physical attributes.  Thus, estimates 

of brand equity centred on price premiums will be overstated unless altered for differential 

production costs.  Some products cost more to produce and thus command a higher price 

over competitive products, but these products may not necessarily have greater brand 

equity over the competitive products (Simon and Sullivan 1993).   

 

Another problem with the price premium technique is that it does not contemplate expected 

future profits from the brand name.  To the degree that the current price and marketing 

expenditures affect future demand, estimates based on price premiums will be biased.  For 

example, a company that is priced lower than competitor brands may spend more than 

competitors on marketing in the next few years and thus, generate greater long term brand 

equity than a brand currently priced higher. 

 

Economic and psychological theories also provide explanations as to why people pay more 

for a product for reasons other than equity.  A product may have limited product 

availability and thus, a consumer will be more willing to pay a higher price for a product 
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that is in high demand.  People may pay more for a national brand to decrease the risk of 

wasted money on product failure that may arise from buying an unknown home-brand.  

Consumers may also associate the higher price for a national brand as having greater 

quality (perceived price/ quality relationship) in comparison to a home-brand (Sethuraman 

and Cole 1999).  Thus, a product commanding a price premium is not enough on its own to 

claim the product is high in equity.  There may be competition or manufacturing aspects 

associated to the brand that is impacting its price.   

 

An alternative perspective from considering the price premium/ brand equity relationship is 

to consider the concept of brand equity from the perspective of the consumer.  As cited by 

Blackston (1992), the concept of brand equity is connected to the first written reference to 

the branding theory by David Ogilvy during the 1950s: ‘A brand is the consumer’s idea of 

a product’.  In this definition it is inferred that a brand is different from a product and that 

the difference is determined by the consumer.  A majority of brand equity definitions focus 

on this difference (e.g., Keller 1991, 1993).  As David Ogilvy indicated, the brand is the 

consumer’s idea.  The consumer is a necessary and significant contributor in the creation of 

a brand’s equity.   

 

Keller (1993, 2) defines brand equity from the point of view of the consumer as the “the 

differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the 

brand.”  Keller further indicates that for customer-based brand equity to occur, the 

consumer needs to be familiar with the brand and hold some favourable, strong, and unique 

brand associations in memory.  From this definition Keller further highlights that it is 

important for managers to understand how their marketing programs affect consumer 

learning and the subsequent recall for brand-related information.  Marketing activity such 
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as advertising may increase consumer learning for a brand and enhance memory of the 

brand.  A brand that receives advertising support is likely to generate from a consumer 

greater memory often measured as brand recall, than a brand that receives little to no 

advertising support.   

 

Because the goal of this study is to determine the factors that are associated with brand 

equity from the perspective of three and four year old children, the construct and 

measurement of brand equity will be based on Keller’s (1993) definition of brand equity 

from the point of view of the consumer (customer-based brand equity). 

 

Measures of Brand Equity 

Ailawadi, Lehmann and Neslin (2003b) highlighted five broad reasons for measuring brand 

equity: (1) to steer marketing strategy and tactical decisions, (2) to gauge the extendibility 

of a brand, (3) to assess the effectiveness of marketing decisions, (4) to track the brand’s 

health compared with that of competitors and over time, and (5) to allocate a financial value 

to the brand in balance sheets and financial transactions. 

 

As Ailawadi, Lehmann and Neslin (2003b) indicated existing measures of brand equity 

usually fall within one of three types.  First, there are the measures that relate to the 

customer mindset, the attitudes, associations, and attachments customers possess towards a 

brand.  Second, there are measures that relate to the product, the product market: market 

share, commands a price premium, share of category requirements, etc.  Third, there are 

measures that relate to the financial value of the brand in the financial market.  Both the 

product and financial market measures focus on the outcomes or the net benefit that a firm 

derives from the equity of its brands (Ailawadi et al. 2003b).   
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This study will measure brand equity from the perspective of the consumer and will be 

discussed in more detail later in this section.  The two other measures of brand equity: 

financial based brand equity and, product market measures will now be briefly discussed. 

 

Financially-Based Brand Equity Measures 

The initial interest in brand equity was generated from the perspective of brand valuation in 

the late 1970s to 1980s (c.f. Mackay, Romaniuk, and Sharp 1998).  When one company 

acquired another company, practitioners were interested in the financial valuation of the 

acquired brands (Mahajan, Reo, and Srivastava 1990).  This interest is revealed in one 

approach used by companies and researchers which is to model a brand’s financial value 

based on various market factors.   

 

Simon and Sullivan (1993) used changes in stock prices to capture the financial nature of 

brand equity.  Their measure is based on the theory that the stock market signals future 

predictions for brands by adjusting the price of firms.   However, a serious limitation of this 

valuation system is that it only provides a value of the whole firm and not a value at the 

brand level. 

 

Financial measures of brand equity provide a strategic view based on the day-to-day stock 

price changes of a branded company, but fail to provide tactical insight for marketing 

decisions.  Stock market data is noisy, so only major events that have a sufficiently large 

impact on brand equity are detected.  New product introductions and major advertising 

campaigns (Simon and Sullivan 1993) are examples that would be captured, but out-of-

stock situations or changes in the level of advertising expenditures will tend to go 
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undetected.  The financial measures do not explain why brands increase in value or how to 

increase a brand’s value.  Also, financial valuations of companies are affected by changes 

in external factors such as interest rates, take-overs, litigation, economic down turn and 

market stability.  Thus, financial measures do not provide a true measure of a brand’s value 

(brand equity), nor an explanation of how a brand accumulated its value.  For example, the 

stock price of Brand A may increase significantly in one trading day, but the increase in the 

company’s stock price alone will not explain what contributed to the increase, such as an 

increase in advertising or distribution outlets.  The application of financial measures of 

brand equity are particularly questionable when applied to the young, three to four year old 

consumer. 

 

With three and four year old children, financial brand equity valuation is extremely hard to 

measure due to their inability to understand the “value” of money (Roedder John, 1997).  

Children of this young age tend to not understand the relationship between the exchange of 

money and receiving something in exchange, let alone understanding the cost of paying 

more for a brand over another brand.  Young children also lack the understanding that 

brands have values, and that different brands can charge different prices due to their 

brand’s level of equity.  Thus, a non-financial-based measure of brand equity needs to be 

used for measuring the presence of brand equity amongst three and four year old children.   

 

Product-Market Measures 

The reasoning underlying product-market measures is that the benefit of brand equity 

should be revealed in the brand’s performance in the marketplace (Ailawadi, Lehmann, and 

Neslin 2003b).  The most common measure of product market outcomes is whether a brand 

commands a price premium (Aaker 1991, 1996; Sethuraman and Cole 1999).   
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Ailawadi, Lehmann and Neslin (2003b) also indicated other product-market measures, 

citing researchers of these areas.  Such measures included market share, relative price 

(Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001), share of category requirements (Aaker 1996), the constant 

term in demand models (Srinivasan 1979), an economic theory-based measure of the 

difference between the brand’s profit and the product that would be earned without the 

brand name (Dubin 1998).  The main advantage of these measures is they give a brand a 

dollar value, which is critical for financial valuation.  The main disadvantage of these 

measures is they rely on customer judgements of what a person would purchase in a 

hypothetical situation. 

  

There are advantages and disadvantages associated to the product-market measures of 

brand equity.  First, the advantages of these measures are that they appear to reflect a 

culmination of the various mental processing outcomes by which the brand name adds 

value.  These measures can often be given a dollar value that is essential for further 

financial valuation (Ailawadi et al. 2003b).  Many of these measures take into consideration 

the value the brand name adds to the product.   

 

The disadvantages of such measures are that they rely on customer judgements or beliefs 

about what product they would buy in a hypothetical situation instead of actual purchase 

information.  Some product-market measures are also very complicated to collect and 

analyse.  Overall, product-market measures are helpful in indicating whether a brand is 

strong or weak, but cannot assist with understanding what lead to this brand being strong or 

weak. 
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Customer-Based Brand Equity 

Customer mindset measures of brand equity, better known as customer-based brand equity, 

evaluate the awareness, attitudes, associations, and loyalties that customers possess towards 

a brand. This area has received a heavy coverage of academic research (e.g., Aaker 1991, 

1996; Keller 1993, 2003, 2004; Vázquez, Belén del Río, and Iglesias 2002) and has also 

received a great focus from industry research (e.g., Millward Brown’s Brand Z, Research 

International’s Equity Engine, Young & Rubicam’s Brand Asset Valuator).   

 

Keller (1993) defines customer-based brand equity as “the differential effect of brand 

knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand.”  Specifically, customer-

based brand equity concerns consumers’ response to an element of the marketing mix for 

the brand in comparison to their responses to the same marketing mix element attributed to 

a falsely or unnamed version of the product or service.  Customer-based brand equity arises 

when the consumer is familiar with the brand and stores some favourable, unique and 

strong brand associations in memory.  Thus, just having a child familiar with a fast food 

brand may not be enough on its own to create brand equity.  In this case, there must also be 

some favourable, unique and strong associations held in the consumer’s memory about the 

fast food brand for favourable brand equity to develop. 

 

A brand is believed to have positive customer brand equity when consumers respond more 

favourably to a product when the brand is identified in comparison to when the brand is not 

identified.  In this situation, consumers may be more accommodating of brand extensions, 

price increases and the withdrawal of advertising.  Conversely, if consumers react less 

favourably to marketing activity for the brand, compared with an unnamed or fictitiously 
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named version of the product, this brand is believed to have negative customer-based brand 

equity. 

 

Keller’s (2004) customer-based brand equity (CBBE) model considers brand equity from 

the point of view of the consumer.  The key principle of the CBBE model is that the power 

of a brand lies in what the customers perceive they have experienced and learned about the 

brand over time.  As a result, the power of the brand lies in what exists in the mind of the 

customer.  Consumer knowledge drives the differences that manifest themselves in terms of 

brand equity.  From the perspective of the CBBE model, brand knowledge is the key to 

creating brand equity because it creates the differential effect that drives brand equity.  

Once a consumer is aware of a brand and forms some knowledge base for the brand the 

potential for brand equity to develop is said to enhance.   A consumer cannot form equity in 

a brand if they do not know the brand exists, and have had some experience with the brand 

to form a knowledge base (Aaker 1991; Keller 1993).   

 

Kamakura and Russell (1993) focused on actual purchasing behaviour, using bar code 

scanner data to come up with three measures of brand equity.  The first measure is 

perceived value, the value of the brand that cannot be clarified by price and promotion.  

The second measure is the brand dominance ratio, providing an objective value of the 

brand’s ability to compete on price.  Finally, the measure of intangible value provides a 

measure of the quality perceptions not attributable to the physical attributes of a brand.   

 

Kamakura and Russell’s technique of assessing the value of the brand to the consumers was 

based on purchase histories from scanner data.  The use of secondary data allowed for 

brand preference to be independently measured.  One shortcoming of this technique is its 
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dependence on past and present purchase patterns, which cannot forecast future levels of 

equity and profits for brand names.  Given the bar code nature of the measure, three to four 

year old children would not be recognised as involved. 

 

Another definition of customer-based brand equity arises from Vázquez, Belén del Río, and 

Iglesias (2002, 28).  They define it as, “the overall utility that the consumer associates to 

the use and consumption of the brand, including associations expressing both functional 

and symbolic utilities.”   

 

Use of consumer-related brand equity usually falls into two groups in the marketing 

literature: those involving consumer perceptions (e.g., awareness, brand associations, 

perceived quality), and those involving actual, reported or intended behaviour (e.g., brand 

loyalty, willingness to pay a high price).  The focus of these two consumer-related 

approaches to brand equity is on valuing the perceived components of the brand such as 

awareness of the brand’s name.  The current study will investigate the effects of young 

consumer perceptions on the child’s willingness to pay a premium for a brand (intended 

consumer behaviour) through measuring brand awareness and brand associations.  

 

Measuring Consumer-Based Brand Equity 

One technique for obtaining consumers perceptions of brands utilises consumer preference 

ratings for a branded product versus an unbranded equivalent (Aaker 1991).  Aaker 

proposed that brand awareness, perceived quality and brand associations are all elements of 

a brand’s equity.  That is, if a consumer is aware of the branded product, perceives the 

brand to be high in quality and has formed favourable associations with the brand, the 

consumer is more likely to prefer the product.  From here they are generally more willing to 
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pay a higher price for the brand compared to an unbranded or unknown brand product.  

Thus, the branded product would be expected to have greater equity than the unbranded 

product option.  

 

Keller (1993, 2) provided the following perceptual-based definition of brand equity:  “the 

differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the 

brand.”  Keller then defines brand knowledge in respect to brand awareness (recall and 

recognition) and brand image (an amalgamation of the favourability, strength, and 

uniqueness of favourable brand associations).  Keller highlights that there are two basic 

approaches to measuring customer-based brand equity: indirect and direct.  The “indirect” 

approach endeavours to evaluate possible sources of customer-based brand equity by 

measuring brand knowledge (i.e., brand awareness and brand image).  The “direct” 

approach endeavours to measure customer-based brand equity more directly by evaluating 

the influence of brand knowledge on consumer response to the various elements of the 

firm’s marketing program. 

 

The advantage of the indirect approach is that it identifies which aspects of brand 

knowledge were associated or explained the differential response that creates customer-

based brand equity.  The direct approach promises to be more useful in determining the 

nature of the differential response (Keller 1993).  For example, it determines whether the 

differential response resulted from an increase in the brand’s advertising activity.   

 

Aaker (1996) draws upon measurement efforts of other researchers to suggest ten measures 

of a brand’s equity.  The measures fall under five categories: (1) Loyalty Measures – price 

premium, satisfaction/ loyalty; (2) Perceived Quality/ Leadership Measures - perceived 
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quality, leadership/ popularity; (3) Associations/ Differentiation - perceived value, brand 

personality and organisational associations; (4) Awareness Measures - brand awareness, 

and (5) Market Behaviour Measures - market share,  market price and distribution 

coverage.   

 

Aaker’s (1996) first four categories denote customer perceptions of the brand along the four 

dimensions of brand equity – loyalty, perceived quality, associations and awareness.  The 

fifth category comprises two sets of market behaviour measures that represent information 

gathered from market-based information rather than straight from customers.  Aaker’s ten 

measures of brand equity are very extensive and for this reason provide a very time 

consuming measurement of brand equity.  The key would be to determine the most 

appropriate form of measurement of brand equity and apply this to the situation.  The 

problem that arises from Aaker’s ten measures of brand equity is how do you determine the 

most appropriate form of measurement?   

 

Aaker (1996) commented that examining the ‘Brand Equity Ten’ can require numerous 

measures and the use of so many measures is unwieldy.  Aaker indicated that for reporting 

and tracking purposes a single value of brand equity would be useful however, it would 

require addressing four issues.  What constructs would form the basis of the brand equity 

measure and how should they be measured? What weights should be attributed to each 

construct? How should the constructs be combined? What competitors should form the 

comparison set?  Essentially the model of brand equity should be developed that is more 

applicable to the brand or brand set involved.  Aaker provided two solutions, have a 

management team engage in a series of exercises focusing on the above four issues or 
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employ data on brand equity dimensions to establish what elements are drivers of key 

objectives.   

 

Aaker (1991, 1996) has also considered the price premium to be a single best measure of 

brand equity.  Since in most situations, any driver of brand equity should influence the 

price premium.  Consequently, the price premium becomes a reasonable indication of the 

strength of the brand. 

 

Cobb-Walgren, Ruble, and Donthu (1995) believe there are advantages of combining both 

consumer perceptions and actions into one marketing measure of brand equity.  It has been 

documented (Aaker 1996) that attitudes and perceptions/ associations alone are generally 

poor predictors of marketplace behaviour.  Alternatively, consumer perceptions are clearly 

a precursor to behavioural measures of brand equity (Cobb-Walgren, Ruble, and Donthu 

1995).  Biel (1992, 7) observed that “consumer behaviour is, at root, driven by perceptions 

of a brand.  While behavioural measures of purchase describe the existence of equity, they 

fail to recall what is in the hearts and minds of consumers that are actually driving equity”.  

The above claims evoke two strong conflicting arguments from the Ehrenberg-Bass School 

of Thought. 

 

First, Ehrenberg (1997) argues that the development of associations and attitude is largely 

the result of purchasing, not its cause.  Furthermore, attitudes tend to follow behaviour.  For 

example, when consumers try a new brand, they may try it again, and then perhaps retain it.  

Thus, when asked whether they like the brand they will declare, “they use it, therefore they 

like it” (Ehrenberg 1997, 20).  It is nearly impossible and naive for a consumer to say they 

like the product before they have actually used the product.  Admittedly, advertising will 
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have an effect on creating associations with the brand before use, but trial of the product 

tends to enhance the formulation of brand associations (Fazio and Zanna 1981, Keller 

1993).  Ehrenberg strongly argues that previous repetitive purchase (habit) becomes a 

stronger driver of future purchase behaviour, than consumer perceptions, in mature 

markets.  Further, Ehrenberg argues there is no evidence of the existence of perceptual-

based brand equity in these markets because habit is almost solely driving purchase 

behaviour. 

 

By no means does brand equity research exist without its critics.  Barwise (1993) 

questioned the theoretical value of such an all-inclusive approach to the conceptualisation 

of customer-based brand equity.  Speculation exists as to whether brand equity adds 

additional value to what is already known about consumer behaviour through the use of 

traditional constructs such as brand loyalty and attitude toward the brand.  Customer-based 

brand equity measures are plentiful in that they assess several sources of brand equity, have 

good analytical ability, and can be used as input to predict a brand’s potential (Ailawadi, 

Lehmann, and Neslin 2003b).  However, because the measures are normally based on 

consumer self report surveys, they are not easy to process and they do not provide a single, 

objective measure of brand performance.  Another problem of customer-based measures of 

brand equity is that they are difficult to attribute a dollar value to the brand.  Assessing 

brand images and attitudes are good but they may not assist with indicating how the image 

and attitudes created reflect on the valuation of the brand (Ailawadi 2003b). 

 

Since there is no brand equity research literature available in relation to young children, this 

study will need to consider brand equity research in relation to adults to formulate a 

measure of customer-based brand equity.  The study will draw from Aaker’s (1996) and 
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Keller’s (1993) research to incorporate similar measures of customer-based brand equity 

adapted to the perspective of three and four year old children.  Consumer perceptions of the 

brand will be measured via brand awareness, brand image and affect measures.  However, a 

measure of brand equity that is appropriate to young children will need to be formed. 

 

For adults, brand equity is typically measured by the willingness of the buyer to pay more 

for the brand (a price premium) over competitive brands.  Since three and four year old 

children are too young to make a purchase and therefore rely on others to make a purchase 

on their behalf, a price premium measure of brand equity is not appropriate.  Consequently, 

a measure of brand equity will need to be created that is appropriate to young children who 

are the consumer but not the buyer of the brand.  

 

The measure of brand equity for young children will need to be understandable, appealing 

plus, something they can forgo in exchange for their preferred brand.  Accordingly a good 

analogy of the adult price premium for young children would be a toy premium.  A toy is 

something young children are exposed to (understand), has great appeal, and is also a 

mechanism they could forgo in order to receive their preferred brand.   

 

Another consequence of three and four year old children’s inability to make a purchase on 

their own is the failure to be able to measure their actual consumer behaviour.  As a result 

this study will measure the child’s brand equity via their intended consumer behaviour, not 

their actual consumer behaviour.  Intended consumer behaviour will be measured by the 

willingness of the child to pay a premium (forgo a toy) for their preferred brand. 
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What Does Brand Equity Do? 

One of the main things that brand equity offers is the ability to command a premium price.  

The brand, its image, and its equity all allow the customer to perceive a promise of value, 

accept and buy into a suggestion of quality, and have confidence in the purchase decision.  

Together, the brand provides competitive advantages in the marketplace, one of which is 

the ability to have a higher price that can contribute to larger profit margins. 

 

For most consumers, quality and price are inextricably linked in their minds.  If people see 

a higher price they tend to perceive the product to be higher in quality.  Equity is something 

that enhances the brand.  It is a relationship that the brand has with the consumer.  The 

stronger the relationship, the more the customer is believed to be willing to pay for the 

brand.  People usually choose the known brand over an unknown brand, and quality and 

value over other attributes such as lower price.   

 

Theoretically, equity is slowly built and should withstand competitive pricing changes to 

some point.  People will pay more for a preferred brand but only to a certain extent.  As the 

price difference between the brand and its competitor’s increases, the perceived quality of 

the brand and the salience of the attributes needs to be increasing relative to price, 

otherwise people will switch to cheaper competitive substitutes.  The buyers’ willingness to 

pay more for a brand is also subject to the product category of the brand.  Lower priced 

categories with numerous competitive products such as fast food, are easier for the 

consumer to switch between brands if their preferred brand gets too expensive.  People will 

switch because the opportunity cost is lower and also the price/ quality relations is usually 

weaker.   
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As Webster (2002) states, the brand is a key factor in the purchase decision, and emotion 

may play a large part in the process.  Brand equity is by and large an emotional asset.  A 

consumer may know that any car will get them from A to B, while a Mercedes will not only 

get you there but offer much more, including status.  The Mercedes brand is perceived to 

exemplify success, wealth and power.   

 

Brand equity is powerful in that it enables a company to charge a premium price and 

provides them with a competitive advantage.  One way to decrease a brand’s equity is to 

get heavily involved in discounting (Aaker 1991).  Discounting not only devalues the brand 

on the company’s records but also in the eyes of the consumer.  Discounting is reported to 

tarnish the image of the brand and decreases the perception of the brand’s quality and 

value.  Brand equity is said to be able to last if it is properly managed and protected.   

 

It would be very difficult to investigate the effect that discounting promotions have on a 

brand’s equity from the eyes of three and four year old children.  Although discounting will 

not be measured in this study, it does present a great future area of research.  Understanding 

how children react to discounting will be important particularly as marketers continuously 

use discounting to gain sales in the highly competitive consumer market.   

 

This study will incorporate what Aaker (1991) indicates as being the best single measure of 

testing whether a brand has brand equity.  That is, whether the consumer is willing to pay a 

higher price premium for that brand.  In the case of three and four year old children, 

evidence of a fast food brand possessing equity will be apparent if the child is willing to 

pay a “premium” (forgo a toy) to acquire this brand over a competitive brand. 
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Child Consumers 

 

Today’s children are growing up faster, have more personal power, more money and 

greater influence than any other generation ever before (Lindstrom 2003).  So, it is not 

surprising that marketers direct a substantial amount of time and money to attracting this 

emerging generation.  In America, corporations are estimated to spend about $US20 billion 

($AUS26 billion) a year marketing to children (Scobie 2006).  In Australia, Coca-Cola, 

Pepsi, Cadbury Schweppes, Masterfoods, McDonalds, KFC, Pizza Hut, Dominos and 

Hungry Jacks were estimated to have spent over $150 million on advertising alone last year 

(Vic Health 2006).  

 

Today’s young children spend their money freely, have a casual and carefree attitude, and 

they generally get what they want when they ask for it.  Children not only spend $6 billion 

a year of their own money, they directly influence another $130 billion of household 

purchases.  And as if this is not enough, add another $130 billion and this will cover the 

amount children indirectly influence in household purchases (McNeal 1992).  McNeal 

(1999) indicated that by “about 24 months, children make their first in-store requests to 

parents,” and “by the age of four or five, children are learning to make their own 

purchases.” 

 

Whilst this seems encouraging news for marketers the downside is that children are one of 

the least reported on categories of consumers.  This is in spite of the fact that, beyond their 

immediate spending power, children are developing lifelong consumption habits and 

potentially lasting relationships with products and maybe brands.   
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The overwhelming benefit of knowing how this multi-billion dollar market form brand 

choice decisions stands to provide extremely profitable short-term and potential long-term 

benefits to marketers.  And to be successful, brand managers must understand how children 

form relationships with their brands.   

 

How do Children Learn to be Consumers? 

Marketers have researched the influence of children on family purchases since the 1950s 

(McNeal 1992).  However, the issue about the influence of children has grown 

significantly.  There are several reasons for this rapid increase.  Parents are having fewer 

children, thus increasing the influence of each child.  There are dramatic increases in the 

divorce rate and one-parent families, resulting in more children being responsible for their 

own shopping (Foxman, Tansuhaj, and Ekstrom 1989; Gotting 2003; Leonhardt and 

Kerwin 1997).  An increasing amount of women are now delaying childbearing, and these 

women usually have more income to spend on their children.  Finally, almost 70% of 

households with children are dual income earning, more time poor and thus, more 

responsibility now rests on children to assist with shopping.  There is no longer the full 

time mother role at home who would historically be the sole shopper (McNeal 1992).   

 

Children learn to obtain things by asking their parents (Roedder John 1999; Isler et al. 

1987).  Asking a parent for something is effectively the first stage in the development of 

consumer behaviour (McNeal 1992).  Today, parents view purchase decisions increasingly 

as part of the child’s responsibility.  A child’s request for certain food items, play items, 

clothing etc. may be the main influence on what the parent buys (McNeal 1992; Roedder 

John 1999).  Essentially, the child’s requests give direction and make the purchase decision 

easier to a working parent.   
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A parent’s hold on determining how their child’ needs are fulfilled only lasts until the age 

of two or three.  Beyond the age of three, children are often allowed to make some choices.  

For example, they often make choices in relation to flavours of beverages and types of toys 

(Roedder John 1999).  As children begin to determine their choices, their choices may 

become influenced by targeted advertising.  The information in the advertising messages, 

combined with the information children receive from their parents during store visits, 

contributes to consumer development (Carlson, Walsh, Laczniak, and Grossbart 1994; 

McNeal 1992; Ward 1974).    

 

By the age of five or six, a child’s wants and needs have usually grown beyond the parent’s 

capacity to pay.  This commences the second stage of consumer development, when 

youngsters start developing their influential techniques.  Often learned from their siblings 

and friends, these are the techniques children use on their parents to satisfy their wants.  

Parents are soon faced with pleas such as “I’ll die if I don’t get one” or “all my friends have 

one” (McNeal 1992, 49).  

 

McNeal (1992) investigated children’s influence on parental purchases, using a variety of 

sources, to ascertain what children try to get from their parents and the total amount parents 

spend on their children’s wants.  McNeal estimates that children under 12 years influence 

about $132 billion in parental purchase decisions every year. Their influence amounts to 

$82.4 billion in food and beverage, $13.2 billion in clothing, $16.9 billion for play items, 

and $3.1 billion for health and beauty aid purchases with an amount of $22.75 billion in 

influenced sales.  For the fast food category, children on average influence 35% of 

purchases (McNeal 1992). 
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The figure of $132 billion does not include major categories such as family holidays, for 

which figures were not provided and is also restricted to the US.  Thus, children world wide 

would be influencing a figure much greater that $132 billion of their parent’s purchases.  

The objective of any business is to determine and influence the primary decision-makers 

for purchases.  This is why many businesses are targeting children (Gotting 2003; McNeal 

1992). This presents enormous brand marketing implications and further emphases the 

importance of determining what actually influences children’s brand preferences and brand 

equity behaviour. 

 

Reasons for Studying Children 

Children, in total, embody a substantial part of the consumer market in terms of their 

personal needs and desires, and this market is expected to grow further in the future.  As 

well as being significant end consumers for certain goods and services such as clothing, 

cereals, candy, toys, entertainment etc., children tend to shop independently (McNeal 

1987).  Even when children are not actual buyers, children exercise influence on product 

consumption.  Subsequently, billions of dollars are spent on children by their parents each 

year (McNeal 1987). 

 

It has been found that children learn their basic consumption patterns and attitudes toward 

promotional efforts at this stage (child) in their lives (Barry 1978).  It is for these reasons 

that it becomes essential that academics and marketers equally learn and understand the 

children’s market.  In the past, consumer researchers have shown little interest in young 

children’s consumption patterns and have focused their research attention on adults.  Even 

researchers in child development have in the past ignored this research area among children 

(Ward 1974).  However, recent research attention has been directed to advertising to 
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children and children’s influence on parental purchases.  There are very few studies which 

focus on very young children of five and six years of age, and almost no three to four year 

olds.   

 

Although it is very difficult to carryout research on very young children, the youngest in 

age possible for the child sample was deemed vital for this study.  This study aims to 

capture the impact of brand awareness, affect toward and brand image in the development 

of both brand preference and brand equity behaviour.  Children younger than three years of 

age struggle to understand and communicate with the researcher, so three and four year old 

were the youngest possible age of a sample for this research. 

 

Young Children and Brand Equity  

The area of brand equity has experienced a significant amount of research in relation to 

adult consumers.  However, little is known about how children develop brand equity and 

how brand equity changes as children age.  It is not accurate or feasible to rely on 

definitions and measures established for brand equity employing an adult market when, 

defining and measuring brand equity in relation to children.  Children and adults differ in 

countless ways, especially in the way they can behave in the marketplace.  

 

A potential new area for brand equity research centres on investigating how brand equity is 

initially developed by consumers.  When does a consumer develop equity for a brand and 

how is this development influenced?  The most promising opportunities for determining 

when brand equity is initially developed are to investigate brand equity from the 

perspective of young children.  The early drivers of a child’s brand equity behaviour 

constitutes the focus of this study. 
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For most children, their experience with the marketplace begins as soon as they can be 

seated in a shopping trolley at the grocery store.  From this viewpoint, babies and toddlers 

are exposed to an assortment of products and experiences, including aisles of products and 

brands, consumers reading labels and making decisions, and the exchange of money and 

goods at the checkout counter (Roedder John 1999). 

 

Roedder John (1999) indicates that for children, products and brands are most likely the 

most salient aspects of the marketplace.  Products and brands are displayed in-store, 

advertised on television and located all around one’s home.  Children as young as two and 

three can recognise familiar packages in the store and familiar characters on products such 

as toys and clothing (Derscheid, Kwon, and Fang 1996; Haynes, Burts, Dukes, and Cloud 

1993).  By the time children reach preschool, they can recall brand names from seeing them 

featured on product packaging or advertised on television, particularly if the brand names 

are linked with salient visual cues such as pictures, colours, or cartoon characters (Macklin 

1996).  By kindergarten and first grade children start to read and spell a brand’s name, 

which initiates even more opportunities for children to enhance their knowledge base.  

Once children reach middle childhood, they can name several brands in the majority of 

child-oriented product categories such as toys, snacks and cereal (McNeal 1992; Rossiter 

1976; Rubin 1974).  

 

Roedder John (1999) stated that as children mature, several developments in children’s 

brand awareness become evident.  First, children’s awareness and recall of brand names 

increases with age, from early to middle childhood (Rossiter 1976 and Rubin 1974) and 

from middle childhood through to adolescence (Keiser 1975).  Second, brand awareness 
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develops first for child-oriented products such as toys, cereals and snacks.  Brand 

awareness for more adult-oriented products does not arise until later when these products 

start to become more salient and relevant to older children. 

 

Fast food companies have been targeting children with products for decades with the hope 

of converting these young consumers into lifetime consumers (Centre for Science in the 

Public Interest (CSPI) 2003, Dalmeny, Hanna and Lobstein 2003; Leonhardt and Kerwin 

1997; Restaurant Hospitality 2001).  Nearly every fast food company markets a Kids Meal 

to children from three years of age, however, these children rarely purchase fast food for 

themselves.  Fast food companies are relying on parents to purchase the kids meals as a 

result of the child’s request on their own accord (Advertising Federation of Australia 2001).   

 

In summary, the construct of brand equity from the perspective of very young children has 

been vastly neglected in the past.  It is important for not just Marketers but government 

regulators, educators, consumer advocates, corporate managers and parents to understand 

how a young child develops a preference towards a brand.  More research must investigate 

how very young children develop preferences and equity towards consumer brands and 

how these preferences are influenced by outside sources.  This study endeavours to 

contribute to this vastly under researched area. 
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CHAPTER THREE - CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT 

 

Introduction 

 

This research study proposes a set of constructs for the development of brand preference for 

three and four year old children.  It draws from key learnings in the areas of brand 

knowledge, specifically the areas of brand awareness, affect toward and brand image.  The 

findings from previous studies involving child subjects were used to formulate the 

constructs.  A conceptual model is proposed incorporating the constructs to test the 

development of fast food brand preferences and brand equity for three and four year old 

children.   

 

The research plan for this study is structured in two stages.  Stage one tests the effects of 

the constructs of brand awareness, brand image and affect have in a child’s brand 

preference.  The study also aims to establish which of the constructs has the greatest effect 

in a child’s brand preference.  Stage two tests the loyalty of the child’s brand preference as 

brand equity, from the viewpoint of the child’s willingness to pay a premium (forgo a toy 

and their second preferred fast food brand) to stay with their first preference. 

 

Hypotheses 

 

Brand Awareness 

Both Keller (1993) and Aaker (1991) defined brand awareness to consist of both brand 

recognition and brand recall.   Aaker went further to define brand awareness as consisting 

of three different levels; brand recognition, brand recall and top-of-mind awareness.  As 
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previously mentioned, brand recall and top-of-mind awareness were judged too complex 

for a young child to perform and will not be tested within this study.  Consequently a 

second measure of brand awareness was required alongside brand recognition, to provide a 

better understanding of the level of a child’s awareness for the brand and the effect this 

level had in brand preference.  The second measure will be a child’s product recognition, 

recognised the brand’s main menu item.  

 

For a child to form preference towards a brand they must first be aware that the brand 

exists, and thus recognise the brand (brand recognition).  Consequently, for a child to form 

a preference towards a brand and form positive equity towards that brand, they must have 

been exposed to that brand once in the past to be aware that the brand exists.  Further, the 

child needs to be able to recognise and acknowledge that they have seen this brand before 

which is the measure of brand recognition.   

 

Some children may recognise the brand logo but may struggle to name what the brand logo 

represents.  However, they may find it easier to name the main menu item that the brand 

offers.  Product recognition is a measure of brand awareness.  In both situations, brand 

recognition or product recognition are expected to be necessary for a child to be able to 

form a preference for the brand.  A child that has not been exposed to a brand is not 

expected to be able to develop any preference or equity towards that brand simply because 

they do not know that the brand exists.  Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

 

H1(a): Brand awareness is positively associated with brand preference. 

 

H1(b):  Brand awareness is positively associated with brand equity. 
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Brand Image 

To develop a brand image for a child, it is expected that the child is able to form 

associations to the brand and use these associations to remember and connect with the 

brand.  Aaker (1991) states that a link to a brand will be stronger when it is established on 

numerous experiences or exposures supported by a network of other links (Aaker 1991).  

Thus, when the brand McDonald’s is mentioned associations such as the Golden Arches, 

Happy Meal or Ronald McDonald may automatically come to mind, and allow the child to 

more easily remember the brand.  Brand image allows a child to form a greater number of 

connections with the brand.  The greater the number of connections the child has with the 

brand the greater the tendency that a child will form a preference towards that brand.   

 

Without the presence of the associations of brand image, a child would be expected to have 

more difficulty recognising whether they have seen the brand in the past, and will 

consequently have difficulty forming preference or equity towards that brand. 

 

H2(a): A favourable brand image is positively associated with preference 

for a brand. 

 

H2(b): A favourable brand image is positively associated with favourable 

brand equity. 

 

Affect  

Biel (1992) suggests that brands can also prompt feelings as well as associations.  Some 

brands may make a consumer feel happy, others may evoke boredom or confusion.   Brands 

in the fast food category such as Red Rooster, McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks that offer 
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kid’s meal products, playgrounds and toys, would be expected to evoke a happy response in 

the child consumer.  Whilst, brands that do not offer attributes that appeal to children would 

be expected to evoke boredom and unhappiness in the child consumer. 

 

Bahn (1986) suggests that preference for an item is determined by how much liking is 

given to the existence or non-existence of specific stimulus attributes.  Consequently, the 

creation of brand preference requires the development of favourable affect towards that 

brand.   

 

For a child to form a preference for a brand, they would be expected to have formed an 

affective response to that brand.  Thus, a child that prefers a fast food brand would at a 

minimum have formed a positive affective response (liking) towards that brand.  It would 

be logical to assume that if a child does not like a brand, any preference towards this brand 

would be weakened. 

 

Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed:  

 

H3(a): Favourable affect towards the brand and the brand’s main menu item 

will be positively associated with preference for the brand. 

 

H3(b): Favourable affect towards the brand and the brand’s main menu item 

will be positively associated with the brand’s equity. 
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Conceptual Model 

 

The second goal of the study was to develop and test a structural model of brand preference 

and brand equity applicable to three and four year old children.  Based on the review of past 

research the following model in Figure 3.1 is proposed to represent the process of brand 

preference and brand equity in three and four year old children.  The model is portrayed in 

a format often used for Simultaneous Equation Modelling (SEM), but SEM will not be used 

in this study. 

 

FIGURE 3.1 

CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
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CHAPTER FOUR - METHODOLOGY 

 

This research study employed personal interviews of three and four year old children from 

several Day care and Pre-school centres, located in the metropolitan area of an Australian 

capital city.  The study collected data from five Australian Day Care facilities and four 

Australian Community Pre-school Centres. 

 

Sample 

 

The sample comprised of three and four year old children.  The selection of very young 

children to form the sample size was based on the following reasons.  To be able to 

establish when brand preference and brand equity first begins to develop for a child, it was 

imperative that the sample consisted of children at the youngest age judged possible that 

could both recognise a brand, and were also able to adequately respond to the experimental 

procedure.  We know that children can recognise brand names at an early age of as young 

as three and four years of age (Roedder John and Achenreiner 2003).  A pre-test and 

previous work (Mizerski 1995) established that the earliest age children could respond to 

the study’s experimental procedure was three years old.  

 

Selection of the Sample Frame 

To obtain a sample of three and four year olds, several Day Care and Pre-school centres 

were contacted to achieve a representative sample of 86 three year old and 95 four year old 

children.  The Day Care and Pre-school centres were chosen to provide a diverse sample in 

terms of geographic location, demographic background, and proximity to fast food outlets 
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(within 5kms of several fast food outlets).  As well as an even balance of gender (45%+) 

and age (45%) for the sample.  Permission to hold the interviews at the Centre was sought 

via a personal meeting or telephone call between the researchers and the Day Care Manager 

or Pre-School Teacher.  A response rate of 100% participation was achieved from the 

centres contacted.  Once the Centre provided permission, the consent forms were provided 

to the Centre to be sent home to parents seeking their permission for their child to be 

interviewed.  Only children whose parents had provided their consent were interviewed.  Of 

the 195 permission forms sent home, only 5% (9) of the parents did not provide consent for 

their child to be interviewed.   

 

From the initial step of contacting the Day Care or Pre-school facility and dropping of the 

consent forms it would take about six to eight weeks before a final proportion of the parents 

had provided or refused consent for their child to participate in the study.  Once the suitable 

level of consent was reached, the interviewer had to establish a suitable time with the centre 

to visit and interview the children.  Most Day Care and Pre-school facilities did not like to 

interrupt their activity schedule more than once a week.  Depending on the number of 

children required to be interviewed, it could take up to a month to collect from one centre.   

 

Other delays encountered were due to school holidays, public holidays, work or University 

timing conflicts for the interviewers.  Overall, the data collection process proved extremely 

time consuming to collect the sample of 181 children.   
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Product Category 

 

Fast Food and Young Children 

The fast food industry is one of the first consumer products that young children become 

introduced to.  Fast foods are readily available in most local communities and are typically 

situated on the main roads to enhance convenience for customers to drop in on their way 

past.   Another feature of the fast food industry is their use of highly visible pylon signage 

that is clearly observable several hundred metres away from the facility when approaching 

in a car.  Not only are these signs highly visible for car drivers but are also very visible for 

a young child, and would assist in a child’s fast food brand awareness. 

 

Another influence on young children's exposure to fast food brands has resulted from the 

significant changes in lifestyle, which has lead to the increase in consumption of fast food 

in today’s society.  In Australia, children under 18 have an average spend of $31.60 each 

week and they influence more than 70 per cent of their parents' clothes and fast food 

purchases (Powell and Zuel 1993).  With most families now having both parents in the 

work force, time pressures have resulted in the family’s increased dependence on children 

making purchases for the family and families looking for convenient meal options such as 

fast food.  Increased consumption of food outside of the family home has been one of the 

most marked changes in the Australian diet over the past decade.   

 

Selection of the Fast Food Product Category 

The fast food category is particularly relevant for three and four year old children because 

they are initiated into this consumption option early in their life and are also heavily 
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targeted at an early age by the top brands.  Young children are also reported to consume 

about one third of their meals at fast foods facilities (Hastings et al., 2003; WHO 2002).   

 

Because children are exposed to the fast food brands at a young age, it offers a great 

product category on which to conduct this study.  As the study is focusing on investigating 

brand preference and brand equity amongst young children, it was vital to select a product 

category that children of three to four years of age would have had prior exposure to, and 

experience with.  It was also important for the product category selected to include several 

brands that the child would have had exposure to, and chosen amongst in the past.  It was 

for these reasons that the Fast Food category was selected.  Furthermore, the Fast Food 

category was selected as the product category for this study because it is a product category 

that contains brands that are extremely likely to be within the perceptual and preference 

domains of very young children (Robinson, Borzekowski, Matheson, and Kraemer 2007). 

 

Apart from fast foods being a consumer product that children of three to four years of age 

would have been exposed to, it also an industry that focuses a lot of its marketing spend 

towards targeting young children.  McDonald's has been successful in its use of beloved 

characters, like Snoopy (Lambert and Mizerski 2003) and also licensed characters such as 

Nemo and Kermit the Frog, to sell happy meals to young three to seven year old children.  

A survey of American schoolchildren found that 96% could identify Ronald McDonald. 

The only fictional character with a higher degree of recognition was Santa Claus (Schlosser 

2002).  Many other fast food brands have also followed suit (e.g. Hungry Jacks and Red 

Rooster).  The use of toy offerings have provided fast food companies with an enticing 

offering to capture this young consumer market (Cebrzynski 1999; Centre for Science in 

the Public Interest (CSPI) 2003; Dalmeny, Hanna and Lobstein 2003).  As a result, the fast 
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food product category also provided a realistic surrogate for a price premium for young 

children.  Where the adult measure of brand’s equity may be the price premium buyers may 

pay, bypassing a toy premium to switch is the measure of a brand’s equity for this three to 

four year old sample.  

 

A Growing Consumer Market 

Although the fast food industry is constantly encountering its critics and is intensely 

focused on improving its reputation, there appears to be a minimal short term possibility of 

the industry encountering a slowing of growth.  According to Light (2003), the fast food 

industry is now a 7 billion industry in Australia.  Globally the fast food market grew by 

4.8% and achieved sales of $102.4 billion in 2006 (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fast_food).  

More than one million Australian’s visit McDonald’s every day 

(www.mcdonalds.com.au/company).  The industry is still regarded as the most popular 

category in franchising, and an overabundance of new concepts entering the market 

(http://www.franchisebusiness.com.au/articles/76/0C03BD76.aspx).     

 

Overall, it appears that the fast food industry will continue to be a multi-billion dollar 

industry despite the recent unwanted media attention the industry is receiving for its alleged 

role in the global obesity epidemic.  As people’s lives get busier they will continue to look 

for food options that are convenient.   

 

Experimental Procedure 

 

Extreme care is needed when selecting the procedures for collecting data especially in 

relation to young child subjects.  In particular, care must be taken in selecting tasks that are 
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deemed age-appropriate.  It is known that without accurate methods for assessment, 

children’s abilities and attitudes may be incorrectly described or interpreted by the 

interviewer. 

 

When selecting the procedures for this study, two key features needed to be addressed.  

First, because the subjects were very young children nonverbal responses were required.  

Pre-tests established that most three year old children struggled to express their thoughts 

clearly and effectively into words.  Second, the type of responses requested needed to be 

familiar to the young child and assisted with increasing their understanding of what they 

needed to do.  The procedure selected was presented as a game to the child, and involved 

the child pointing or placing picture cards on pictures (see Appendix A for the experimental 

procedure).  Pre-tests established that three and four year old children could understand and 

accurately perform the experimental procedure. 

 

Game Boards  

A pre-test of the experimental procedure was held at one Day Care Centre.  Because this 

Day Care Centre was used to carryout the pre-test, it was excluded as a facility to conduct 

the main experiment.  The pre-test established that three year olds were able to understand 

and effectively perform each of the tasks in the experimental procedure.  Mizerski (1995) 

also used a very similar product picture board format on a sample of three to six year old 

children, and found children of this age were able to perform the required tasks.  

 

The size and material used for each game board was kept consistent for each experimental 

board and the entire procedure.  The layout of pictures on each board and the order of 

presenting the full colour picture cards were randomised for each respondent.  For boards 
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that were testing the same element for each brand across three different boards (a board for 

each of the three brands), the pictures on each consecutive board for that question was 

randomised so as not to encourage the child to “rote” answer.  Randomisation of the 

pictures on the board discouraged the child from consistently placing the three different fast 

food brands on the same picture in the same spot on the board.  

 

Measuring Brand Awareness 

Brands Used 

This study is interested in determining the child’s preference and brand equity 

towards a fast food brand.  Because there are numerous brands present in the fast food 

category in Australia, a pre-test was conducted to establish the top seven brands with the 

highest recognition levels amongst three and four year old children.  The quantity of seven 

brands was selected so as to provide a significant but not exhaustive number of brands to 

measure the child’s level of brand awareness.  Inclusion of too many brands in the analysis 

could be overwhelming for the child and could create confusion for the respondent.  

Therefore, in the order of the highest recognised to least recognised brands, the seven 

brands were narrowed down to McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks, Red Rooster, Chicken Treat, 

Pizza Hut, Dominos and KFC.   

 

Measuring Brand Recognition and Product Recognition   

As previously reported, pre-testing of three and four year old children established that 

children of this young age could readily recognise a fast food brand but struggled to recall 

the brand when given a relevant cue.  Simply testing brand awareness based on brand 

recognition is not enough on its own to differentiate a child’s level of brand knowledge.  

There would be no way of determining whether one child that recognised the McDonald’s 
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brand logo had a greater level of awareness for the McDonald’s brand in comparison to 

another child which also recognised the McDonald’s brand logo.   Thus, to determine the 

effect brand awareness had on a child’s brand knowledge, it was important to consider 

whether the “level” of awareness for a brand contributed to the child’s brand knowledge 

and, the effect it had in brand preference and brand equity.   

 

As traditional brand recall was found to be too complicated for a child of three to four years 

of age to perform, testing for a child’s brand to product recognition was considered another 

possible measure of brand awareness.  Product recognition was deemed to be another 

element of knowledge that a child could frequently have about a fast food brand.  If a child 

has been exposed to a fast food brand in the past, it would be reasonable to assume that 

they would also have been exposed to the main menu item that the fast food brand 

provided.  Thus, the child has had the opportunity to develop a knowledge structure around 

the brand’s menu item and connect this knowledge back to the fast food brand.  For 

example, a child that has visited the McDonald’s brand in the past would most likely have 

eaten at the facility, and possibly been exposed to the main menu item (a hamburger) of this 

brand.  The more exposure a child has to a brand, the greater the likelihood that a child will 

recognise the main menu item (product recognition). 

 

Testing for a child’s product recognition would involve the child correctly matching the 

brand’s main menu item to the brand logo.  Because each brand has several product 

offerings e.g., McDonald’s offers various hamburger products, nuggets, fries, drinks and 

desserts; the “icon/ main” product for each brand was used.  Consequently, a hamburger 

was used as the main menu item for matching to McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks; pizza for 

Dominos and Pizza Hut; chicken and chips for Red Rooster and Chicken Treat and; fried 
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chicken and chips for KFC.  In the pre-test of the experimental procedure, it was 

established that majority of the three and four year old children could correctly match the 

brand’s main menu item to the brand. 

 

Measuring Brand Associations 

Another element of the conceptual model concentrated on brand associations.  Because 

associations people hold towards an individual brand can be plentiful, the number of brands 

considered needed to be narrowed down so as to ensure the experiment remained simple for 

the three and four year old respondents.  Consideration of too many brands in relation to 

their associations would have proved too confusing and tiring for a child of three years of 

age to pursue.  Therefore, from the pre-test the three most recognised brands were 

McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster, and will only be considered for further 

investigation analysis on.   

 

There are numerous associations that one could match to a brand, however care must be 

taken to restrict the number of associations considered to a workable number for young 

children.  Thus, the number of associations was limited to consider the main associations a 

child could hold towards the three fast food brands, and the fast food category.  It was 

judged appropriate to also include a couple of associations that were not relevant to the fast 

food category to test further the child’s understanding of the process, their knowledge 

towards the brands, and the product category as a whole.  The two non fast food product 

category associations included, were cat and dog.  It was thought that if a child possessed 

knowledge about the fast food product category they would be able to recognise these 

associations as having no fit with the category.  In this case, the child should have matched 

the picture of cat or dog to the picture of nothing.  Overall, the potential brand associations 
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a respondent could match to a brand included three brand specific associations for each 

brand, two generic fast food category associations and two non fast food product category 

associations.   

 

The three brand specific associations for each brand were categorised as, the kids meal 

offered (e.g., Happy Meal for McDonald’s); the brand’s icon character (e.g., Ronald 

McDonald for McDonald’s) and; the brand’s crew person.  The two generic fast food 

category associations that were included were toys and playground.  Toys and playground 

are two associations offered by all three fast food brands under study.  The two non-fast 

food category associations, dog and cat, were provided to test the child’s understanding of 

the process, the brand category as a whole and also the “no match concept”.  Dog and cat 

are clearly not associated to the fast food category and consequently, the child should have 

matched these two pictures to the picture of nothing.  The three brand specific, two generic 

fast food category, and the two non-fast food category associations were selected based on 

having the highest recognition amongst young children as being associated or not 

associated to the brand in the pre-test.  In the pre-test the child was shown several 

association picture cards which the interviewer named and then asked the child “If you 

think you can get it at the fast food brand (e.g., McDonald’s) place it on the McDonald’s 

logo but if you think you cannot get it from McDonald’s place it on the picture of nothing.” 

 

Measuring Brand Image 

Keller (2004) suggests that imagery forms part of the customer-based brand equity pyramid 

and narrows the elements of imagery down to user profiles, purchase/usage situations, 

personality, values, history, heritage and experiences.  The main elements of imagery 

judged appropriate for three and four year old children are user profiles and also purchase/ 
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usage situations.  Personality, values, history, heritage and experiences are elements that 

appear to be beyond the cognitive development and comprehension of the three and four 

year olds in the sample, and were not used in the analysis. 

 

For user profiles, picture cards of little children, big children, parents, family and 

grandparent users were used.  The cards used included people from different ethnic 

backgrounds to decrease bias that might result if a child could not relate to the photo on the 

card.  The user profiles were pre-tested by asking the child to name what they saw on the 

picture card when they were shown a card with a user image, and were found to be the 

profiles that three and four year old children are aware of and could respond to.   

 

The purchase and usage situation for fast food brands was selected based solely on where 

the brand is available for purchase.  Other purchase and usage considerations highlighted 

by Keller (2004) such as time of day, week etc. and type of activity where the brand is 

used, were unsuitable for three and four year old children.  Children of this young age have 

a poor concept of time or day and would find it very difficult to associate this type of 

activity to where the brand is used.   

 

The purchase and usage situation for fast food brands is the restaurant venue.  However, to 

test whether the child could indicate where the fast food brand could be purchased, bogus 

purchase situations needed to be added to the choices available for the child to select from, 

in the experimental procedure.  The pre-test tested several purchase and usage situations by 

asking the child to name, when shown, a purchase and usage situation pictured on the card 

and found the picture cards for the purchase and usage situation, restaurant, park, butcher 

and picture of nothing had the highest recognition and thus, appropriate for the sample.  
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Careful consideration was made when selecting alternative options to restaurant that were 

clearly not where you could purchase a fast food brand from (e.g., park and butcher).  It 

was important that the options were appropriate for the sample.  They needed to be places 

that a child of three and four years of age would have been exposed to and may therefore 

understand what they are. 

 

Measuring Affect 

Affect concerns the “feelings” a person has towards a stimulus.  Pre-tests showed that 

children three to four years of age largely could not report their feelings towards a fast food 

brand.  Instead of measuring affect in relation to reported feelings, this study will measure 

affect as whether a child likes/ dislikes the brand.   

 

Based on this definition of affect, there were two elements associated to a fast food brand 

that a child could readily form a liking/ disliking towards in the pre-test.  The brand (e.g., 

McDonald’s) as a whole (brand affect) and the brand’s main menu item (hamburger, 

product affect).  These two elements are prominent elements of marketing a fast food brand 

that a child of this young age would have encountered.  The brand logo is the visual 

representation of the brand, whilst the menu item is the main menu item of the brand.  

These two elements were pre-tested and were established to be both recognised by a three 

or four year old child, and something a child of this age could indicate they liked or 

disliked. 

 

Measuring both brand and product affect was deemed very important for establishing a 

level and strength measure of affect.  It is important to include both elements to effectively 

measure the potential impact affect could have in brand preference and brand equity.  
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Simply looking at whether a child likes or dislikes a brand (brand affect) may not provide 

enough clarification of the impact affect toward has in brand preference and brand equity.  

For instance, there may be the situation where amongst two children, only one child 

preferred the Hungry Jacks brand but both indicated that they liked the Hungry Jacks brand.  

Thus, not much insight is provided as to what role affect had in preference for the Hungry 

Jacks brand.  However, being able to measure whether a child also liked the main menu 

item could provide further insight into why this one child preferred the Hungry Jacks brand 

and the other child did not. 

 

Taking into consideration both brand and product affect potentially provides a broader 

measure of affect and also presents a better opportunity to understand the impact that affect 

has in both brand preference and brand equity.  Does greater affect towards a brand lead a 

child to preferring the brand over another brand?  Does a greater level of affect lead to a 

child developing equity towards that brand and staying with the brand when cajoled by 

competitors? 

 

The level of affect in this study will therefore be measured on the basis of whether a child 

liked or disliked the brand (brand affect) and the brand’s main menu item (product affect).  

A greater level of affect will be evident if a child likes the brand (brand liking) and also 

likes the main menu item provided by the brand (product liking).   

 

As per Mizerski (1995), this study will use a happy and a sad face to measure the child’s 

affect towards the brand (brand liking) and its main menu item (product liking).  For brand 

liking the child was requested to place the brand logo on a happy face or a sad face (see 

Figure 1.1).  The pre-test established that a simple happy and sad face were the best 
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measures for three and four year old children to understand.  Happy and sad faces using a 

boy’s face were used when interviewing the boys and, happy and sad faces using a girl’s 

face were used when interviewing the girls. 

 

FIGURE 4.1 

SMILING FACE SCALE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Brand liking was deemed to be present if the child placed the logo on the happy face thus, 

indicating they liked the brand.  Product liking was measured in a similar manner, with the 

child requested to place the product on the happy or sad face.  Product liking was evident if 

the child placed the picture of the product on a happy face.   

 

Measuring Brand Preference 

Radosevich (2006, 17) defined brand preference as “a measure of whether someone prefers 

one brand over another”.  Consequently measuring brand preference involves asking the 

respondent to indicate which brand they prefer over another or other brands.  The pre-test 

established, when shown three fast food brand logo cards and asked “if you could go to any 

of these three brands: e.g., Hungry Jacks, McDonald’s or Red Rooster; for dinner tonight, 

which one would you like to go to,” three to four year old children were able to indicate 

their preference towards a fast food brand.  Brand preference was consequently measured 

 
      

 Like  Dislike  Like  Dislike 
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by asking the child to indicate which fast food brand (McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks or Red 

Rooster) they would like to visit for dinner that night.   

 

Measuring Brand Equity 

Aaker (1996) stated that price premiums are the single best indicator of brand equity.  

However, children of three and four years of age are not aware of the value of money and 

therefore, price premiums are irrelevant when measuring brand equity with very young 

children.  Consequently, a toy which is typically a highly demanded item by a child will be 

used to act as a “premium” offering when asking the child to make a choice for dinner 

between visiting their preferred brand, and visiting their second preferred brand and 

receiving a toy.  A Kermit or Nemo toy was selected to act as the premium the child would 

have to forgo.  The child was firstly asked to indicate their preference for the Kermit or 

Nemo toy and the preferred toy was then used in the experiment when asking the child to 

make a choice for dinner between visiting their preferred brand and visiting their second 

preferred brand and receiving the toy.  Kermit and Nemo are two fictional characters that 

children of three and four years of age were familiar with and expressed a liking towards in 

the pre-test.   

 

Brand equity was firstly measured by taking the child’s response to the brand preference 

question (their preferred brand) and asking the child to indicate which out of the remaining 

two fast food brands was their second preferred brand.  The child was then asked whether 

they would switch from their preferred brand to their second preferred brand to receive a 

toy.  Brand equity was evident if the child did not switch from their preferred brand to their 

second preferred brand to receive the toy.  That is, the child was willing to pay a premium, 

forgo the toy, for their preferred brand.    
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Interview Procedure 

 

A female interviewer interviewed the child respondents at their Day Care/ Pre-School 

Centre.  The Day Care/ Pre-school centre was a facility judged appropriate for holding the 

interviews because it allowed the child to be interviewed in a familiar environment that 

minimised any apprehension the child may have expressed during the interview process.  

Although interviewing young children individually can be difficult and time consuming, 

individual interviews do reduce some of the potential bias with group interviews such as a 

participant dominating the session and providing a halo effect on the group by influencing 

their attitudes (Zikmund 1997).  Group interviews were also inappropriate because the 

study needed to determine the child’s individual awareness levels/ preferences rather than a 

group’s.  Because majority of children are unable to read at the age of three years, self-

report questionnaires were also inappropriate to use.    

 

Interviewers 

Four female interviewers who had prior experience with interviewing young children were 

selected to conduct the interviews.  The interviewers had no knowledge of the hypotheses 

or the overall purpose of the study.  Each interviewer was trained by the researcher, which 

involved explaining how to conduct each step of the procedure, followed by the interviewer 

rehearsing the experiment to ensure competency in all steps of the procedure prior to 

conducting their first interview.   

 

Previous studies working with young children have emphasised the importance of 

interviewing the child in close proximity to a carer or teacher (Mizerski 1995).  This is 
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particularly important for young children, as they sometimes need reassurance from 

someone they know to relax them in preparation for completing the interview.  In this 

study, children were interviewed in close proximity to their teacher.  At no time was the 

carer or teacher situated close enough to the child to be able to interfere with the interview.  

Each interview was conducted in a quite corner of a supervised room at the centre.   

 

When the interviewer was ready to commence the interviews, the Carer would bring over 

one of the children that had been given their parent’s consent to participate in the interview.  

The Carer would introduce the child to the interviewer and explain that they were going to 

play a game with the interviewer.  The interviewer then reintroduced themselves and 

obtained verbal consent from the child to participate by asking the child if they would like 

to play a game.  If the child said yes, the interviewer then explained how to play the game.  

The interviewer finished off by making it clear to the child that they could stop taking part 

in the game at any time without giving a reason.  At no time was the child forced to play 

the game. 

 

Experimental Procedure 

A warm up board was utilised at the start of the interview to introduce the child to the 

recognition task and the concept of matching something to a picture of nothing, the ‘no 

match’ option.  The warm up board also assisted with allowing the child to familiarise 

themselves with the nature of the experiment.   

 

After taking the child through the warm up product board, the interviewer put the warm up 

board away and brought out the exercise task boards.  The interviewer would then point and 

name the pictures on the board and then ask the respondent to point to the picture when 
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named.  This determined whether the child comprehended what the pictures were and 

consequently the reliability of the respondent’s answers.  For every procedure that the child 

was asked to perform, the interviewer’s response to each answer provided by the child was 

“okay”.  Under no circumstances did the interviewer acknowledge whether an answer was 

correct or incorrect.   

 

Warm Up Board 

The brands Vegemite and Coca Cola were used in the warm up exercise to test the 

respondent’s understanding of the experimental procedure.  Vegemite was selected because 

it is an Australian iconic brand that Australian children are introduced to at a very young 

age.  The brand Coca Cola was selected because it is typically a brand that children are 

introduced to at an older age.  Accordingly, Vegemite was expected to have a higher 

recognition rate amongst three and four year old children than Coca Cola.   To perform the 

warm up task correctly the child would need to match Vegemite to the picture of toast with 

spread on it and place the Coca Cola brand on the picture of nothing.   

 

If the respondent failed to correctly match the Vegemite brand to the picture of toast and 

Coca Cola to the picture of nothing after three attempts, the interview was to be continued.  

The results indicated that no respondent failed to match Vegemite to the picture of toast 

after two attempts.   

 

The ‘picture of nothing’ concept is consistently used on the following six exercise boards as 

an avenue for children to express there was “no match” or a “don’t know” response.  After 

the completion of the warm up exercise, the warm up board and cards were put away and 

the Brand Awareness exercise board was taken out. 
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Brand Awareness 

The level of the child’s brand awareness was determined by asking the child to 

firstly, name the brand when it was held up to them (brand recognition) and secondly; 

match the brand to its main menu item (product recognition).  It was expected that 

recognition of the brand would lead to matching the brand to the correct main menu item.  

For children that did not recognise the brand or recognised the brand but had limited past 

exposure to it, it was expected they would match the brand to the picture of nothing or 

match the wrong main menu item to the brand. 

 

To test for brand recognition, the interviewer took out the brand logo cards and held up a 

single brand logo and asked the respondent to name the brand.  The interviewer recorded 

their response as simply “yes/no”.  Yes they could name the brand logo, or no, they could 

not name the brand logo.  Several respondents named Pizza Hut, Pizza, but a “yes” 

response could only be recorded for each brand if the respondent named the brand logo’s 

entire name e.g., Pizza Hut.  Once the respondent had been asked to name each brand logo 

and their responses were recorded, the interviewer took out the product recognition task 

exercise board.  

 

After the interviewer had pointed to and named each of the pictures on the board (pizza, 

fried chicken & chips, hamburgers, chicken & chips and picture of nothing) and the 

respondent had pointed to the picture when named, the respondent was handed one brand 

picture card at a time in a randomised sequence.  The respondent was then asked to “point 

to the picture on the board that the card goes with, remember if it does not go with any of 

them, you point to the picture of nothing.”  To decrease the respondent’s confusion when 

matching the next brand card on the board, no card was ever left on the board when another 
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card was handed to the respondent.  The procedure was repeated until all the brand cards 

had been matched to a main menu item on the board.  After the recognition matching task 

was completed the next exercise board was introduced.   

 

Affect  

The affect product board was brought out and the interviewer pointed and named 

the happy and sad face pictures on the board and then requested the respondent to do the 

same.  The interviewer then explained to the child the concept of matching a picture on the 

card to the happy face if they like it or, to the sad face if they dislike it.  If the child looked 

confused, the interviewer provided an example and then asked the child if they understood.  

The results from the study indicated that all the respondents understood the procedure 

overall.  Some respondents needed an example, but the majority of children understood 

without having an example provided. 

 

Once it was clear the child understood the procedure, the interviewer handed the respondent 

a picture card of a main menu item (e.g., hamburger, pizza, fried chicken and chips or 

chicken and chips) or brand logo (McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks, Red Rooster, Chicken Treat, 

KFC, Pizza Hut or Dominos) and named it.  The interviewer then asked the child to 

indicate whether they liked/ disliked the product/ brand logo pictured by pointing at the 

facial expression (happy/ sad) replicating their response on the affect board.  This 

procedure was repeated for the remaining product and brand logo cards.  After each 

product/ brand logo was placed on the board it was taken off before the interviewer handed 

the respondent another card.  After the affect exercise was completed the brand 

associations’ exercise board was brought out. 



 

 111 

 

Brand Associations  

The interviewer brought out the Brand Associations exercise board and named the 

brand logos on the board and asked the respondent to point to the logos when named.  The 

interviewer then handed the respondent a card that included a picture of a brand association 

and named it.  The child was handed a single brand association card and was asked to place 

the card on the brand logo on the product board that they thought it belonged to.  Once the 

card was placed on a logo on the board the card was taken off the board, put aside, and 

another card was handed to the respondent.  This procedure was repeated until all brand 

association cards had been placed on a brand logo or ‘picture of nothing’ option on the 

board.  There were four brand association cards each for the McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks 

and Red Rooster brands, plus two generic product category association cards (toys, and 

playground), and two non-fast food category association cards (dog and cat).   

 

Purchase Imagery  

The interviewer then brought out the Purchase Imagery Exercise board and named 

the four pictures on the board (restaurant, butcher, park and picture of nothing).  The 

interviewer then requested the child to point to each venue when named a second time.  The 

respondent was then asked to place the brand logo on the place on the board that they 

believed you could purchase that brand from.  A randomised sequence was used for 

handing the respondent the brand logo cards.  Once the respondent placed the brand logo 

card on the board, the interviewer would take the brand logo card off, set it aside, and hand 

the respondent the next card.  The procedure was repeated until all three brand logos had 

been placed on a venue. 
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User Imagery  

Once the purchase imagery exercise was completed, the User Imagery exercise 

boards were brought out.  There was one User Imagery board for each brand, three in total, 

which included a picture of the brand logo and a picture of nothing.   For each board the 

interviewer would point and name the brand logo (McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks or Red 

Rooster) and the picture of nothing.  The respondent was then asked to do the same.  The 

respondent was then shown the cards of the family, big children, grandparent and little 

children, with the interviewer naming the cards as they were shown to the respondent.  The 

respondent was then asked to point to the card when named. The interviewer would then 

hand the respondent a single card in a randomised sequence and asked them “Do you think 

family, big children, grandparent and/or little children use the brand McDonald’s (or 

Hungry Jacks or Red Rooster)?”  If you think that only the family uses the brand (e.g., 

McDonald’s) place it on the (e.g., McDonald’s) brand but if you say family and little 

children use the brand, place them both on the brand.”  The interviewer then asked the 

respondent “Who do you think uses the brand McDonald’s?”, “Place the appropriate 

pictures on the brand and remember if you do not think any of them use the brand do not 

place the pictures on the brand or if you think more than one group uses the brand place 

them each on the brand logo.”  Once the brand users were placed on one brand logo the 

next User Imagery board with a different fast food brand on it was brought out and the 

procedure repeated until all three boards had been used.   

 

Trade Out  

The last exercise for the respondent involved asking the respondent to indicate 

which toy they liked best out of Nemo and Kermit.  The interviewer then held up and 
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named the three fast food brand logo cards: McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster 

and the requested the respondent to name the brand logo cards.  The respondent was then 

asked “If you could go to any of these three brands, McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks or Red 

Rooster; for dinner tonight, which one would you like to go to?”  This question established 

the respondents preferred fast food brand out of the three options.   

 

The interviewer then took away the brand logo card they indicated and asked, “If you could 

not go to (the brand they said they would like to go to in the above question) which one out 

of the other two brands (stated them) would you like to go to?”  This question established 

the respondent’s second preferred brand.   

 

To test the child respondent’s loyalty to their preferred brand (brand equity), the 

interviewer then asked “What if you could now go to (second preferred brand) tonight for 

dinner, and also get this toy (the toy they liked best), where would you like to go out of 

(preferred brand and second preferred brand)?”  

 

Completion of Interview 

Each respondent’s interview took no longer than 10 minutes to complete, with each 

respondent being thanked for their participation at the completion of the interview.  A thank 

you gift in the way of an educational book and a box of chocolates was provided to all Day 

care and Pre-school facilities at the completion of holding the interviews at their facility. 
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CHAPTER FIVE - RESULTS 

 

Introduction 

 

Conducting experimental research with three and four year old subjects is particularly 

challenging because children of this age struggle to comprehend what is being asked of 

them.  They possess a limited language capability which makes understanding and 

interacting with the interviewer difficult.  This challenge has often presented an obstacle to 

researchers gaining a better understanding of how children as young as three years of age 

develop brand preferences.   

 

Descriptive Analyses 

 

The sample of three and four year old children was collected from five Day Care facilities 

and four Community Pre-school Centres located in various metropolitan suburbs within one 

Australian capital city.  The sample consisted of 181 respondents.  Table 5.1 summarises 

the demographic profile of the sample in regards to age and gender.  A chi-square analysis 

of the 181 children indicated that boys and girls were not significantly different in their 

distribution across the two age groups, (x2=0.76, df=1, p>0.39). 



 

 115 

TABLE 5.1  

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF THE SAMPLE 

Gender 
Age Female Male Total 

3 year olds 37 (43.0%) 49 (57.0%) 86 (100%) 
4 year olds 47 (49.5%) 48 (50.5%) 95 (100%) 
Total 86 (47.5%) 95 (52.5%) 181 (100%) 

 

Differences between the Samples of Three and Four year old Children 

This study is interested in determining if brand awareness, affect toward and brand image 

are associated with a young child’s brand preference and brand equity development.  In 

order to grasp a clearer understanding of what is associated with brand preference and 

brand equity, it is important to consider the effect the respondent’s age has on this 

association.  As the child ages, he/she is more likely to be exposed to and interact more 

with the brand.  This activity will inevitably affect what the child associates with brand 

preference and brand equity.  It would be reasonable to expect that an older child of four 

years of age would experience greater exposure, and thus have a greater knowledge of the 

brand, than a younger child of three years of age.   

 

Brand Recognition 

Information about a child’s brand awareness was collected by asking the child 

whether they could recognise a brand logo (brand recognition), and whether they could 

correctly place the picture of the main menu item on the brand logo (product recognition).  

Chi-square analyses found no significant differences (p>.05) evident between the age of the 

child and the two brand awareness variables for all three fast food brands, McDonald’s, 

Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster.  
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Brand and Product Affect 

 In relation to the measure of affect, a child was asked if they liked the brand (brand 

affect) and whether they liked the main menu item provided by the brand (product affect).  

For the McDonald’s brand, the child was first shown the brand logo (brand affect) and 

asked if they liked it.  They were then shown the hamburger (main menu item) product card 

and asked if they liked it (product affect).  Overall, the results indicated no significant 

differences evident between the age of the child, and brand or product affect.  However, the 

results did indicate that the McDonald’s brand and the chicken and chips main menu item 

were liked the most by both the sample of three and four year old children (see Table 5.2).   

 

TABLE 5.2 

FREQUENCY OF BRAND AND PRODUCT AFFECT 

 Age 
Brand liking 3 year olds 4 year olds 

McDonald’s 91.1% 96.7% 
Hungry Jacks 87.8% 91.2% 
Red Rooster 78.9% 83.5% 

   
Product liking   

Hamburger 74.4% 82.4% 
Chicken and Chips 82.2% 89.0% 

 

Brand Image 

 The construct of brand image comprised three variables: brand associations, brand 

purchase situation and brand users.  The task for brand associations required the child to 

place a picture of the brand’s kid’s meal, adult meal, character and crewperson on the logo 

of the brand.  There was also the task of placing a picture of a toy and a playground on the 

brand logo.  The toy and playground are generic associations specific to the overall fast 

food category.  For all three brands no significant differences were evident between age and 
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the brand association variables, except for placing the picture of the brand’s crewperson on 

the brand.  A chi-square analysis indicated four year old children were significantly more 

likely to be able to correctly place the picture of the brand’s crewperson on the brand in 

comparison to three year old children for the McDonald’s and Red Rooster brands (see 

Table 5.3).   

 

TABLE 5.3 

EFFECT OF AGE ON ASSOCIATING THE BRAND’S CREWPERSON TO THE 

BRAND 

 Placed the brand’s crewperson on the brand 
 McDonald’s1 Red Rooster2 Hungry Jacks3 

Age of the child Yes No Yes No Yes No 
3yr olds 16 (18.6%) 70 (81.4%) 15 (17.4%) 71 (82.6%) 25 (29.1%) 41 (43.2%) 
4yr olds 33 (34.7%) 62 (65.3%) 29 (30.5%) 66 (69.5%) 61 (70.9%) 54 (56.8%) 

x 1=5.95, df=1, p<0.02. 
x2=4.20, df=1, p<0.04. 
x 3=3.87, df=1, p>.05. 
 

Although no significant differences existed between age and the other brand association 

variables, some interesting findings were still evident.  The majority of three and four year 

old children were found to place the picture of a toy on the McDonald’s brand over the Red 

Rooster and Hungry Jacks brands.  A similar finding was also evident in regards to the 

picture of the playground, with majority of three and four year old children placing the 

picture of the playground on the McDonald’s brand logo.  Thus, a majority of three and 

four year old children associated the two associations (toy and playground) specific to the 

fast food category, to the McDonald’s brand. 

 

In regards to the McDonald’s brand, a higher percentage of three and four year old children 

were able to correctly place the picture of the kid’s meal and the character on the brand 

logo.  However, only a small percentage of three and four year old children could correctly 
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place the picture of the adult meal on to the McDonald’s brand logo.  It appears that both 

three and four year old children have a greater knowledge of the more “child” associations 

for McDonald’s (kid’s meal and character) over the more “adult” association of the adult 

meal.  However, for the Red Rooster and Hungry Jacks brands the opposite effect was 

found.  Three and four year old children’s knowledge of the adult meal association was 

greater than their knowledge of the kid’s meal and brand character associations.  This 

finding may imply, young children view the Red Rooster and Hungry Jacks brands as more 

adult brands or, that when young children visit these two brands they are only exposed to 

the adult associations. 

 

An analysis of the child’s age and their knowledge of where they could purchase the brand 

(brand purchase situation) indicated no significant differences existed.  In fact, the majority 

of children (over 80% for both age groups) could correctly place all three brand logos on 

the restaurant facility when asked where they could purchase the brand from.  The average 

level of knowledge that all three fast food brands could be purchased from a restaurant 

facility was very high for the sample of three and four year old children. 

 

The last brand image variable to be tested was the brand user variable.  This task involved 

the child placing different brand user picture cards (little children, big children, family or 

grandparent) on the brand they believed the user would visit.  For the Hungry Jacks brand, 

a chi-square analysis indicated that no significant differences between the child’s age and 

placing any of the four different brand user cards on the brand.  However for both the 

McDonald’s and Red Rooster brands, there was evidence of a significant difference 

between the child’s age and placing one of the four brand user cards on the brand logo (see 

Table 5.4).  In regards to the McDonald’s brand, a significant difference was evident 
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between the age of the child and placing the big children brand user card on the brand logo 

(x2=4.21, df= 1, p<0.04).  In this case, three year old children (31.4%) were more likely to 

place the big children brand user card on the McDonald’s brand than four year old children 

(18.9%).  For the Red Rooster brand, a significant difference was evident between the age 

of the child and placing the little children brand user card on the brand (x2=5.14, df= 1, 

p<0.02).  A greater percentage of three year old children (18.6%) placed the little children 

card on the Red Rooster brand in comparison to four year old children (7.4%).  These two 

findings suggest that three year old children tend to perceive the Red Rooster brand was a 

brand little children would visit, and McDonald’s was a brand big children would visit. 

 

TABLE 5.4 

EFFECT OF AGE ON ASSOCIATING BRAND USERS TO A FAST FOOD BRAND 

 McDonald’s Red Rooster Hungry Jacks 
Placed little children on the brand 3yr olds 4yr olds 3yr olds 4yr olds 3yr olds 4yr olds 

Yes 31.4% 18.9% 18.6% 7.4% 8.1% 9.5% 
No 68.6% 81.1% 81.4% 92.6% 91.9% 90.5% 

Placed big children on the brand       
Yes 24.4% 12.6% 7.0% 9.5% 31.4% 33.7% 
No 75.6% 87.4% 93.0% 90.5% 68.6% 66.3% 

 

 
Brand Preference 

The above analyses established that some significant differences exist between age 

and several of the brand awareness, affect toward and brand image variables for the 

McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster brands.  From here it is interesting to see if 

any significant differences are evident between the age of the child and both their brand 

preference and brand equity. 

 

Brand preference was determined by asking the child which brand they preferred the most 

out of the three brands.  A chi-square analysis indicated that a significant difference did 
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exist between age and brand preference for the Red Rooster brand only (x2=6.65, df= 1, 

p≤0.01).  Twice the percentage of four year olds preferred the Red Rooster brand (28.4%) 

in comparison to three year olds (12.8%).  Overall, McDonald’s was the most preferred 

brand for both three and four year old children (see Table 5.5). 

 

TABLE 5.5  

EFFECT OF AGE ON BRAND PREFERENCE 

 3 year olds 4 year olds 
Preferred Brand Yes No Yes No 

McDonald’s 61.6% 38.4% 51.6% 48.4% 
Red Rooster 12.8% 87.2% 28.4% 71.6% 
Hungry Jacks 25.6% 74.4% 20.0% 80.0% 

 

 
Switching Behaviour (Brand Equity) 

Testing the presence of brand equity was established firstly by asking the child 

which brand they preferred the most out of the three brands, McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks 

and Red Rooster.  Then, the child was asked which brand they preferred second out of the 

remaining two brands.  From here the child was then offered the choice to switch from their 

preferred brand, to their second preferred brand to receive the toy.  A presence of brand 

equity was exhibited if the child stayed with their preferred brand when tempted by the toy, 

rather than switching to their second preferred brand to receive the toy.   

 

A chi-square analysis indicated no significant effects of the child’s age on whether the child 

switched from the McDonald’s or Hungry Jacks brands.  In regards to the Red Rooster 

brand, a significant difference was found.  A greater proportion of four year old children 

were found to switch from the Red Rooster brand when tempted by the toy in comparison 

to the three year old children (see Table 5.6).   
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Overall for all three brands, three and four year old children were less likely to switch from 

their preferred brand to their second preferred brand when tempted by the toy.  Thus, the 

presence of brand equity is evident for all three brands.   

 

TABLE 5.6  

THE EFFECT OF AGE AND SWITCHING BEHAVIOUR 

 McDonald’s1 Red Rooster2 Hungry Jacks3 
Child switched from their preferred 
brand when tempted by the toy 

3yr olds 4yr olds 3yr olds 4yr olds 3yr olds 4yr olds 

Yes 25 
(29.1%) 

24 
(25.3%) 

5 
(5.8%) 

16 
(16.8%) 

15 
(17.4%) 

8 
(8.4%) 

No 61 
(70.9%) 

71 
(74.7%) 

81 
(94.2%) 

79 
(83.2%) 

71 
(82.6%) 

87 
(91.6%) 

1: χ2=0.331 df=1, p>0.0.6,  
2: χ2=5.353, df=1, p<0.02,  
3: χ 2=3.311, df=1, p>0.07. 

 

The Proportion of Children that Preferred a Brand and Switched from their Preferred Brand 

Table 5.6 indicates out of the three fast food brands, more children switched from 

the McDonald’s brands when tempted by the toy.  However, when the proportion of 

children that preferred the brand first is accounted for, the results indicate a different result.  

A frequency analysis determined that three and four year old children preferred the 

McDonald’s brand (56.4%) followed by Hungry Jacks (22.7%) and then Red Rooster 

(21%, see Appendix B).  When taking into consideration the number of children that 

switched from McDonald’s when tempted by the toy (27.1%, n=49) and dividing it by the 

number of children that indicated McDonald’s as their preferred brand (56.4%, n=102), 

only 48.03% of these children switched from the brand when tempted by the toy.  However, 

both the Red Rooster (55.3%) and Hungry Jacks (56.1%) brands had a greater percentage 

of children that preferred the brand, switching from the brand when tempted by the toy.  

Thus, the McDonald’s brand actually experienced the least amount of switching out of the 

three brands when taking into consideration the proportion of children that preferred the 
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brand and then switched.  This result indicates that brand equity appears to be strongest for 

the McDonald’s brand and weakest for the Hungry Jacks brand. 

 

Grouping Three and Four Year Old Children Together 

Although there was the occasional instance of a significant difference being evident 

between the age of the child and their response to the brand awareness, affect toward and 

brand image variables for the three brands, the differences were not beyond p<.05 when 

adjusted for multiple comparisons.  Further, when a binary logistic regression analysis was 

conducted on each age group the results for each age were virtually identical to each other 

and thus, did not contribute anything further to the analysis.  Consequently, the responses 

for each age group will be grouped together to form one sample for analysis.  

 

Explaining Fast Food Preference and Loyalty and the Need for Binary Logistic 

Regression 

 

The hypotheses predicted that various aspects of brand knowledge (e.g., recognition) would 

be related to the child’s initial preference between fast food choices, and their loyalty when 

tempted by a toy and their second fast food choice.  If adults or older adolescents were the 

population, then multi-item response scales can usually be used, and modelled as constructs 

with techniques such as confirmatory factor analysis with Structural Equation Modelling.  

 

However, scales used with young children of three to four years old need to be simple and 

unambiguous for the children’s interpretation.  These requirements usually limit response 

scales for young children to binary choices such as yes/no and like/dislike (Mizerski 1995). 
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That is why the measures ultimately used to capture the elements of each brand’s 

knowledge in this study were offered in a binary response.  

 

Initial analyses tried to combine variables into constructs proposed in the literature.  For 

example, constructs could be made by measuring some total noted by the child (e.g., three 

out of five). However, there was no evidence these young subjects were viewing the 

constructs in this way.  This approach was ultimately abandoned because it forced 

children’s responses into constructs developed on adults. 

 

Because this is exploratory research, the 41 independent variables representing brand 

knowledge were initially treated as potentially equal in developing a model that would 

explain, and a model that could predict, the two choices children in the sample made in the 

experiment.  Given the binary nature of the independent and of the dependent (e.g., prefer 

McDonald’s/prefer ‘another brand’) variables, the binary logistic regression statistic was 

chosen.  

 

Binary Logistic Regression Analysis  

 

Binary logistic regression is a form of regression which is used to predict a dependent 

variable on the basis of continuous and/or categorical independent variables and to 

determine the percent of variance in the dependent variable explained by the independents.  

Logistic regression also ranks the relative importance of the independent variables’ 

influence on the dependent variable and assesses the interaction effects to provide an 

understanding of the impact of the covariate control variables on the probability of a certain 

event occurring (Garson 2007).  For a logistic regression, the predicted dependent variable 
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is a function of the probability that a particular subject will be in one of the categories (for 

example, the probability that a child will prefer the McDonald’s brand first, given their set 

of scores on the predictor variables).     

 

A binary logistic regression analysis will be conducted on all three brands (McDonald’s, 

Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster) to determine how a young child’s brand knowledge is 

associated with brand preference and brand equity.  The results for the McDonald’s brand 

will be reported in detail with a summary of the findings for the Hungry Jacks and Red 

Rooster brands being provided in Appendices D, E, G & H.  The analysis will firstly 

present the descriptive analyses of the child sample using frequency and chi square analysis 

to provide an indication of the sample’s demographics (age and gender split).  Following 

the descriptive analysis, a binary logistic regression analysis will be carried out to develop a 

model and identify the set of variables which best explain the factors associated with a 

child’s brand preference.  A second binary logistic regression analysis is then conducted to 

develop a model to predict the brand preference choice’s the child made.   

 

The presence of brand equity and its strength will also be tested using binary logistic 

regression.  A binary logistic regression analysis will firstly be used to determine the 

variables that assist with explaining why a child stayed or switched from McDonald’s, 

when tempted by a toy to switch to their second preferred brand.  A second binary logistic 

regression analysis will then be conducted to predict the choice the sample made (stayed or 

switched) via splitting the sample to form a holdout sample.  It is acknowledged that one 

should have an independent sample for each of the exploratory and holdout samples to 

avoid ‘double dipping’ but due to the small sample size this was not feasible for this study. 
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The analyses which involve binary logistic regression will firstly be conducted on the 

whole sample, the analysis sample.  A second binary logistic regression analysis will then 

be applied to the sample when it is split to include both an analysis and holdout sample.  By 

applying the binary logistic regression to the sample overall and then to the split sample, it 

allows for the development and comparison of an exploratory and predictive model for 

brand preference and brand equity.   

 

Chi-square analysis will be utilised to investigate the direction of the relationship between 

the independent and dependent variables and thus help explain and support the binary 

logistic regression analysis results.  In this situation, the chi-square analysis will not be 

used to investigate the direct effects between the dependent and independent variables.  

Rather the chi-square analysis will support the findings from the binary logistic regressions 

and will help better explain the subjects’ decisions (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black 

1998). 

 

Samples for Analyses 

In order to analyse the presence of brand knowledge (brand awareness, affect toward and 

brand image), brand preference and brand equity, the sample for each brand was required to 

be divided on several occasions.  The first binary logistic regression analyses will draw 

from the entire child sample (n=181) to establish the level of brand knowledge for the 

McDonald’s brand and determine how brand knowledge is associated with brand 

preference.  The same approach was used for the Red Rooster and Hungry Jacks brands 

(see Appendix D & E). 
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Establishing Preference 

The construct of brand awareness comprised of two elements, brand recognition and 

product recognition.  In regards to these two elements, a larger number of children were 

found to know the brand logo (brand recognition) over placing the main menu item on the 

brand (product recognition) for all three brands.  It appears a lot more complex and 

involving for a three to four year old child to place the correct main menu item on the 

brand, than simply being able to recognise the brand logo.  Placing the correct main menu 

item on the brand does involve greater cognitive ability and also required the child to have 

more experience with the brand.  For a child to know the brand logo, the child just needs to 

recall having seen the brand logo and retrieve this information from memory.  However for 

a child to place the correct main menu item on the brand, the child not only has to retrieve 

the brand logo from their memory, but also retrieve any information from memory of 

seeing or receiving the main menu item from that brand and connecting this information 

with the brand.  Thus, product recognition involves the child retrieving a greater amount of 

information from memory.   

 

Consequently, for the purposes of defining whether a child was aware of the brand and the 

effect this awareness had in brand preference and brand equity, awareness of the brand logo 

must be evident.  Thus, the dependent variable will consist of child responses that indicated 

they recognised the McDonald’s brand logo and also whether the child preferred or did not 

prefer the McDonald’s brand first (yes/no response). The whole sample (n=181) will be 

used to test the effect the independent variables have in explaining and predicting the 

dependent variable of whether a child did/ did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first (brand 

preference).   
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Establishing Brand Equity 

Once brand preference is established the sample is then reduced to consider the effect both 

brand awareness and brand preference have in brand equity.  Thus, for a child to be able to 

demonstrate brand equity towards a brand the child must at least know the brand (brand 

awareness), and have formed a preference for that brand (brand preference).  Therefore in 

relation to the McDonald’s brand, the sample was reduced from the whole sample of 181 

child respondents to 102 child respondents that both recognised and preferred the 

McDonald’s brand first.  The sample of 102 child respondents was then used to test the 

effect a select number of the original 43 independent variables had in explaining and 

predicting the dependent variable, a child did/ did not switch from McDonald’s when 

tempted by a toy to switch to their second preferred brand (brand equity).   

 

Brand Preference Analysis 

 

When establishing which independent variables to include in the binary logistic regression 

analysis for both brand preference and brand equity, it was important to firstly establish if 

any of the variables were relatively constant e.g., indicated no differences across the three 

brands, amongst the sample.  Constant variables were not included in the binary logistic 

regression analyses because they provided no differentiation and thus, would not assist with 

explaining why a child did/ did not prefer McDonald’s first (brand preference) or did/ did 

not switch from McDonald’s when tempted by the toy to switch to their second preferred 

brand (brand equity).   

 

The only variables found to be constant and thus were excluded form the binary logistic 

regression analysis, were the three variables relating to placing the picture of a restaurant 
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on the McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks or Red Rooster brand logos (McDPlace, HJPlace and 

RRPlace).  No matter whether the child preferred the McDonald’s brand first or did not 

prefer the McDonald’s brand first, the child was able to place the picture of the restaurant 

on the McDonald’s brand logo.  A similar finding was found for both the Hungry Jacks and 

Red Rooster analysis.  As a result, the three variables were excluded from the binary 

logistic regression analysis because they did not provide any differentiation amongst the 

responses from the child subjects within the sample. 

 

 Binary Logistic Regression Exploratory Analysis 

The binary logistic regression analysis for brand preference is divided into two parts.  The 

first part applies the binary logistic regression analysis to the whole sample to develop the 

exploratory binary logistic regression model.  The second part applies the binary logistic 

regression analysis to the sample when it is split into two sets of data to form an analysis 

and a holdout sample.  The holdout sample will be used to test the predictive ability of the 

binary logistic regression model.  This method of validating the model is referred to as the 

split-sample or cross validation approach (Hair et al., 1998).   

 

According to Hair et al., (1998) there are no definite guidelines established for dividing the 

sample to form an analysis and a holdout sample when testing the predictive ability of a 

model.  As a result, this study will incorporate a split that allows majority of the sample to 

establish the model, and the rest of the sample to form the holdout sample on which to test 

the predictive ability of the model.  The split is roughly 80:20, with 80% forming the 

analysis sample and 20% forming the holdout sample.  A comparison will also be made 

between the analysis of the entire sample (100%) and the analysis of the 80:20 split, to 
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determine any variation between the inclusion and predictive power of the variables 

included in the models for the two analyses. 

 

A detailed discussion will now be provided to explain what variables are associated with 

brand preference, and what variables best predict brand equity for the McDonald’s brand.  

Because of the similarity of the process for the binary logistic regression analysis applied to 

all three brands, the results for the Rooster and Hungry Jacks brands will be presented in a 

table format with a detailed analysis provided in Appendix D & E. 

 

The logistic regression analysis employed used a stepwise procedure.  This procedure starts 

by selecting the strongest candidate predictor, then testing additional candidate predictors 

one at a time, for inclusion in the model.  At each step, new candidate predictors are 

checked to see whether including them will improve the model significantly (p<.05) and 

predictors already included in the model are checked to see if they should stay or be 

removed as a result of the new predictor being added.  If a newly entered predictor provides 

a better job of explaining why a child preferred the McDonald’s brand first, then it is 

possible for a predictor already in the model to be removed because it no longer uniquely 

explains variance.  This stepwise procedure continues until all the candidate predictors have 

been tested for inclusion and removal.   

 

In the binary logistic regression analysis, the dependent variable (McDPref): whether the 

child did/ did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first, was treated as nominal data.  There 

were 41 independent variables available (see Appendix C), with a select number chosen for 

possible inclusion in the logistic regression model for McDonald’s brand preference.  The 

independent variables were dichotomous and were categorised as either with or without the 
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factor.  For example, for the independent variable of “knew the McDonald’s brand logo,” a 

yes response indicating the child knew the McDonald’s logo would be categorized as a 

response with the factor.  A no response would be categorized without the factor. 

 

Using the forward enter method, variables were added one at a time based on their 

contribution to the prediction.  Thus, the variable with the highest score statistic was the 

first variable to be added into the model.  In this analysis, the variable recognised the 

McDonald’s brand logo (McD) had the highest score statistic and was consequently, the 

first variable to be entered into the model.  The entry of (McD) into the model, resulted in a 

decrease in the -2LL value by 15.740 and an increase in the hit ratio from 56.4% to 65.7%.  

Thus, the entry of (McD) into the model resulted in achieving reasonable model fit.  

However, examination of the remaining variables not included in the model identified 

seven other variables that met the threshold of significance (p<.05) for inclusion in the 

model.   

 

Consequently, the following variables were entered in order into the model via a seven step 

process: did/ did not place the picture of the grandparent users on the Red Rooster brand 

logo (GrandpRR), placed the picture of the playground on the Hungry Jacks brand logo 

(HJPlayg),  placed the picture of a toy on the Red Rooster brand logo (RRToy), placed the 

picture of the Hungry Jacks crewperson on the Hungry Jacks brand logo (HCrew), placed 

the picture of Hungry Jacks’ kids meal on the Hungry Jacks brand logo (HKidsM), liked 

the Red Rooster brand logo (RRAf) and, placed the picture of the Red Rooster characters 

on the Red Rooster brand logo (RChar), to provide the final eight variable logistic 

regression model.   
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TABLE 5.7  

MCDONALD’S PREFERENCE EXPLORATORY BINARY LOGISTIC REGRESSION 

MODEL 

OVERALL MODEL FIT 

Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)   247.989    Value  Sig. 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)     189.512  From base model 58.477 .000 
“ Pseudo” R2            .236  From prior step   4.594 .037 
Cox and Snell R2            .276    
Nagelkerke R2            .370 
 
      Chi-square  df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow    6.926   8  .545  
 
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 
       95.0% C.I. for EXP(B) 
  B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Step 8(h) McDa -1.360 .444 9.391 .002 .257 .108 .613 
  RRAf g -1.142 .476 5.764 .016 .319 .126 .811 
  RRToy d 1.655 .610 7.351 .007 5.234 1.582 17.316 
  HJPlayg c 1.037 .486 4.543 .033 2.819 1.087 7.314 
  RCharh -.798 .381 4.395 .036 .450 .213 .949 
  HKidsM f 1.198 .432 7.697 .006 3.315 1.422 7.730 
  HCrew e .855 .389 4.826 .028 2.352 1.097 5.043 
  GrandpRR b -1.689 .496 11.598 .001 .185 .070 .488 
  Constant 1.273 .574 4.912 .027 3.572   

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: McD. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: GrandpRR. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: HJPlayg. 
d  Variable(s) entered on step 4: RRToy. 
e  Variable(s) entered on step 5: HCrew. 
f  Variable(s) entered on step 6: HKidsM. 
g  Variable(s) entered on step 7: RRAf.  
h  Variable(s) entered on step 8: RChar. 
 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

  Predicted Group Membership 
 Selected Cases(a) 
 Child prefers McDs first 

Actual Group Yes No % Correct 
Step 8 Child prefers McDs first Yes 87 15 85.3 

  No 28 51 64.6 
 Overall Percentage   76.2 

a  The cut value is .500 
 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 

 

It is at the final step, the eighth step, that the model has progressed through all its 

interactions and it is the best step to report on in greater detail.  Table 5.7 contains the final 
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estimated model after all eight variables were entered (see Appendix D for the results from 

the seven steps prior).   

 

Statistical Significance 

There are two statistical tests for establishing the significance of the eight variable 

model.  The first test is a chi-square test for change in the -2LL value from the base model, 

and the second is the Hosmer and Lemeshow measure of overall fit.  In the eight variable 

model, the chi-square value was statistically significant at the .000 level (see Table 5.7).  

The Hosmer and Lemeshow measure of overall fit indicated that there was no statistically 

significant difference between the observed and predicted classifications (p>.05).  In this 

example both measures, provide support for the acceptance of the eight variable model as a 

significant logistic regression model and thus, appropriate for further evaluation.   

 

The estimated coefficients for the eight independent variables and the constant can also be 

evaluated for statistical significance.  The Wald statistic is used to test significance and in 

this case indicates that all eight independent variables and the constant are significant at the 

.05 level.  Thus, the individual variables are significant and should be interpreted. 

 

Assessing Overall Model Fit 

When assessing overall model fit several measures are available.  Firstly, the -2LL 

statistic is provided which is the likelihood ratio.  It reflects the significance of the 

unexplained variance in the dependent.  In general, as the model becomes better the -2LL 

value will decrease in magnitude (Hair et al., 1998).  In the eight variable model, the -2LL 

value is reduced from the base model value of 247.989 to 189.512.  Overall there was a 

change of 58.477 in the -2LL value and thus, indicates better model fit.  The Cox and Snell 
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R2 measure is another measure of goodness of fit with higher values indicating greater 

model fit.  In this example, the Cox and Snell R2 value for the eighth variable model is 

0.276 which is greater than the Cox and Snell value of 0.083 for the base model.  Thus, 

indicating better model fit. 

 

The Nagelkerke R2 value is another measure of assessing overall model fit and in this 

situation it indicated that the model explains 37% of the variation in the dependent variable.  

Thus, the model explains 37% variation as to why a child does or does not prefer the 

McDonald’s brand first.   

 

In Table 5.7 the pseudo R2 value is also provided.  The pseudo R2 measure is based on the 

improvement of the -2LL value and in this case, it indicated that the -2LL value improved 

by 23.6%.  The Hosmer and Lemeshow value is another measure of model fit, which 

measures the correspondence of the actual and predicted values of the dependent variables.  

Better model fit is indicated by a smaller difference in the observed and predicted 

classification.  A good model fit is also indicated by a non-significant chi-square value 

(Hair et al., 1998).  In this case, the value showed a non-significant difference in the 

distribution of the actual and predicted dependent values for the eight variable model (see 

Table 5.7).   

 

The eight variable model provided improvements in all measures of model fit.  The -2LL 

value decreased to 189.512 whilst, the R2 values ranged from 0.236 to 0.370.  All providing 

improvements from the base model and indicative of good model fit.  The Hosmer and 

Lemeshow measure was still non-significant, indicating no difference in the distribution of 

the actual and predicted dependent variables. 
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Finally, the classification matrix is the last measure of overall model fit.  The classification 

matrix identifies the number and percentage of cases correctly classified by the model.  The 

base model classification matrix which provides the actual choices in which no variables 

are entered except for the constant, indicated an estimated hit ratio of 56.4% for the sample.  

Thus, the base model provided a 56.4% chance of correctly classifying the cases.  However, 

after the entry of all eight variables into the model, the estimated hit ratio increased to 

76.2%, an increase of 19.8% (76.2% - 56.4%).  Thus, the eight variable model provided a 

76.2% chance of correctly classifying the cases and overall, provided a greater percentage 

for correctly classifying the cases than the base model. 

 

Table 5.7 also indicated the individual group hit ratios for the eight variable model in the 

classification matrix.  The individual group hit ratios were consistently high and did not 

indicate a problem in predicting either of the two groups, did or did not prefer the 

McDonald’s brand first.  The model correctly predicts a child that prefers the McDonald’s 

brand first 85.3% of the time, and predicts a child that did not prefer the McDonald’s brand 

first, 64.6% of the time.  Thus, the eight variable model was more effective at predicting a 

child that preferred the McDonald’s brand first, over a child that did not prefer the 

McDonald’s brand first. 

 

Casewise Diagnostics 

Analysis of the misclassification of individual observations can sometimes offer 

added insight into possible improvements of the model.  However, Table 5.8 indicates there 

was only a total of five misclassified cases in the analysis and the pattern for this number is 

not a sufficient base for making any further analysis. 
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TABLE 5.8 

CASEWISE MATRIX(b) 

  Observed   Temporary Variable 

Case 
Selected 
Status(a) 

Child prefers 
McDs first Predicted 

Predicted 
Group Resid ZResid 

32 S N** .075 Y .925 3.521 
33 S N** .116 Y .884 2.755 
39 S N** .024 Y .976 6.411 
82 S Y** .949 N -.949 -4.324 
170 S N** .116 Y .884 2.755 

a  S = Selected, U = Unselected cases, and ** = Misclassified cases. 
b  Cases with studentised residuals greater than 2.000 are listed. 

 

Contribution and Direction of the Relationship between the Dependent and Independent 

Variables 

To establish the contribution of each of the eight independent variables to the model 

and their relationship with the dependent variable, the parameter estimates (B - logistic 

coefficients) and chi-square analyses are now discussed.  The logistic coefficients values 

(see Table 5.7) explain the relationship between the independent variables and the 

dependent variable, where the dependent variable is on the logit scale.  These estimates 

explain the amount of increase (or decrease, if the sign of the coefficient is negative) in the 

predicted log odds of correctly classifying the dependent variable (McDPref - a child did 

not prefer the McDonald’s brand first = 1) that would be predicted by a 1 unit increase (or 

decrease) in the predictor, holding all other predictors constant.   

 

The chi-square analysis will assist with understanding further the nature of the binary 

logistic regression model for McDonald’s brand preference.  Given that a chi-square 

analysis is designed to look at the direct relationship between the independent and 

dependent variable and determine whether this relationship is significant or non significant, 

caution must be used when interpreting the chi-square analysis results for use in this 
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situation.  In binary logistic regression analysis, the independent variables are not only 

entered into the model as a result of their relationship with the dependent variable but also 

as a result of their relationship with other independent variables already included in the 

model.  Thus, the chi-square analysis will assist with providing an understanding of the 

direction of the direct relationship between the independent and dependent variable but will 

not assist with understanding the potentially important indirect effects that the independent 

variables have with each other in the model or on the dependent variable.  Consequently, 

chi-square analysis will only be used to understand the direction of the relationship the 

eight independent variables included in the model, have with the dependent variable (did/ 

did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first).  So the statistical significance of the relationship 

is not particularly relevant for its purpose of establishing directional relationships.   

 

Predictor One: Associated the Toy to the Red Rooster Brand (RRToy) 

For this variable, the B value was 1.65.  Interpreting the value into a percent change 

in probability (note the method for this in Appendix I) is a clearer method of explaining the 

results than odds ratios (1.65 increase in the log-odds of correctly classifying a child did not 

prefer McDonald’s (McDPref), holding all other independent variables constant).  

Therefore, if a child associated the toy to the Red Rooster brand, that response increased 

the chance that the child would not prefer McDonald’s by 84% more than a children who 

did not associate the toy to the Red Rooster brand, controlling for other variables in the 

model. 

 

A chi-square analysis also tested the relationship between this independent variable and the 

dependent variable.  The results indicated that a child who did not prefer the McDonald’s 

brand had a higher probability of placing the picture of the toy on the Red Rooster brand 
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logo than a child that did prefer the McDonald’s brand.  The chi-square tests direct effects, 

so the significance of the difference is less important than reaffirming the direction of the 

relationship.  Nonetheless, the chi-square comparison showed the direct effect of this 

response was significant (p<0.01). 

 

Predictor Two: Associated Hungry Jacks Kid’s meal on the Hungry Jacks brand logo 

(HKidsM) 

For this variable the B value was 1.20.  Thus, if a child associated the Hungry Jacks 

Kid’s Meal to the Hungry Jacks brand, they were 76.8% more likely to not choose 

McDonald’s as their preferred fast food brand in comparison to a child that did not 

associate the Hungry Jacks Kid’s Meal with the Hungry Jacks brand.  The application of a 

chi-square analysis to the data indicated a higher percentage of children that did not prefer 

the McDonald’s brand had a higher probability of associating the Hungry Jacks Kid’s Meal 

to the Hungry Jacks brand, in comparison to children that did prefer the McDonald’s brand 

first.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct effect of this response was not 

significant (p>0.18).  

 

Predictor Three: Associated the Playground to the Hungry Jacks Brand (HJPlayg) 

For this variable the B value was 1.04.  Thus, if a child associated the playground to 

the Hungry Jacks brand, they were 73.8% more likely to not choose McDonald’s as their 

preferred fast food brand than a child that did not associate the playground to the Hungry 

Jacks brand.  The application of a chi-square analysis to the data indicated a higher 

percentage of children that did not prefer the McDonald’s brand as their first preference had 

a higher probability of associating the playground to the Hungry Jacks brand, in 
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comparison to children that did prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  The chi-square 

comparison showed the direct effect of this response was not significant (p>0.16).  

 

Predictor Four:  Associated the Hungry Jacks Crewperson to the Hungry Jacks Brand 

(HCrew) 

For this variable the B value was 0.86.  Thus, if a child associated the Hungry Jacks 

crewperson to the Hungry Jacks brand, they were 70.2% more likely than a child that did 

not associate the Hungry Jacks crewperson to the Hungry Jacks brand to not choose 

McDonald’s as their preferred fast food brand.  The application of a chi-square analysis to 

the data indicated a higher percentage of children that did not prefer the McDonald’s brand 

first had a higher probability of associating the Hungry Jacks crewperson to the Hungry 

Jacks brand, in comparison to children that did prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  The chi-

square comparison showed the direct effect of this response was significant (p<0.01).      

 

Predictor Five: Associated the Red Rooster Characters to the Red Rooster Brand (RChar) 

For this variable the B value was -0.80.  Thus, if a child associated the Red Rooster 

characters to the Red Rooster brand, they were 31.0% more likely to prefer the McDonald’s 

brand first than a child that did not associate the Red Rooster characters to the Red Rooster 

brand.  The application of a chi-square analysis to the data indicated a higher percentage of 

children that preferred the McDonald’s brand first, had a higher probability of associating 

the Red Rooster characters to the Red Rooster brand in comparison to children that did not 

prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct effect of 

this response was not significant (p>0.45). 
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Predictor Six: Liked the Red Rooster Brand (RRAf) 

For this variable the B value was -1.14.  Thus, if a child liked the Red Rooster brand 

logo, they were 24.2% more likely to prefer the McDonald’s brand first in comparison to a 

child that did not like the Red Rooster brand.  The application of a chi-square analysis to 

the data indicated a higher percentage of children that preferred the McDonald’s brand first 

had a higher probability of liking the Red Rooster brand, in comparison to children that did 

not prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct effect 

of this response was not significant (p>.05). 

 

Predictor Seven: Recognised the McDonald’s Brand Logo (McD) 

For this variable the B value was -1.36.  Thus, if a child recognised the McDonald’s 

logo, they were 20.4% more likely to prefer the McDonald’s brand first than a child that did 

not know the McDonald’s brand logo.   The application of a chi-square analysis to the data 

indicated a higher percentage of children that preferred the McDonald’s brand first had a 

higher probability of knowing the McDonald’s brand logo, in comparison to a child that did 

not prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct effect 

of this response was significant (p<0.01). 

 

Predictor Eight:  Associated Grandparent users to the Red Rooster Brand (GrandpRR) 

This variable had a B value of -1.69.  Thus, if a child associated grandparent users 

to the Red Rooster brand, they were 15.6% more likely to prefer the McDonald’s brand 

first in comparison to a child that did not associate grandparent users to the Red Rooster 

brand.  The application of a chi-square analysis to the data indicated a higher percentage of 

children that preferred the McDonald’s brand first had a higher percentage of associating 

Grandparent users to the Red Rooster brand, in comparison to a child that preferred the 



 

 140 

McDonald’s brand first.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct effect of this 

response was significant (p<0.01). 

 

Overall for all eight variables, the chi-square analyses conducted provided support for the 

binary logistic regression findings in regards to the direction of their relationship with the 

dependent variable.  For the independent variables, recognised the McDonald’s brand logo 

(McD), liked the Red Rooster brand (RRAf), associated Red Rooster characters to the Red 

Rooster brand (RChar) and, associated grandparent users to the Red Rooster brand 

(GrandpRR) the logistic coefficients (B value) expressed a negative relationship with the 

response/ choice of did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  In fact, these four variables 

provided insight into why a child preferred the McDonald’s brand first.  Whist the 

independent variables, associated the toy to the Red Rooster brand (RRToy), associated 

playground to the Hungry Jacks brand (HJPlayg), associated the Hungry Jacks kid’s meal 

to the Hungry Jacks brand (HKidsM), and associated the Hungry Jacks crewperson to the 

Hungry Jacks brand (HCrew), all provided positive coefficients with the dependent 

variable.  These four variables helped explain why a child did not prefer the McDonald’s 

brand first.   

 

The analysis so far has reported on the explanatory power of the model, what variables are 

included in the model, and the direction of the relationship these variables have with the 

dependent variable.  The analysis will now determine which independent variable provides 

the greatest influence on the dependent variable: did/ did not prefer the McDonald’s brand 

first.   
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Influence on the Dependent Variable 

In Table 5.7, the exponentiated coefficient values are provided which assist with 

identifying the independent variable that provided the greatest influence on the dependent 

variable.  For the variable, associated the toy to the Red Rooster brand logo (RRToy), the 

Exp(B) value was the highest out of the eight independent variables with a value of 5.23.  

Thus, a child that associated the toy to the Red Rooster brand was 5.23 times more likely 

not to prefer the McDonald’s brand first, in comparison to a child that preferred the 

McDonald’s brand first.  This variable (RRToy) provided the greatest influence in 

explaining why a child did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first. 

 

The variable associated grandparent users to the Red Rooster brand (GrandpRR) had the 

weakest relationship with the dependent variable with an Exp(B) value of 0.19.  A child 

that did not associate grandparent users to the Red Rooster brand, was 0.19 times more 

likely to prefer the McDonald’s brand first, over a child that did not prefer the McDonald’s 

brand first.  Thus, the variable (GrandpRR) provided the weakest explanation as to why a 

child preferred the McDonald’s brand first. 

 

On the whole, the binary logistic regression model indicated that the best predictor for 

explaining why a child did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first was the variable, 

associated the toy to the Red Rooster brand (RRToy).  This variable provided the highest 

discriminating power between a child that associated the toy to the Red Rooster brand and 

the child preferring or not preferring the McDonald’s brand first (see Table 5.9).  
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TABLE 5.9 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ASSOCIATED THE TOY TO RED ROOSTER (RRTOY) 

AND THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE (MCDPREF) 

  Associated the toy to the Red Rooster brand 
  Yes No Total 
Child prefers McDonald’s first Yes 5 (4.9%) 97 (95.1%) 102 

 No 16 (20.3%) 63 (79.7%) 79 
 Total 21 160 181 

              1x2=10.229, df=1, p>.001. 

 

Binary Logistic Regression Predictive Analysis  

To test the predictive ability of the model from the binary logistic regression analysis, an 

analysis incorporating a holdout sample was created.  As the holdout sample is drawn from 

the original sample, it enables one measure of the model’s predictive ability (developed on 

part of the sample) to be tested for internal validity.  However if an entirely separate sample 

had formed the holdout sample, external validity could be tested.   

 

As indicated previously, there are no specific rules as to how large a holdout sample should 

be but in order to obtain the best base for developing the model, a holdout sample of 

approximately 20% of the total sample was used.  Twenty percent was chosen to be a 

reasonable amount to provide a representative sample for validating the logistic regression 

model whilst, allowing majority of the sample to formulate the analysis sample.  Given a 

sample of n=181, an approximate 20% holdout sample of n=35 was used.  The holdout 

sample was randomly chosen. 

 

Variable Selection 

When constructing the model, only predictors that contributed a statistically 

significant source of variance were entered into the model.  Once again the binary logistic 
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regression procedure employed a stepwise method which automatically identified the final 

set of predictors.   

 

When a binary logistic regression analysis for McDonald’s brand preference was carried 

out on the analysis and holdout sample, the analysis progressed through five interactions to 

formulate an optimal five variable model.     

 

TABLE 5.10 

PREDICTIVE BINARY LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODEL WITH HOLDOUT 

SAMPLE FOR MCDONALD’S PREFERENCE 

OVERALL MODEL FIT 

Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)   200.174     Value Sig. 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)    168.801  From base model  31.373 .000 
“ Pseudo” R2            .157  From prior step   4.274 .039 
Cox and Snell R2            .193    
Nagelkerke R2            .259 
 
      Chi-square  df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow        6.255   6  .395  

 

Table 5.10 presents the values for the two statistical tests for establishing significance of 

the five variable model.  The first test, the chi-square test for change in the -2LL value from 

the base model, indicated the chi-square value was statistically significant (p<.001).  The 

second test, the Hosmer and Lemeshow measure of overall fit, indicated that there was no 

statistically significant difference between the observed and predicted classifications 

(p>.05).  Both these two measures provide support for the five variable model as the most 

favorable logistic regression model for the sample.  
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Classification and Validation 

The classification matrix presents a relatively high hit ratio of correctly classified 

children for the five variable model (see Table 5.11).  The overall hit ratios are, 71.2% 

classification of children in the model based on 80% of the child sample and, 68.6% 

classification for the children in the holdout samples based on 20% of the child sample.  

The individual group hit ratios are consistently high and provide a good job of predicting 

the classification of children by preference for each of the two groups.  Breaking down the 

predictive accuracy further for the model development and holdout samples, the model 

correctly predicts a child who preferred the McDonald’s brand first 72.0% and 70.0% of the 

time, for the analysis and holdout samples respectively.  The model also predicts 70.3% and 

66.7% of the time, a child who does not prefer the McDonald’s brand first for the analysis 

and holdout samples respectively.  Thus, the model was slightly more effective at 

predicting a child that preferred the McDonald’s brand first, for both the analysis and 

holdout samples.  

 

TABLE 5.11 

CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

  Predicted 
 Selected Cases(a) Unselected Cases(b) 
 Child prefers McDs first Child prefers McDs first 

Observed Yes No 
% 

Correct Yes No 
%  

Correct 
Step 5 Child prefers McDs first Yes 59 23 72.0 14 6 70.0 

  No 19 45 70.3 5 10 66.7 
 Overall Percentage   71.2   68.6 

a Selected cases validate EQ 1 
b Unselected cases validate NE 1 
 

Assessing Overall Model Fit 

Several measures are used to assess the overall fit of the model.  In Table 5.10, there 

was a change of 31.37 in the -2LL value which indicated better model fit.  The Cox and 
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Snell R2 measure was 0.19 and the Nagelkerke R2 value indicated that the model explains 

25.9% of the variations in the dependent variable.  The pseudo R2 measure revealed that the 

-2LL value improved by 15.7%.  Overall, these measures indicated better model fit in 

comparison to the base model analysis. 

 

TABLE 5.12 

VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

       
95.0% C.I. for 

EXP(B) 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Step 
5(e) 

CCAf 
-1.241 .586 4.476 1 .034 .289 .092 .913 

 RRToy 1.813 .686 6.972 1 .008 6.126 1.595 23.523 
 HKidsM .843 .416 4.105 1 .043 2.322 1.028 5.246 
 HCrew 1.053 .400 6.923 1 .009 2.867 1.308 6.284 
 GrandpRR -1.588 .497 10.231 1 .001 .204 .077 .541 
 Constant .287 .561 .262 1 .609 1.332   

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: GrandpRR. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: RRToy. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: HCrew. 
d  Variable(s) entered on step 4: CCAf. 
e  Variable(s) entered on step 5: HKidsM. 
 

The parameter estimates (B - logistic coefficients) are provided in Table 5.12 for all five 

independent variables included in the model. 

 

Predictor One: Associated Grandparent users to the Red Rooster Brand (GrandpRR) 

For this variable the B value was -1.59.  Thus, if a child associated grandparent 

users to the Red Rooster brand, they were 16.9% more likely to prefer the McDonald’s 

brand first than a child that did not associate grandparent users to the Red Rooster brand, 

controlling for other variables in the model.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct 

effect of this response was significant (p<0.01). 
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Predictor Two: Associated the Toy to the Red Rooster Brand (RRToy) 

For this variable the B value was 1.81.  Thus, if a child associated the toy to the Red 

Rooster brand, they were 86.0% more likely not to choose McDonald’s as their preferred 

fast food brand in comparison to a child that did not associate the toy to the Red Rooster 

brand.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct effect of this response was significant 

(p<0.01).  

 

Predictor Three: Associated Hungry Jacks Crewperson to the Hungry Jacks Brand (HCrew) 

For this variable the B value was 1.05.  Thus, if a child associated the Hungry Jacks 

crewperson to the Hungry Jacks brand, they were 74.1% more likely not to choose 

McDonald’s as their preferred fast food brand than a child that did not associate the Hungry 

Jacks crewperson to the Hungry Jacks brand.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct 

effect of this response was significant (p<0.01). 

 

Predictor Four: Liked Chicken and Chips (CCAf) 

For the variable the B value was -1.24.  Thus, if a child liked chicken and chips, 

they were 22.4% more likely than a child that did not like chicken and chips to prefer the 

McDonald’s brand first.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct effect of this 

response was not significant (p>0.48).      

 

Predictor Five: Associated the Hungry Jacks Kid’s Meal to the Hungry Jacks Brand 

(HKidsM) 

For this variable the B value was 0.84.  Thus, if a child associated the Hungry Jacks 

kid’s meal to the Hungry Jacks brand, they were 70.0% more likely not to choose 

McDonald’s as their preferred fast food brand than a child that did not associate the Hungry 
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Jacks kid’s meal to the Hungry Jacks brand.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct 

effect of this response was not significant (p>0.18).      

 

Summary of the Findings for Brand Preference 

The initial analysis based on the whole sample provided a slightly better classification 

percentage of the children included in the model, in comparison to the analysis 

incorporating the holdout sample.  The initial analysis provided a classification percentage 

of 76.2% whilst, the analysis incorporating the holdout sample provided a classification 

percentage of 71.2% for the children in the model and, 68.6% for the children not included 

in the model (see Table 5.12).   

 

Variables Included in the Binary Logistic Regression Models 

A comparison of the variables included in the binary logistic regression models 

between the initial analysis and the analysis with the holdout sample, indicated some 

differences amongst the variables and number of variables included in the models (see 

Table 5.13).  The variable associated grandparent users to the Red Rooster brand 

(GrandpRR) was a consistent variable for both models.  This variable helped explain and 

predict why a child chose McDonald’s as their preferred brand and had a negative 

relationship with the dependent variable, did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  There 

were no other variables that were consistent in explaining and predicting why a child did 

prefer McDonald’s first amongst the two models. 
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TABLE 5.13 

VARIABLES THAT EXPLAIN AND PREDICT MCDONALD’S BRAND 

PREFERENCE 

(-) indicates a negative relationship with the dependent variable. 
(+) indicates a positive relationship with the dependent variable. 

 

There were three consistent variables included in the two models which helped explain and 

also predict why a child did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  These three variables 

were, associated the toy to the Red Rooster brand (RRToy), associated the Hungry Jacks 

crewperson to the Hungry Jacks brand (HCrew) and, associated the Hungry Jacks kid’s 

meal to the Hungry Jacks brand (HKidsM).  These three variables had a positive 

relationship with the dependent variable, did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first. 

 

Differences in the Number of Variables Included in the Binary Logistic Regression Models 

A greater number of variables were included in the binary logistic regression 

models for explaining why a child did/ did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first in 

comparison to, predicting why a child did/ did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  

Thus, a greater number of variables helped explain rather than predict why a child did/ did 

not prefer McDonald’s brand first. 

 

The three variables, associated the Red Rooster characters to the Red Rooster brand 

(RChar), liked the Red Rooster brand (RRAf) and, recognised the McDonald’s brand logo 

(McD) were left out of the binary logistic regression model for predicting why a child 

Actual brand preference (n=181) 
(56%) preferred McDonald’s first, (44%) preferred another brand 1st 

Explain (76.2%) Predict (68.6%) 
Preferred McDonald’s 
(85.3%) 

Preferred ‘another 
brand’ (64.6%) 

Preferred McDonald’s 
(70%) 

Preferred ‘another 
brand’ (66.7%) 

RChar (-) RRToy (+) CCAf (-)  RRToy (+) 
RRAf (-) HKidsM (+) GrandpRR (-) HCrew (+) 
McD (-) HJPlayg (+)  HKidsM (+) 
GrandpRR (-) HCrew (+)   
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chose McDonald’s as their preferred fast food brand.  Splitting the whole sample to form a 

holdout sample appears to have decreased the predictive power of these three variables.  

Thus, these three variables were excluded from the binary logistic regression model for 

predicting why a child chose McDonald’s as their preferred fast food brand.   

 

The variable, associated playground to the Hungry Jacks brand (HJPlayg) was left out of 

the binary logistic regression model for predicting why a child did not chose McDonald’s 

as their preferred fast food brand.  This variable appears to have weakened its predictive 

power when the sample was split to form a holdout sample.   

 

When the sample was split to form a holdout sample the variable, liked chicken and chips 

(CCAf) was found to be a new variable included in the predictive model in comparison to 

the exploratory model.  This variable had a negative relationship with the dependent 

variable and was included in the binary logistic regression model for predicting why a child 

chose McDonald’s as their preferred fast food brand. 

 

The four variables (RRToy), (GrandpRR), (HCrew) and (HKidsM) included in the model 

for both analyses all appear to provide the greatest predictive power as to why a child did or 

did not chose McDonald’s as their prefer fast food brand.  For both models the variable 

(RRToy) provided the greatest influence at predicting the dependent variable, followed by 

the independent variables (HCrew) and (HKidsM).  All three independent variables 

(RRToy), (HCrew) and (HKidsM) had a positive influence on the dependent variable, did 

not prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  Whilst, the variable (GrandpRR) for both models 

provided a negative predictive power on the dependent variable and its influence was 
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relatively weak with an Exp(B) value of less than 0.20 which equates to a percentage 

change in probability of 17% or less. 

 

Brand Equity Analysis 

 

Binary Logistic Regression Exploratory Analysis 

For the brand equity analysis, the dependent variable (McDSwitch) will measure whether ‘a 

child did or did not switch from McDonald’s their preferred brand, to their second preferred 

brand when tempted by the toy.’  To simplify the definition of the dependent variable, the 

response will be abbreviated to ‘a child stayed or a child switched from McDonald’s when 

tempted by the toy’ for ease of exposition. 

 

In the binary logistic regression analysis for brand equity, the dependent variable 

(McDSwitch), whether a child “stayed” or “switched” from McDonald’s when tempted by 

the toy, was treated as nominal data.  A preliminary selection of the independent variables 

was conducted and only the variables of interest were entered into the analysis for possible 

inclusion in the binary logistic regression model for McDonald’s brand equity.  The 

independent variables were dichotomized and categorised as either with or without the 

diagnosis. 

 

Once again, the forward-enter stepwise method was used and variables were added 

individually based on their contribution to the explanation of response for the whole 

sample.  The results from the binary logistic regression analysis are displayed in Table 

5.14.   There were six variables entered into the model which included, associated the Red 

Rooster characters to the Red Rooster brand (RChar), associated the hamburger to the 
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Hungry Jacks brand (HJRecog), associated family users to the McDonald’s brand 

(FamMcD), associated the toy to the McDonald’s brand (McDToy), recognised the Red 

Rooster brand logo (RedR) and, associated chicken and chips to the Red Rooster brand 

(RRRecog).   

 

The chi-square test for change in the -2LL value from the base model indicated the chi-

square value was statistically significant at the .001 level.  The Hosmer and Lemeshow 

measure of overall fit indicated there was no statistically significant difference between the 

observed and predicted classifications (p>.05).  Both these statistical tests provide support 

for the acceptance of the six variable model and is appropriate for further evaluation. 

 

In Table 5.14 there was a change of 50.02 in the -2LL value and thus, indicating better 

model fit.  The Cox & Snell R2 measure was 0.39.  The Nagelkerke R2 value indicated the 

model explains 51.9% of the variations in the dependent variable, stayed or switched from 

McDonald’s when tempted by the toy.  The pseudo R2 measure indicated that the -2LL 

value improved by 35.4%. 

 

Overall, the six variable model provided a high hit ratio of 79.4%, which was an increase of 

27.4% on the actual base model classification of responses.  Narrowing the hit ratio down 

to the two individual groups, the model correctly classified a child that switched from 

McDonald’s when tempted by the toy, 77.6% of the time.  Whilst for a child who stayed 

with McDonald’s, the model correctly classified them 81.1% of the time.  Thus, the six 

variable model was slightly better at predicting a child that stayed with McDonald’s than, a 

child that switched from McDonald’s when tempted by the toy.    
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TABLE 5.14 

ENTRY OF THE VARIABLE ASSOCIATED CHICKEN AND CHIPS TO RED 

ROOSTER (RRRECOG) 

OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)  141.245    Value Sig. 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)       91.223  From base model 50.022 .000 
Change         50.022  From prior step 4.410 .036 
“ Pseudo” R2            .354    
Cox and Snell R2            .388    
Nagelkerke R2            .517 
 
      Chi-square  df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow    4.862   7  .677  
 
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

      
 95.0% C.I. for 

EXP(B) 
  B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Step 6 RedRe -1.437 .582 6.087 .014 .238 .076 .744 
  HJRecogb -2.449 .728 11.327 .001 .086 .021 .360 
  RRRecogf 1.199 .596 4.047 .044 3.316 1.031 10.662 
  McDToyd 1.298 .548 5.611 .018 3.662 1.251 10.718 
  RChara 2.530 .615 16.906 .000 12.551 3.758 41.915 
  FamMcDc -23.057 17974.843 .000 .999 .000 .000 . 

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: RChar. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: HJRecog. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: FamMcD. 
d  Variable(s) entered on step 4: McDToy. 
e  Variable(s) entered on step 5: RedR. 
f  Variable(s) entered on step 6: RRRecog. 
 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 
  Predicted Group Membership 
  Selected Cases(a) 
  Child switched because of toy 

Actual Group Yes No Percentage Correct 
Step 
6 

Child switched because of toy Yes 
38 11 77.6 

    No 10 43 81.1 
  Overall Percentage     79.4 

a  The cut value is .500 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 

 

Five out of the six variables included in the model were statistical significant at the .05 

level and thus, contributed to the model.  The variable, placed the picture of the family 

users on the McDonald’s brand logo (FamMcD), was the only variable that was not 
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statistically significant and thus did not contribute to the model.  Since this variable did not 

contribute to the model it will not be discussed.  

 

The logistic coefficients (B value) indicated that three of the five independent variables that 

contributed to the model had a positive relationship with the dependent variable whilst, the 

remaining two variables had a negative relationship with the dependent variable (see Tables 

5.15, 5.14).  The variables, associated chicken and chips to the Red Rooster brand 

(RRRecog), associated the toy to the McDonald’s brand (McDToy) and, associated the Red 

Rooster characters to the Red Rooster brand (RChar), all had a positive relationship with 

the dependent variable: stayed with McDonald’s when tempted by the toy, controlling for 

other variables in the model.  Whilst the variables, recognised the Red Rooster brand logo 

(RedR), and associated hamburger to the Hungry Jacks brand (HJRecog) all had a negative 

relationship and helped explain the dependent variable: switched from McDonald’s when 

tempted by the toy, controlling for other variables in the model. 

 

TABLE 5.15 

VARIABLES THAT EXPLAIN MCDONALD’S BRAND EQUITY 

 

 

 

 

 
                             (-) indicates a negative relationship with the dependent variable. 

           (+) indicates a positive relationship with the dependent variable. 

 

Further Analysis Using Chi-Square Analysis 

The analysis of the dependent variable (McDSwitch) has so far reported on establishing 

which independent variables helped explain the occurrence of the dependent variable, as 

Actual brand equity (n=102) 
(52%) stayed with McDonald’s, (48%) switched from McDonald’s 

Explain (79.4%) 
Stayed with McDonald’s (81.1%) Switched from McDonald’s (77.6%) 

RChar (+) RedR (-) 
McDToy (+) HJRecog (-) 
RRRecog (+)  
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evident by their inclusion in the model.  The contribution these independent variables made 

in explaining the model and the relationship (positive/ negative) these variables had with 

the dependent variable has also been commented on.  Further analysis is now required to 

grasp a greater understanding as to why the five variables were included in the model to 

assist with explaining the occurrence of the dependent variable.  Chi-square analyses will 

be used to test the direction of the relationship each of the five independent variables had 

with the dependent variable (McDSwitch).  The results will assist with providing support 

for the findings from the binary logistic regression analysis which highlighted the five 

independent variables for explaining why a child stayed or switched from McDonald’s 

when tempted by the toy.   

 

From the binary logistic regression analysis, the variable associated the Red Rooster 

characters to the Red Roster brand (RChar) was found to have a positive relationship with 

the dependent variable.  The results from the chi-square analysis supported the binary 

logistic regression finding.  The chi-square analysis indicated that a child who stayed with 

McDonald’s had a higher probability of associating the Red Rooster characters to the Red 

Rooster brand logo than, a child who switched from the McDonald’s brand.  The chi-square 

comparison showed the direct effect of this response was not significant (p>0.42).    

 

The second predictor that was added to the model was the variable, associated hamburger 

to the Hungry Jacks brand logo (HJRecog).  A chi-square analysis indicated that a child that 

switched from McDonald’s had a higher probability of associating hamburger to the 

Hungry Jacks brand, than a child that stayed with McDonald’s.  The chi-square comparison 

showed the direct effect of this response was significant (p<0.01).  The chi-square analysis 
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findings supported the binary logistic regression results that the variable (HJRecog), helped 

explain why a child switched from McDonald’s when tempted by the toy. 

 

The third variable added to the model was FamMcD.  Because it had a non significant 

relationship with the model, it will not be discussed further.  The variable, associated the 

toy to the McDonald’s brand (McDToy), was the fourth variable to be added to the model.  

The results from the chi-square analysis supported the findings of the binary logistic 

regression analysis and indicated that a child that stayed with McDonald’s had a higher 

probability of associating the toy to the McDonald’s brand, than a child that switched from 

McDonald’s. The chi-square comparison showed the direct effect of this response was not 

significant (p>0.33).   

 

The fifth variable to be added to the model was the variable, recognised the Red Rooster 

brand logo (RRed).  The chi-square analysis indicated that a child that switched from 

McDonald’s, had a higher probability of knowing the Red Rooster brand logo than, a child 

that stayed with McDonald’s.  This finding supported the binary logistic regression finding 

which indicated the RRed variable helped explain why a child switched from McDonald’s 

when tempted by the toy.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct effect of this 

response was not significant (p>0.10). 

 

The final variable to be added to the model was the variable, associated chicken and chips 

to the Red Rooster brand (RRRecog).  The chi-square analysis indicated that a child that 

stayed with McDonald’s had a slightly higher probability of associating chicken and chips 

to the Red Rooster brand, than a child that switched from McDonald’s.  The chi-square 

comparison showed the direct effect of this response was not significant (p>0.14). 
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Binary Logistic Regression Predictive Analysis 

Variables in the Equation 

To test the predictive ability of the model from the binary logistic regression 

analysis, an analysis incorporating a holdout sample was created.  In order to obtain the 

best base for developing the model, a holdout sample of 12% of the total sample was used.  

Twelve percent was chosen to be a reasonable amount to provide a representative sample 

for validating the logistic regression model whilst, allowing majority of the sample to 

formulate the analysis sample.  Given a sample of n=102, a 12% holdout sample of n=13 

was used.  The holdout sample was randomly chosen. 

 

Variable Selection 

When constructing the model, only predictors that contributed a statistically 

significant source of variance were entered into the model.  Once again a stepwise binary 

logistic regression procedure was used which automatically identified the final set of 

predictors.   

 

TABLE 5.16 

MCDONALD’S BRAND EQUITY BINARY LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODEL WITH 

HOLDOUT SAMPLE 

OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)  123.279          Value Sig. 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)     76.055  From base model  47.224 .000 
Change         47.224  From prior step     4.460 .035 
“ Pseudo” R2            .383    
Cox and Snell R2            .412    
Nagelkerke R2            .549 
 
      Chi-square  df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow        2.450   6  .874 
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When a binary logistic regression analysis for McDonald’s brand equity was carried out on 

the analysis and holdout sample, the analysis progressed through six interactions to 

formulate an optimal six variable model.  The results for all steps of the analysis are 

presented in Appendix D.  Table 5.16 presents the values for the two statistical tests for 

establishing significance of the six variable model.  The chi-square test for change in the -

2LL value from the base model indicated the chi-square value was statistically significant 

at the p<.001 level.  The Hosmer and Lemeshow measure of overall fit, indicated that there 

was no statistically significant differences between the observed and predicted 

classifications (p>.05).  Both these two measures provide support for the six variable model 

as the most favorable logistic regression model for the sample.  

 

Classification and Validation 

The classification matrix shows a relatively high hit ratio of correctly classified 

children for the six variable model (see Table 5.17).  The overall hit ratios were, 80.9% 

correct classification of children in the model based on 88% of the children in the analysis 

sample and, 76.9% classification for the children based on 12% of the children in the 

holdout sample.  Breaking down the predictive accuracy further for the analysis and 

holdout samples, the model correctly predicts a child who switched from McDonald’s, 

76.7% and 100.0% of the time, for the analysis and holdout samples respectively.  The 

model also predicts 84.8% and 57.1% of the time, a child who stayed with McDonald’s, for 

the analysis and holdout samples respectively.  Thus, the model was slightly more effective 

at predicting a child that stayed with McDonald’s for the analysis sample.  Whilst for the 

holdout sample, the model was substantially more effective at predicting children that 

switched from McDonald’s when tempted by the toy.    
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TABLE 5.17 

CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

 Predicted 
 Selected Cases(a) Unselected Cases(b) 
 Child switched from 

McDonald’s 
Child switched from 

McDonald’s 
Observed Yes No Percentage 

Correct 
Yes No Percentage 

Correct 
Step 6 Child switched 

from McDonald’s Yes 33 10 76.7 6 0 100.0 
  No 7 39 84.8 3 4 57.1 
 Overall Percentage   80.9   76.9 

 
 

Assessing Overall Model Fit 

In Table 5.16, there was a change of 47.22 in the -2LL value, indicating better 

model fit.  The Cox and Snell R2 measure was 0.41 and the Nagelkerke R2 value indicated 

that the model explains 54.9% of the variations in the dependent variable.  The pseudo R2 

measure revealed that the -2LL value improved by 38.3%.  All these measures indicated 

that the model fit improved. 

 

TABLE 5.18 

VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION FOR MCDONALD’S BRAND EQUITY WITH 

HOLDOUT SAMPLE 

       
95.0% C.I. for 

EXP(B) 
  B S.E. Wald Df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Step 6(f) RedR d -1.211 .649 3.489 1 .062 .298 .084 1.062 
  HJRecog b -2.205 .704 9.819 1 .002 .110 .028 .438 
  MKids e 2.776 1.143 5.899 1 .015 16.059 1.709 150.894 
  MChar f -2.704 1.397 3.744 1 .053 .067 .004 1.036 
  RChar a 2.727 .712 14.656 1 .000 15.293 3.785 61.787 
  FamMcD c -23.404 20096.5 .000 1 .999 .000 .000 . 
 Constant 1.607 .981 2.682 1 .101 4.986     

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: RChar.  
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: HJRecog. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: FamMcD. 
d  Variable(s) entered on step 4: RedR. 
e  Variable(s) entered on step 5: MKids. 
f  Variable(s) entered on step 6: MChar. 
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Three out of the six variables (RChar, HJRecog and MKids) included in the model were 

statistically significant at the .05 level and thus contributed to the model.  Whilst the three 

variables, recognised the Red Rooster brand logo (RRed), associated the McDonald’s 

character to the McDonald’s brand (MChar), and associated family users to the 

McDonald’s brand, all had a non significant relationship and thus did not contribute to the 

model.  As a result, these three variables (RRed, MChar, and McDFam) will not be 

discussed.  The parameter estimates (B- logistic coefficients) are provided in Table 5.18 for 

the three independent variables of interest included in the model. 

 

Predictor One: Associated the Red Rooster Characters to the Red Rooster Brand (RChar) 

For this variable the B value was 2.73.  Thus, if a child associated the Red Rooster 

characters to the Red Rooster brand they were 93.9% more likely than a child that did not 

associate the Red Rooster characters to the Red Rooster brand, to stay with McDonald’s 

when tempted by the toy, controlling for other variables in the model.  The chi-square 

comparison showed the direct effect of this response was not significant (p>0.42). 

 

Predictor Two: Recognised Hamburger as the main menu item for the Hungry Jacks Brand 

(HJRecog) 

For this variable the B value was -2.20.  Thus, if a child recognized hamburger as 

the main menu item for the Hungry Jacks brand, they were 10.0% more likely to switch 

from McDonald’s when tempted by the toy, than a child that did not recognise hamburger 

as the main menu item for the Hungry Jacks brand.   The chi-square comparison showed 

the direct effect of this response was significant (p<0.01). 
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Predictor Three: Associated the McDonald’s Kid’s Meal the McDonald’s Brand (MKids) 

For this variable the B value was 2.78.  Thus, if a child associated the McDonald’s 

kid’s meal to the McDonald’s brand, they were 94.1% more likely to stay with McDonald’s 

when tempted by the toy in comparison to a child that did not associate the McDonald’s 

kid’s meal to the McDonald’s brand.  The chi-square comparison showed the direct effect 

of this response was not significant (p>0.84). 

 

Summary of the Brand Equity Findings 

The initial analysis based on the whole sample provided a slightly better classification 

percentage of the children included in the model in comparison to the sample incorporating 

the holdout sample.  The initial analysis provided a classification percentage of 79.4% 

whilst, the analysis incorporating the holdout sample equated to an average classification 

percentage of 78.9%.  However for the holdout analysis, a slightly better individual 

classification percentage was provided for the children included in the model for the 

analysis sample (80.9%), in comparison to 76.9% for the holdout sample, and 79.4% for the 

initial analysis that incorporated the whole sample (no holdout sample). 

 

TABLE 5.19 

VARIABLES THAT EXPLAIN AND PREDICT MCDONALD’S BRAND EQUITY 

 (-) indicates a negative relationship with the dependent variable. 
(+) indicates a positive relationship with the dependent variable. 

 

Actual brand equity (n=102) 
(52%) stayed with McDonald’s, (48%) switched from McDonald’s 

Explain (79.4%) Predict (76.9%) 
Stayed with McDonald’s 

(81.1%) 
Switched (77.6%) Stayed with McDonald’s 

(57.1%) 
Switched (100%) 

RChar (+) RedR (-) MKids (+) HJRecog (-) 
McDToy (+) HJRecog (-) RChar (+)  
RRRecog (+)    
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A comparison of the variables included in the binary logistic regression models between the 

initial analysis and the analysis with the holdout sample, indicated differences amongst the 

variables and number of variables included in the models.  Table 5.19 indicated that the 

variable, associated the Red Rooster characters to the Red Rooster brand (RChar), was a 

consistent variable amongst both models, for explaining and predicting why a child chose 

to stay with McDonald’s.  There were no other variables consistent in explaining and 

predicting why a child chose to stay with McDonald’s when tempted by the toy amongst 

the two analyses. 

 

For the two models that helped explain and predict why a child switched from the 

McDonald’s brand when tempted by the toy, only one consistent variable was evident 

amongst the two analyses.   The variable was recognised hamburger as the main menu item 

for the Hungry Jacks brand (HJRecog).  

 

The predictive binary logistic regression analysis established a non significant relationship 

existed between the dependent variable and the two independent variables, ‘recognised the 

Red Rooster brand logo (RedR),’ and ‘associated the McDonald’s character to the 

McDonald’s brand (MChar)’.  Both independent variables did not contribute to the 

predictive model.  The variable, ‘associated family users to the McDonald’s brand 

(FamMcD)’ was once again found to have a non significant relationship with the dependent 

variable and did not contribute to the predictive model.  

 

In regards to the number of variables included in each model, there were three variables 

included in the binary logistic regression models for explaining and two variables included 

in the model for predicting, why a child stayed with McDonald’s when tempted by the toy.  
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Whilst there were two variables (RRed and HJRecog) found to contribute to the model for 

explaining why a child switched from McDonald’s when tempted by the toy, in comparison 

to only one variable (HJRecog) for predicting.  

 

There were two independent variables, associated the toy to the McDonald’s brand 

(McDToy), and recognised chicken and chips as the main menu item for the Red Rooster 

brand (RRRecog) that were included in the exploratory model for explaining why a child 

stayed with McDonald’s.  However, these two variables were omitted from the binary 

logistic regression model for predicting why a child stayed with McDonald’s (see Table 

5.19).  Splitting the whole sample to form a holdout sample appears to have weakened the 

predictive power of these two variables and consequently, they were omitted from the 

predictive model.   

 

The variable, associated the McDonald’s kid’s meal to the McDonald’s brand (MKids) was 

not included in the initial model for explaining why a child stayed with McDonald’s.  

However, when the sample was split to form a holdout sample, this variable’s predictive 

power increased and as a result, it was included in the model as a predictor of why a child 

stayed with McDonald’s when tempted by the toy. 

 

Overall, the variable ‘associated the McDonald’s kid’s meal to the McDonald’s brand 

(MKids),’ provided the greatest influence in predicting the dependent variable stayed with 

McDonald’s when tempted by the toy, as evident by its greater B value of 2.776 (see Table 

5.18).  However, this variable was only included as a predictor in the binary logistic 

regression model for the analysis incorporating the holdout sample, and not the initial 

analysis incorporating the whole sample.  Consequently, the variable (RChar) provided the 
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greatest influence in both explaining and predicting the dependent variable, followed by the 

independent variable (HJRecog).  These two variables (RChar and HJRecog) were included 

in both logistic regression models for the analysis that incorporated the whole sample and 

the analysis incorporating the holdout sample.  The independent variable (RChar) provided 

a positive influence on the dependent variable, whilst the variable (HJRecog) provided a 

negative predictive power on the dependent variable of ‘stayed with McDonald’s when 

tempted by the toy.’ 

 

Assessing group membership prediction accuracy 

In assessing overall model fit, the predictive accuracy level of the binary logistic 

regression model needs to be accessed.  This is determined by an examination of the 

classification matrices.  Table 5.20 shows the binary logistic regression analysis for both 

the initial sample analysis (explain) including the whole sample and the holdout analysis 

(predict) for both McDonald’s brand preference and brand equity.  Both the McDonald’s 

brand preference and brand equity analysis showed a high degree of classification accuracy.  

The hit ratio for the initial sample analyses was 76.2% for brand preference, and 79.4% for 

brand equity.  For the holdout sample analysis the hit ratios were, 68.6% for brand 

preference, and 76.9% for brand equity.  These results demonstrated the potential upwards 

bias in explanation that is likely to occur when consideration is applied only to focusing on 

the initial sample analysis and not validating the results by incorporating a holdout sample.   
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TABLE 5.20 

VARIABLES THAT EXPLAIN AND PREDICT MCDONALD’S PREFERENCE AND 

BRAND EQUITY 

 
(-) indicates a negative relationship with the dependent variable. 
(+) indicates a positive relationship with the dependent variable. 
1 Model is not above chance and cannot be discussed further. 

 

Although both the brand preference and brand equity hit ratios were high for the initial 

sample analyses and holdout sample analyses, they must be compared with the maximum 

chance and proportional chance criteria to assess their accuracy.  The maximum chance 

criterion is simply the hit ratio obtained if we assign all the observations to the group with 

the highest probability of occurrence (Hair et al., 1998).  In the sample of 181 observations 

for brand preference, 102 observations were from the group that preferred the McDonald’s 

brand first and 79 observations were from the group that did not preferred the McDonald’s 

brand first.  Thus, the highest probability for the group that preferred McDonald’s first 

would be calculated as follows: 

 

102  = 56.4%  

181 

 

Based on the maximum chance criterion, the model is very good (76.2% and 68.6%).  Both 

hit ratios are substantially greater than 56.4%.  The proportional chance criterion is 

Actual brand preference (n=181) 
(56%) preferred McDonald’s first, (44%) preferred  

‘another brand’ first 

Actual brand equity (n=102) 
(52%) stayed with McDonald’s, (48%) switched from 

McDonald’s 
Explain (76.2%) Predict (68.6%) Explain (79.4%) Predict (76.9%) 

Preferred 
McDonald’s 

(85.3%) 

Preferred 
‘another brand’ 

(64.6%) 

Preferred 
McDonald’s 

(70%) 

Preferred  
‘another brand’ 

(66.7%) 

Stayed with 
McDonald’s 

(81.1%) 

Switched 
(77.6%) 

Stayed with 
McDonald’s 

(57.1%)1 

Switched 
(100%) 

RChar (-) RRToy (+) CCAf (-) (M) RRToy (+) RChar (+) RedR (-) MKids (+) HJRecog (-) 
RRAf (-) HKidsM (+) GrandpRR (-) HCrew (+) McDToy (+) HJRecog (-) RChar (+)  
McD (-) HJPlayg (+)  HKidsM (+) RRRecog (+)    

GrandpRR (-) HCrew (+)       
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calculated by squaring the proportions of each group, with a calculated value of 50.8%.   In 

this case, both hit ratios are substantially greater than the probability chance criterion.   

 

Table 5.20 indicates the model for explaining brand preference is better at explaining why a 

child preferred the McDonald’s brand first (85.3%) in comparison to why a child preferred 

another fast food brand first (64.6%).  The predictive model findings for McDonald’s brand 

preference were also better at predicting why a preferred the McDonald’s brand first (70%) 

than predicting why a child preferred another fast food brand first (66.7%).  This finding is 

not surprising given that a greater number of the child respondents in the study indicated 

they preferred the McDonald’s brand first.  Of the whole sample of 181 child respondents, 

102 children indicated they preferred the McDonald’s brand first.  Thus, a greater number 

of children were grouped in the category of preferring the McDonald’s brand first and 

provided a greater sample to conduct the analysis on, resulting in greater classification 

accuracy. 

 

In the sample of 102 observations for brand equity, 49 observations were from the group 

that switched from the McDonald’s brand, and 53 observations were from the group that 

stayed with the McDonald’s brand when tempted by the toy.  Therefore, the highest 

probability, and thus the maximum chance criterion, would be 52% (53/102) for the group 

that stayed with the McDonald’s brand when tempted by the toy.  The proportional chance 

criterion was calculated to be 50%.  The model for explaining why a child stayed with the 

McDonald’s brand was better than the maximum chance criterion.  The predictive model is 

therefore very good at predicting those factors that are related to switching from the 

McDonald’s brand (100%) based on the maximum chance criterion.  
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Comparing the Hit Ratio to Chance-Based Criteria 

Establishing classification accuracy is crucial.  If the percentage of correct 

classifications is significantly larger than would be expected by chance, an attempt can be 

made to interpret the discriminant functions in the hope of developing group profiles.  

However, if the classification accuracy is no greater than can be expected by chance, 

whatever the difference that appear in the score profile would provide no meaningful 

information for identifying group membership (Hair et al., 1998). 

 

Hair et al., (1998) suggests the classification accuracy relative to chance should be at least 

one-fourth greater than achieved by the maximum chance criterion.  The maximum chance 

criterion assumes good classification in only one group, whilst the proportional chance 

criterion is a better measure for good classification into two groups.  The current study is 

interested in good classification of both groups for, preferred the brand first or did not 

prefer the brand first (brand preference) and, for a child who switched or did not switch 

when tempted by the toy (brand equity).  As a result, to correctly identify both a child who 

preferred the brand first or did not prefer the brand first, and a child who switched or did 

not switch when tempted by the toy, the classification accuracy relative to chance should be 

at least one-fourth greater than achieved by the proportional chance criterion.   

 

 In the present situation for brand preference and brand equity, if the threshold is 

established as 25% greater than the proportional chance criterion, the hit ratio must exceed 

63.5% (50.8% x 1.25) for brand preference and 62.5% (50% x 1.25) for brand equity.  The 

brand preference hit ratios for the analysis sample of 76.2% and 68.6% for the holdout 

sample both exceed the criterion value of 63.5%.  The brand equity hit ratios for the 
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analysis sample of 79.4% and 76.9% for the holdout sample also both exceed the criterion 

value of 62.5% substantially.  Thus, both models should be interpreted further. 

 

Statistically Based Measures of Classification Accuracy Relative to Chance 

The Press’s Q statistic is a statistical test for the discriminatory power of the 

classification matrix when compared with a chance model.  This measure compares the 

number of correct classifications with the total sample size and the number of groups.  The 

calculated value is then compared with the critical value (the chi-square value for 1 degrees 

of freedom at the desired confidence level).  If it exceeds this critical value, the 

classification matrix is deemed statically better than chance (Hair et al., 1998). 

 

The Press’s Q statistic is calculated as follows: 

 

Press’s Q  = [N – (nK)]2  

       N(K – 1) 

 

Where   N = total sample size 

n = number of observations correctly classified 

K = number of groups 

 

In the present situation the calculation of the initial analysis sample for actual brand 

preference and brand equity are as follows: 

Press’s Q analysis sample for brand preference  = [181- (138 x 2)]2 = 49.86  

             181(2-1) 
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Press’s Q analysis sample for brand equity      = [102- (81 x 2)]2 = 35.29  

             102(2-1) 

 

And the calculations for the holdout sample for actual brand preference and brand equity 

are as follows: 

Press’s Q holdout sample for brand preference = [35- (24 x 2)]2 = 4.83 

       35(2-1) 

Press’s Q holdout sample for brand equity    = [13- (10x 2)]2 = 3.77 

       13(2-1) 

 

The critical value at a significance level of .05 is 1.96.  In both cases for actual brand 

preference and brand equity the calculated values exceed the critical value of 1.96.  Thus, 

the classification accuracy for the analysis, and more importantly the holdout sample 

exceed at a statistically significant level, the classification accuracy expected by chance.   

 

Defining the Variables in Terms of Brand Knowledge for the McDonald’s Brand 

 

The overall hit ratios for the models explaining and predicting both brand preference 

(76.2% and 68.6%) and brand equity (79.4% and 76.9%) were all found to have a greater 

classification accuracy value than their respective one-fourth greater than proportional 

chance criterion values (63.5% and 62.5%).  Examining further down the models to 

consider the individual hit ratios for each group for explaining brand preference (preferred 

McDonald’s 85.3% and preferred ‘another brand’ to McDonald’s 64.6%) and predicting 

brand preference (preferred McDonald’s 70% and preferred ‘another brand’ to McDonald’s 

66.7%), also found the values to be greater than the one-fourth greater than the proportional 
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chance criterion.  A similar result is also evident for brand equity with three out of the four 

hit ratios being greater than the proportional chance criterion of 62.5%.  The only hit ratio 

that was not 25% greater than the proportional chance criterion was the hit ratio of 57.1% 

for predicting a child that stayed with McDonald’s when tempted by the toy (see Table 

5.20).   

 

As a result the individual models that can be investigated further for brand preference are 

the models for both explaining and predicting preference for McDonald’s and preference 

for ‘another brand’ to McDonald’s.  Four brand preference models in total.  The individual 

models for: explaining brand equity for McDonald’s; explaining brand equity for ‘another 

brand’ to McDonald’s; and predicting brand equity for ‘another brand’ to McDonald’s can 

also be investigated further.  However, the model for predicting brand equity for 

McDonald’s does not have classification accuracy 25% greater than the proportional 

chance criterion and will therefore not be discussed further. 

 

The independent variables available for possible inclusion in the models for brand 

preference and brand equity were variables that defined the constructs of brand awareness, 

affect toward and brand image.  The model in Figure 5.1 illustrates the variables that were 

included as predictors of brand preference for McDonald’s. 
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FIGURE 5.1 

PREFERENCE FOR THE MCDONALD’S BRAND EMPLOYING THE WHOLE 

ANALYSIS SAMPLE1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1The model is portrayed in a format often used for Simultaneous Equation Modelling (SEM), but SEM will not be 
used. 

 

The variables, liked the Red Rooster brand (RRAf), recognized the McDonald’s brand logo 

(McD), associated the Red Rooster characters to the Red Rooster brand (RChar) and, 

associated grandparent users to the Red Rooster brand (GrandpRR), were all included in the 

binary logistic regression model.  All four variables had a negative relationship with the 

dependent variable, did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first and consequently, assisted 

with explaining why a child preferred the McDonald’s brand first (see Table 5.13).  Both 

the (RChar) and (GrandpRR) variables were brand image variables for the Red Rooster 

brand.  From previous explanations, brand associations and brand user associations form 

part of the concept, brand image.  The (RChar) variable reflected a brand association a 

child could have with the Red Rooster brand.  Whilst, the (GrandpRR) variable reflected a 

brand user association a child could have with the Red Rooster brand.  Thus, brand image 

Brand 
Awareness 

Affect 

Brand Image 

Preferred 
McDonald’s 

First 

RRAf 

McD 

RChar 

GrandpRR 
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of a competitive fast food brand (Red Rooster) was found to have an effect in the 

respondent’s brand preference for the McDonald’s brand. 

 

The variable liked the Red Rooster brand (RRAf), was included in the model and reflected 

the effect of brand affect in the respondent’s brand preference for the McDonald’s brand.  

The variable recognized the McDonald’s brand logo (McD) was the only brand awareness 

variable included in the model.  Overall there was evidence of brand image, brand 

awareness, and affect toward influencing brand preference for the McDonald’s brand when 

employing the whole sample to form the initial analysis sample.   

 

FIGURE 5.2 

PREFERENCE FOR ‘ANOTHER BRAND’ TO MCDONALD’S EMPLOYING THE 

WHOLE ANALYSIS SAMPLE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The model in Figure 5.2 illustrates the variables that were included as predictors of brand 

preference towards ‘another brand’ to McDonald’s (such as Red Rooster or Hungry Jacks).  

The variables, associated toys to the Red Rooster brand (RRToy), associated Hungry Jacks 

kid’s meal to the Hungry Jacks brand (HKidsM), associated playground to the Hungry 

Jacks brand (HJPlayg), and associated Hungry Jacks crewperson to the Hungry Jacks brand 

(HCrew) were all included in the binary logistic regression model for explaining preference 

Brand Image 
Preferred 

‘Another Brand’ 
to McDonald’s 

RRToy 

HJPlayg 

HKidsM 

HCrew 
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towards ‘another brand’ to McDonald’s.  All four variables had a positive relationship with 

the dependent variable, did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  Consequently, all four 

variables assisted with explaining why a child did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first 

(see Table 5.13). 

 

The three variables (HKidsM), (HJPlayg), and (HCrew) were all brand image variables for 

the Hungry Jacks brand.  The variable (RRToy) was also a brand image variable for a 

competitive brand, Red Rooster.  These findings indicate brand associations for a 

competitive brand to McDonald’s had an effect in a child not preferring the McDonald’s 

brand first (i.e., preferring ‘another brand’ first).  

Figure 5.3 depicts the variables that were included as predictors of brand preference for 

McDonald’s when the sample was split to include a holdout sample.  The independent 

variables, liked chicken and chips (CCAf) and associated grandparent users to the Red 

Rooster brand (GrandpRR), both had a negative relationship with the dependent variable, 

did not prefer the McDonald’s brand first.  Consequently, these variables assisted with 

explaining why a child preferred the McDonald’s brand first. 

 

FIGURE 5.3 

MCDONALD’S PREFERENCE EMPLOYING AN ANALYSIS AND HOLDOUT 

SAMPLE 
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When the whole sample was split to form the holdout sample analysis, the model that fit 

differed in regards to the effects of brand image, brand awareness and, affect toward in 

brand preference for McDonald’s.  Both affect toward and brand image continued to have 

an effect on the respondent’s preference for McDonald’s.  However, brand awareness was 

not found to be an effect.  Overall, brand image and affect toward showed a consistent 

effect, whilst brand awareness had an effect in only one of the two models of preference for 

McDonald’s.  The item representing affect was different in the two analyses and the brand 

image variable (RChar) was no longer found to influence preference for McDonald’s for 

the holdout sample analysis. 

 

FIGURE 5.4 

PREFERENCE FOR ‘ANOTHER BRAND’ TO MCDONALD’S EMPLOYING AN 

ANALYSIS AND HOLDOUT SAMPLE 

 
 

 

 

 

In Figure 5.4 brand image is once again illustrated to be influential in why a child preferred 

‘another brand’ to McDonald’s when the sample was split to include a holdout sample.  The 

variables included in the model differed slightly to the original model employing the whole 

analysis sample, with the omission of one variable.  The variable; associated playground to 

the Hungry Jacks brand (HJPlayg) was no longer found to influence the dependent variable. 
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Figure 5.5 illustrates the model of brand equity (stayed or switched when tempted by the 

toy and their second preferred brand) for the McDonald’s brand employing the initial 

analysis on the whole sample.  The variables, recognised chicken and chips as the main 

menu item for the Red Rooster brand (RRRecog), associated the toy to the McDonald’s 

brand (McDToy) and, associated the Red Rooster characters to the Red Rooster brand 

(RChar), all had a positive relationship with the dependent variable.  Thus, all three 

variables were significant effects in the McDonald’s brand equity for young children.   

 

Figure 5.5 shows no affect toward variables provided an effect in McDonald’s brand equity 

for young children.  Thus, brand image and brand awareness appear to have the most 

consistent effect in a child staying with their preferred brand McDonald’s, when tempted by 

the toy to switch to their second preferred brand.   

 

FIGURE 5.5 

MCDONALD’S BRAND EQUITY EMPLOYING THE WHOLE ANALYSIS SAMPLE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In Figure 5.6 the two variables which were found to influence why a child switched from 

McDonald’s when tempted by the toy and their second preferred brand are illustrated, and 

both are brand awareness variables.  The variables, recognized the Red Rooster brand logo 
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(RRed) and recognized hamburger as the main menu item for the Hungry Jacks brand 

(HJRecog), were both influential in why a child switched from the McDonald’s brand when 

tempted by the toy and their second preferred brand.  In this case it appears that awareness 

of competitive brands to McDonald’s, has a negative influence in a child’s loyalty to the 

McDonald’s brand. 

 

FIGURE 5.6 

SWITCHED FROM MCDONALD’S WHEN TEMPTED BY THE TOY EMPLOYING 

THE WHOLE ANALYSIS SAMPLE 

 

 

 

 

When the sample was split to include a holdout sample, the variables included in the model 

as predictors of why a child switched from McDonald’s varied from the previous analysis 

employing the whole sample (see Figure 5.7).  The variable (RedR) was no longer found to 

influence why a child switched from McDonald’s because of the toy, but brand awareness 

was still influential as evident by the inclusion of the variable (HJRecog) in the model. 

 

FIGURE 5.7 

SWITCHED FROM MCDONALD’S WHEN TEMPTED BY THE TOY EMPLOYING 

AN ANALYSIS AND HOLDOUT SAMPLE 
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Overall it appears brand image had the most consistent influence in explaining and 

predicting brand preference and provided a contributing influence (via assisting in 

explaining) in brand equity for the McDonald’s brand.  Brand awareness was only 

influential in explaining but not predicting brand preference, and was the most consistent 

factor in explaining brand equity for the McDonald’s brand.  Whilst affect toward was 

influential in explaining and predicting brand preference but had no influence in explaining 

brand equity for McDonald’s.   

 

In regards to brand preference and brand equity towards ‘another brand’ to McDonald’s (a 

competitive brand), brand image was found to be influential in explaining and predicting 

brand preference whilst brand awareness was influential in explaining and predicting brand 

equity.  However, affect toward was found to have no influence in either brand preference 

or brand equity towards a competitive brand to McDonald’s.  

 

Hungry Jacks Brand Analysis 

 

Assessing Group Membership Prediction Accuracy 

In assessing overall model fit, the predictive accuracy level of the binary logistic regression 

model needs to be accessed.  This is determined by an examination of the classification 

matrices, and particularly the hit ratios.  Table 5.21 shows the binary logistic regression 

analysis for both the initial sample analysis (explain) including the whole sample and the 

holdout analysis (predict) for both Hungry Jacks brand preference and brand equity.   

 

The hit ratios for Hungry Jacks brand preference and brand equity must be compared with 

the maximum chance and proportional chance criteria to assess their accuracy.  In the 
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sample of 181 child respondents for brand preference, 41 observations were from the group 

that preferred the Hungry Jacks brand first, and 140 observations were from the group that 

did not prefer the Hungry Jacks brand first.  Thus, the highest probability for the group that 

did not prefer the Hungry Jacks brand first was 77.3% (140/181).  Based on the maximum 

chance criterion (77.3%) the model is extremely good and above chance for the analysis 

sample (86.7%).  However, for the holdout sample analysis the hit ratio of 72% is less than 

the maximum chance criterion.  The proportional chance criterion was calculated to be 

65.0% and both hit ratios for the model were greater than 65.0%.  Based on the 

proportional chance criterion the predictive model was very good and more effective 

(83.3% in comparison to 42.9%) at explaining why a child preferred ‘another brand’ to the 

Hungry Jacks brand.  Similar to the findings for the McDonald’s brand, a greater 

percentage of the data sample (n=140) formed the group (did not prefer the Hungry Jacks 

brand first) the model was better at classifying.  This finding indicates the greater the 

sample size available for a group, the greater the classification accuracy will be. 

  

In the sample of 41 observations for brand equity, 23 observations were from the group that 

switched from the Hungry Jacks brand, and 18 observations were from the group that 

stayed with the Hungry Jacks brand when tempted by the toy.  Therefore, the highest 

probability and thus the maximum chance criterion was 56.1% (23/41) for the group that 

switched from the Hungry Jacks brand.  The resulting proportional chance criterion is 

50.7%.  The model for explaining brand equity had a hit ratio of 100% which was above 

the maximum chance criterion of 56.1% and proportion chance criterion of 50.7%. The 

model appeared to be equally good at explaining why a child would (100%) or would not 

(100%) stay with the Hungry Jacks brand when tempted by the toy, based on the maximum 

chance criterion (see Table 5.21).  The model for predicting brand equity was also very 
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good with the hit ratios both being greater than the maximum chance and proportional 

chance criterions.  The predictive model was found to be better at predicting why a child 

stayed with the Hungry Jacks brand (75%) than a child who switched from the Hungry 

Jacks brand when tempted by the toy and their second preferred brand.  However no 

variables were included as predictors in the models.  

 

The next step is to establish classification accuracy.  It is important to establish that the 

percentage of correct classifications is significantly larger than would be expected by 

chance, so an attempt can be made to interpret the discriminant functions to develop group 

profiles.  

 

To determine if the model’s classification accuracy is greater than chance, the classification 

value should be at least one-fourth greater than achieved by the proportional chance 

criterion.  Thus the hit ratio for brand preference must exceed 81.2% (65.0% x 1.25) and 

63.4% (50.7% x 1.25) for brand equity.  The hit ratio for the analysis sample of 86.7% for 

brand preference exceeds the criterion value of 81.2% however the hit ratio of 72% for the 

holdout sample does not exceed chance (see Table 5.21).  The hit ratio for the analysis 

sample of 100% and 66.7% for the holdout sample for brand equity both exceed the 

criterion value of 63.4%.  

 

If the hit ratios do not exceed the one-fourth greater than chance criterion value than it is 

deemed that the model does not provide any meaningful information for identifying group 

membership above chance and does not warrant further investigation.  In the case above, 

three out of the four hit ratios exceed chance.  The model for predicting brand preference is 
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not above chance and consequently will be the only model that will not be interpreted 

further. 

 

The next step is to investigate the individual classification hit ratios and determine if they 

are better than the one-fourth greater than the proportional chance criterion value for 

explaining brand preference, and for both explaining and predicting brand equity.  

Investigating the individual hit ratios for explaining brand preference and both explaining 

and predicting brand equity, found only one hit ratio for brand preference and three hit 

ratios for brand equity were greater than the criterion value.  For brand preference, the 

individual hit ratio for preferred another brand (97%) was the only hit ratio greater than the 

one-fourth greater than proportional chance criterion value of 81.2% and thus, warranted 

further investigation.  For the brand equity analysis both hit ratios for explaining why a 

child stayed with the Hungry Jacks brand (100%) and switched from the Hungry Jacks 

brand (100%) plus, the hit ratio for predicting why a child stayed with the Hungry Jacks 

brand (100%) were all 25% greater than the proportional chance criterion of 63.4%.  Thus, 

they warrant further investigation. 

 

Defining the Variables in Terms of Brand Knowledge for the Hungry Jacks Brand  

The binary logistic regression analyses results for the analysis that explains and the analysis 

that attempts to predict preference for the Hungry Jacks brand are presented in Table 5.21.  

In both cases the models were more effective at explaining and predicting why a child 

preferred ‘another brand’ first to the Hungry Jacks brand.  As evident by the higher 

classification percentages of 97.1% and 83.3% in comparison to 51.2% and 42.9% for 

explaining and predicting why a child preferred the Hungry Jacks brand first.   
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TABLE 5.21 

VARIABLES THAT INFLUENCE HUNGRY JACKS PREFERENCE AND BRAND 

EQUITY 

 (-) indicates a negative relationship with the dependent variable. 
(+) indicates a positive relationship with the dependent variable. 

 

Table 5.21 indicates three variables had a positive relationship with the dependent variable, 

and helped explain why a child preferred ‘another brand’ first to the Hungry Jacks brand.  

The three variables, recognised the McDonald’s brand logo (McD), associated the 

McDonald’s character to the McDonald’s brand (MChar), and associated the Red Rooster 

kid’s meal to the Red Rooster brand (RKidsM) are all knowledge variables relating to a 

competitive brand (McDonald’s and Red Rooster) and not to the Hungry Jacks brand.  The 

variable (RKidsM) is a Red Rooster brand image variable whilst, the variables (McD) and 

(MChar) are brand awareness and brand image variables relating to the McDonald’s brand.  

Figure 5.8 defines the three variables in relation to the constructs of brand awareness and 

brand image and illustrates their influence in explaining why a child prefers ‘another brand’ 

(possibly Red Rooster or McDonald’s) to the Hungry Jacks brand. 

 

Actual brand preference 
(23%) preferred Hungry Jacks first, (77%) preferred ‘another brand’ first 

Actual brand equity 
(46%) stayed with Hungry Jacks, (54%) switched from Hungry 

Jacks 
Explain (86.7)% Predict (72.0%) Explain (100%) Predict (66.7%) 

Preferred 
Hungry Jacks 

(51.2%) 

Preferred 
‘another brand’ 

(97.1%) 

Preferred 
Hungry Jacks 

(42.9%) 

Preferred 
‘another brand’ 

(83.3%) 

Stayed with 
Hungry Jacks 

(100%) 

Switched 
(100%) 

Stayed with 
Hungry Jacks 

(75%) 

Switched 
(60.0%) 

HKidsM (-) McD (+) HChar (-) McD (+) - - - - 
HCrew (-) RKidsM (+) HKidsM (-) MChar (+)     

Whopper (-) MChar (+) Whopper (-) RKidsM (+)     
FamRR (-)  HJ (-)      

HJ(-)  FamRR (-)      
  HCrew (-)      



 

 181 

FIGURE 5.8 

MODEL FOR EXPLAINING PREFERENCE FOR ANOTHER FAST FOOD BRAND TO 

HUNGRY JACKS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For the Hungry Jacks brand equity analysis, although three out of the four hit ratios were 

greater than the proportional chance criterion and thus warranted further investigation, no 

variables were singled out for providing an influence in explaining or predicting brand 

equity for the Hungry Jacks brand.  This finding maybe attributed to the small sample size 

(n=41) for conducting the binary logistic regression analysis on, for the Hungry Jacks 

brand.  Since the Hungry Jacks brand equity analyses do not provide any results for 

interpretation, they will not be discussed further in this study.   

 

The small sample size posed a significant limitation of this study and future research would 

need to expand the sample size to ensure a significant representation of children that 

preferred the Hungry Jacks brand first, to demonstrate a model of brand equity for the 

Hungry Jacks brand. 

 

MChar 

Brand 
Awareness 

Brand Image 

Prefers ‘Another  
Brand’ to  

Hungry Jacks RKidsM 

McD 
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Red Rooster Brand Analysis 

 

Assessing Group Membership Prediction Accuracy 

In assessing overall model fit, the predictive accuracy level of the binary logistic regression 

model must be accessed.  Table 5.22 shows the binary logistic regression analysis for both 

the initial sample analysis (explain) including the whole sample, and the holdout analysis 

(predict) for both Red Rooster brand preference and brand equity.   

 

TABLE 5.22  

VARIABLES THAT INFLUENCE RED ROOSTER PREFERENCE AND BRAND 

EQUITY 

(-) indicates a negative relationship with the dependent variable. 
(+) indicates a positive relationship with the dependent variable. 

 

The total number of children that preferred the Red Rooster brand first was 38 from the 

entire data sample of 181.  Thus, 38 observations were from the group that preferred the 

Red Rooster brand first, and 143 observations were from the group that did not prefer the 

Red Rooster brand.  Thus, the highest probability for the group that did not prefer the Red 

Rooster brand first was 79.0% (143/181).  The maximum chance criterion establishes that 

the models for explaining and predicting brand preference for the Red Rooster brand are 

very good (80.7% and 81.8%) and better than chance (79.0%). 

 

The proportional chance criterion is calculated to be 66.8%.  Both the hit ratios for 

explaining (80.7%) and predicting (81.8%) Red Rooster brand preference are also greater 

Actual brand preference 
(21%) preferred Red Rooster 1st, (79%) preferred  

‘another brand’ 

Actual brand equity 
(30%) stayed with Red Rooster, (70%) switched from 

Red Rooster 
Explain (80.7%) Predict (81.8%) Explain (95.0%) Predict (66.7%) 

Preferred 
Red Rooster 

(23.7%) 

Preferred 
‘another brand’ 

(95.8%) 

Preferred 
Red Rooster 

(33.3 %) 

Preferred 
‘another brand’ 

(89.5%) 

Stayed with   
Red Rooster 

(83.3 %) 

Switched 
(100%) 

Stayed with 
Red Rooster 

(50%) 

Switched 
(100%) 

RRToy(-) BigKidsHJ(+) RRToy(-) BigKidsHJ(+) - - - - 
GrandpMcD(-) BurgAf(+) GrandpMcD(-) BurgAf(+)     
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than the proportional chance criterion.  Thus, the model is deemed to provide high 

classification accuracy as it provides greater accuracy than both the maximum chance and 

the proportional chance criterions. 

 

In the sample of 38 observations for brand equity, 21 observations were from the group that 

switched from the Red Rooster brand when tempted by the toy, and 17 observations were 

from the group that stayed with the Red Rooster brand when tempted by the toy.  The 

maximum chance criterion is 55.3% (21/38) and the proportional chance criterion is 50.5%.  

Both the model for explaining and the model for predicting Red Rooster brand equity were 

greater (95.0% and 66.7%) than the maximum chance criterions.   

 

As per the analysis for the McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks brand, when testing for 

classification accuracy the measure to outperform is the one-fourth greater than the 

proportional chance value. In this case, 83.5% (66.8% x 1.25) for brand preference and 

63.1% (50.5%x 1.25) for brand equity.  For Red Rooster brand preference both the hit ratio 

of 80.7% for explaining and the hit ratio of 81.8% for predicting brand preference fall short 

of the required value (83.5%) and thus, will not be interpreted further.  Whilst the hit ratios 

for explaining (95%) and predicting (66.7%) brand equity both outperform the one-fourth 

value greater than chance (63.1%) and warrant further investigation.  

 

Table 5.22 indicates that no individual variables were found to be an effect in explaining or 

predicting brand equity for the Red Rooster brand.  Similar to the Hungry Jacks brand, the 

sample size that the binary logistic regression analysis was conducted on for the Red 

Rooster brand was very small (n=38).  The small sample undoubtedly posed a limitation of 

this study and suggests future research would need to expand the sample size to ensure that 
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there was a reasonable representation of children that preferred the Red Rooster brand first, 

to substantiate a predictive model for both brand preference and brand equity for the least 

popular Red Rooster brand.  Because no variables contributed to the model, the analyses for 

Red Rooster brand equity will not be discussed further in this study. 

 

Comparison of the Binary Logistic Regression Results for all Three Brands 

 
A comparison of the brand preference results for all three brands can be discussed only in 

relation to the McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks brands.  The Red Rooster brand’s results 

cannot be discussed further because the hit ratios for the models did not exceed the one-

fourth greater than proportional chance criterion values.  As a result, they do not warrant 

further investigation with this data set.   

 

A Comparison of the McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks Brand Preference Results 

The holdout analysis is the most conservative analysis for determining a good 

model of brand preference because it tests the models’ abilities to predict, rather than 

explain, preference towards a brand.  The initial analysis sample that employed the whole 

sample is still helpful for explaining what is associated with preference towards a brand.  

Predicting is more complex than explaining preference, and it is therefore why the results 

from the holdout analysis will be given more weighting when comparing all three brands in 

regards to the elements associated with brand preference.  

 

Table 5.23 highlights the variables included for the holdout sample analysis in relation to 

actual preference for the McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks brands.  The individual hit ratio for 
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‘preferred Hungry Jacks’ was previously established not to exceed the one-fourth greater 

than proportional chance criterion and thus, it cannot be interpreted further.   

 

TABLE 5.23  

VARIABLES THAT PREDICT MCDONALD’S PREFERENCE, HUNGRY JACKS 

PREFERENCE, AND RED ROOSTER PREFERENCE WITH A HOLDOUT SAMPLE 

(-) indicates a negative relationship with the dependent variable. 
(+) indicates a positive relationship with the dependent variable. 
1 Model is not above chance and cannot be discussed further. 
 

Although there is no commonality amongst the actual variables, the results for the 

McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks brands in relation to preferred ‘another brand’ highlight 

some similarities.  The three variables which helped predict a child that preferred a 

competitive brand (preferred ‘another brand’) for these two brands, are all variables that 

relate to a competitive brand.  For the McDonald’s brand the results indicated the three 

brand image variables, associated a toy to the Red Rooster brand (RRToy), associated 

Hungry Jacks crewperson to the Hungry Jacks brand, and associated Hungry Jacks kid’s 

meal to the Hungry Jacks brand (HKidsM), all influence why a child preferred a 

competitive brand to McDonald’s (Red Rooster or Hungry Jacks).  In the case of the 

Hungry Jacks brand the variables, recognised the McDonald’s brand logo (McD), 

associated the McDonald’s characters to the McDonald’s brand (MChar), and associated 

the Red Rooster kid’s meal to the Red Rooster brand (RKidsM) were all variables 

associated to a competitive brand to the Hungry Jacks brand. 

McDonald’s brand preference Hungry Jacks brand preference 
Predict (69%) Predict (72%) 

Preferred McDonald’s 
(70%) 

Preferred ‘another brand’ 
(66.7%) 

Preferred Hungry Jacks 
(42.9%)1 

Preferred ‘another brand’ 
(83.3%) 

CCAf (-) RRToy (+) HChar (-) McD (+) 
GrandpRR (-) HCrew (+) HKidsM  (-) MChar (+) 

 HKidsM (+) Whopper  (-) RKidsM (+) 
  HJ (-)  
  FamRR  (-)  
  HCrew  (-)  
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For both the McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks brands, no variables directly relating to the 

brand influenced why a child preferred a competitive brand.  These findings imply that the 

knowledge a child possesses about a competitive brand influences why they prefer a 

competitive brand.  Thus, brand knowledge about competitive brands appears to predict 

brand preference in these situations.   

 

When the variables included in the binary logistic regression model employing a holdout 

sample were analysed to determine the effect of brand awareness, affect toward, and brand 

image in predicting a child’s brand preference, brand image was consistent across the two 

brands.  Brand image assisted with predicting why a child preferred ‘another brand’ for 

both the McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks brand analysis and was also helpful in predicting 

preference for the McDonald’s brand.  Whilst for the Hungry Jacks brand, brand awareness 

also assisted with predicting preference for ‘another brand’ alongside brand image.  Affect 

toward was found to predict brand preference for the McDonald’s brand only.   Overall, 

from the McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks results it is reasonable to conclude that brand 

image had the strongest influence in predicting a child’s brand preference. 

 

When the predictive percentages of the models are taken into consideration, significant 

differences are apparent amongst the McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks brands.  The binary 

logistic regression predictive model for the McDonald’s brand was slightly better (70%) at 

predicting why a child preferred the McDonald’s brand over ‘another brand’ (66.7%).  

Whilst for the Hungry Jacks brand, the binary logistic regression model was more effective 

at predicting why a child preferred ‘another brand’ (97.1% in comparison to 51.2%, and 

83.3% in comparison to 42.9%).  The Hungry Jacks brand preference model was twice as 
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strong at predicting a child who preferred another brand to the Hungry Jacks brand largely 

due to the shares of the brand.  A greater number of children (n=140) preferred another fast 

food brand first to the Hungry Jacks brand (n=41).  

 

For the brand equity analysis, no comparison can be made between the three brands in 

relation to the variables included in the models.  For all three brands, the overall hit ratios 

for explaining and predicting whether a child would stay or switch from their preferred 

brand were 25% greater than the proportional chance criterion values.  However for both 

the Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster brands, no variables were singled out to provide a 

significant influence in explaining or predicting the brand equity models.  Thus the analysis 

could not produce a significant brand equity model for these two brands.  As previously 

mentioned, this result is attributed to the very small sample size available to conduct the 

binary logistic regression analysis for the Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster brands.  Unlike 

the Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster brands, the results for the McDonald’s brand did 

identify some variables which helped explain and predict a child who stayed or switched 

from McDonald’s when tempted by the toy and their second preferred brand. 

 

Testing the Hypotheses 

 

The above binary logistic regression analysis results will now be used to establish whether 

the hypotheses proposed for brand preference and brand equity were supported.   

 

The Effect of Brand Awareness in Brand Preference 

Hypothesis 1 (a) was concerned with the relationship between brand awareness and brand 

preference.  This hypothesis proposed brand awareness to be positively associated with 
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brand preference.  In this study brand awareness was measured by two measures, brand 

recognition and product recognition.  Brand recognition was present if the child could 

recognise the brand’s name when the brand logo was shown to them.  Whilst, product 

recognition required the child to correctly match the main menu item provided by the brand 

to the brand logo. 

 

Using the whole child sample as the basis for the initial binary logistic regression analysis, 

the results indicated that brand awareness was a positive effect in preference for the 

McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks brands.  In the case of McDonald’s, brand awareness was 

present with the inclusion of the brand recognition variable, ‘recognise the McDonald’s 

brand logo’ (McD).   For the Hungry Jacks brand, brand awareness was also present via the 

inclusion of the brand recognition variable, ‘recognised the McDonald’s brand logo’ 

(McD).  In this case however, it helped explain why a child preferred ‘another brand’ to the 

Hungry Jacks brand (most probably McDonald’s).   

 

When the sample was divided to form a holdout sample, brand awareness was no longer 

found to influence preference for the McDonald’s brand.  For the Hungry Jacks brand, the 

model was not one-fourth greater than the proportional chance criterion and consequently 

could not be interpreted. 

 

No support was provided for the hypothesis from the Red Rooster brand results because the 

hit ratios for the models were not one-fourth greater than the proportional chance criterion.  

Overall the results for the McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks brands provided partial support 

for hypothesis 1(a). 
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Interestingly, the product recognition measure for brand awareness was found to have no 

influence in a child’s brand preference for any of the three brands.  For both the 

McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks brands, in all cases that supported brand awareness being 

positively associated with brand preference, brand recognition was the only brand 

awareness variable that was present.  It is not possible to conclude within the scope of this 

study why this was the case.  However, this finding could possibly have resulted due to the 

complexity of product recognition in comparison to brand recognition for a child of three to 

four years of age.  For brand recognition, the child only had to simply recall having seen 

the brand logo in the past, and then retrieve this information (i.e., the brand name) from 

memory.  Whilst for product recognition to be evident, the child had to recognise the main 

menu item (e.g., hamburger), recall which brand the main menu item was offered by, and 

then correctly match the main menu item to the correct brand logo (e.g., McDonald’s or 

Hungry Jacks).  Brand recognition appears to be an easier step for a child of three to four 

years of age to perform whilst product recognition, is slightly more complex.  Overall, this 

conclusion might help explain why product recognition had no influence in brand 

preference whilst brand recognition did.  As mentioned, this conclusion cannot be 

substantiated within the limits of this study, and is only speculative. 

 

The Effect of Brand Awareness in Brand Equity 

This research study initially tested for the variables that helped explain and predict a child’s 

brand preference.  It was from here that the child’s brand preference was then used as a 

base to test for brand equity.  When testing for brand equity the child had already exerted 

their preference for a brand and this preference was then utilised to test for brand equity.  In 

this situation brand preference is a precursor to brand equity and the value of this equity 

was measured by whether the child would forgo the toy and their second preferred brand to 
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visit their preferred brand.  Consequently, it should be noted that whilst certain variables 

assisted with explaining and predicting brand preference these predictors were accepted as 

factors necessary but not sufficient for equity.  This relationship is depicted in Figure 5.9.   

 

The relationship between brand awareness and brand equity was investigated via 

hypothesis 1(b).  This hypothesis proposed that: 

 

H1(b):  Brand awareness would be positively associated with brand equity.   

 

For the analysis that incorporated the whole sample the results indicated that the variable, 

‘recognised chicken and chips as the main menu item from the Red Rooster brand’ 

(RRRecog), was the only brand awareness variable included for predicting the child’s 

loyalty to the McDonald’s brand when tempted by the toy and their second preferred 

choice.  Interestingly, this variable was a brand recognition variable for the Red Rooster 

brand rather than the McDonald’s brand.  In fact, no McDonald’s brand awareness 

variables were included in the model as predictors of McDonald’s brand equity.  It is not 

surprising given the high level of awareness for the McDonald’s brand amongst the sample 

of three and four year olds, that no McDonald’s brand awareness variables (McD, 

McDRecog) were included as predictors in the model.  At least 70% of three and four year 

old children could recognise the McDonald’s brand logo and approximately 60% could 

recognise the main menu item McDonald’s offered.  Thus, awareness for the McDonald’s 

brand was very high amongst and virtually constant across the sample of three and four 

year old children.  Consequently, the brand awareness variables for McDonald’s did not 

contribute any differentiation between a child’s loyalty, to or not to the McDonald’s brand, 
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when tempted by the toy and their second choice.  As a result they were omitted from the 

model.  

 

The analysis that incorporated the whole sample also indicated the brand awareness 

variables, recognised the Red Rooster brand logo (RedR) and recognised hamburger as the 

main menu item from the Hungry Jacks brand (HJRecog), both assisted with explaining 

why a child switched to ‘another brand’ when tempted by the toy and their second preferred 

choice.  These two brand awareness variables are variables for competitive brands and 

indicate that awareness of a competitive brand has a negative influence on a child’s loyalty 

to the McDonald’s brand. 

 

When the sample was divided to form a holdout sample, the brand awareness variable of 

recognized hamburger as the main menu item from the Hungry Jacks brand (HJRecog), was 

still found to influence why a child switched to ‘another brand’ (probably Hungry Jacks) 

when tempted by the toy and their second preferred brand.  As previously mentioned, the 

brand equity results for the Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster brands indicated no variables 

contributed to their models and therefore, the results for these two brands could not be 

discussed.  Overall, the brand equity results provided support for hypothesis 1(b). 

 

The Effect of Brand Image in Brand Preference 

Hypothesis 2(a) predicted that brand image would be positively associated with brand 

preference.  Brand image was measured by; brand associations, brand purchase situation 

and brand users.  As previously indicated, the brand purchase situation variables were 

excluded from the analysis due to them having no variance across the sample of children 

interviewed.   
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The results employing the whole sample for the analysis of the McDonald’s brand indicated 

that two brand image variables, associated the Red Rooster characters to the Red Rooster 

brand (RChar) and, associated grandparent users to the Red Rooster brand (GrandpRR), 

were included as predictors in the model.  Interestingly, these two variables were brand 

image variables for the Red Rooster brand, and not brand image variables specific to the 

McDonald’s brand.  Thus, brand image for another brand (Red Rooster) has an effect in 

preference for McDonald’s.  However, brand image relating directly to the McDonald’s 

brand has no effect in preference for McDonald’s.  The brand image variables of associated 

toy to the Red Rooster brand (RRToy), associated the Hungry Jacks kid’s meal to the 

Hungry Jacks brand (HKidsM), associated the playground to the Hungry Jacks brand 

(HJPlayg), and associated the Hungry Jacks crewperson to the Hungry Jacks brand 

(HCrew) were all found to influence why a child preferred ‘another brand’ first to 

McDonald’s.  These four brand image variables relate to the competitive brands of Red 

Rooster and Hungry Jacks, and it is reasonable that brand image associations to these 

brands could impact why a child preferred a competitive brand first to the McDonald’s 

brand.  Thus brand image associations a child holds towards competitive brands, has a 

strong influence in why a child does not prefer the McDonald’s brand first. 

 

For the Hungry Jacks brand the two brand image variables, associated the Red Rooster 

kid’s meal to the Red Rooster brand (RKidsM), and associated the McDonald’s character to 

the McDonald’s brand (MChar), were both included in the model as effects in why a child 

preferred ‘another brand’ to the Hungry Jacks brand (possibly Red Rooster or 

McDonald’s).  Thus, brand image for a competitive brand to the Hungry Jacks brand has an 

effect in a child’s preference for ‘another brand’ to the Hungry Jacks brand. 
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When the sample was divided to form a holdout sample the variable ‘associated 

grandparent users to the Red Rooster brand’ (GrandpRR), was the only brand image 

variable included in the predictive model for McDonald’s brand preference.  Once again, 

no brand image variables relating directly to the McDonald’s brand were included in the 

model.  For the Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster brands, the results are not significant.  

Overall, there is support for brand image providing a positive association with brand 

preference.  Hypothesis 2 (a) is supported. 

 

The Effect of Brand Image in Brand Equity 

Hypothesis 2(b) tested whether brand image was positively associated with brand equity.  

For the analysis incorporating the whole sample the results for the McDonald’s brand 

included two brand image variables, one of which was specific to the McDonald’s brand 

(McDToy), in the model as predictors.  When the sample was split to form a holdout 

sample, there was once again two brand image variables, one of which was specific to the 

McDonald’s brand (MKids), included in the model for the McDonald’s brand.  Whilst for 

the Red Rooster and Hungry Jacks brands, as previously mentioned the results cannot be 

interpreted.    

 

The results showed for the McDonald’s brand analysis that brand image towards the brand 

as well as brand image towards the other brand(s) in the category, have a positive 

association with brand equity and thus the McDonald’s brand analysis provide support for 

hypothesis 2(b).  
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The Effect of Affect Toward the Brand or Main Menu Item in Brand Preference 

Hypothesis 3(a) proposed that favourable affect toward the brand and the main menu item 

would be positively associated with brand preference.  Affect was measured by two 

measures, brand affect and product affect. 

 

When the analysis was conducted on the whole sample, brand affect was found to have an 

influence in predicting brand preference for the McDonald’s brand only.  For McDonald’s, 

the affect variable for liking the Red Rooster brand logo (RRAf), was included as a 

predictor in the model.  It was an affect toward variable for ‘another brand’ (Red Rooster) 

that was an effect in predicting preference for the McDonald’s brand. 

 

When the sample was divided to include a holdout sample, the McDonald’s analysis was 

the only brand analysis that indicated affect toward (product affect) had an influence in a 

child’s preference for the brand.  Product affect toward chicken and chips, where the child 

liked chicken and chips (CCAf), was the affect toward variable included in the model as a 

predictor of McDonald’s preference.  However, no support was once again found for affect 

toward influencing brand preference for the Hungry Jacks brand or the Red Rooster brand 

when the sample was split to include a holdout sample.  Overall, support for hypothesis 

3(a) was provided from both analyses of the McDonald’s brand, whilst no support was 

provided by the Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster brand analyses. 
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The Effect of Affect Toward the Brand or Main Menu Item in Brand Equity 

In hypothesis 3(b), it was stated that: 

 

H3(b):  Affect would be positively associated with brand equity. 

 

The analyses that incorporated the whole sample for both McDonald’s, Hungry Jacks, and 

Red Rooster found no affect variables provided a significant effect in a child’s decision to 

stay or switch from the brand when tempted by the toy.  When the analysis was divided to 

form a holdout sample, once again no affect variables for the brand or the other brands in 

the category were included in the binary logistic regression models for all three brands.  

Thus, no support was provided for hypothesis 3(b) that affect was positively associated 

with a brand’s equity. 

 

In summary, support was found for brand image being positively associated with brand 

preference for all three brands.  Partial support was found for brand awareness having a 

positive influence in preference for the McDonald’s and Hungry Jacks brands, and affect 

toward having a positive influence in McDonald’s brand preference only.  For the brand 

equity analysis, there was support found for brand image having a positive influence in 

brand equity for the McDonald’s brand.  Whilst, brand awareness had a positive influence 

in explaining brand equity for McDonald’s and also explaining and predicting brand equity 

for ‘another brand’.  Figure 5.9 illustrates these findings. 
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FIGURE 5.9 

EFFECT OF BRAND AWARENESS, BRAND IMAGE AND AFFECT IN YOUNG 

CHILDREN’S BRAND PREFERENCE AND BRAND EQUITY 
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CHAPTER SIX – SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

Summary of Findings 

 

Accomplishing the primary goal of this study involved testing if various elements of brand 

knowledge (e.g., brand awareness, affect toward and brand image) were related to a child’s 

initial preference (brand preference) between three top fast food brand choices, and their 

loyalty (brand equity) when offered a toy and their second fast food meal choice.  To 

achieve this goal, exploratory and predictive models for a child’s brand preference and 

brand equity were tested against the data. 

 

Age Differences 

The demographic analysis found an occasional, but not significant (Bonferoni adjusted), 

incident of a significant difference being associated with the age of the child and their 

responses to the measures of brand knowledge for all three brands.  Further, a binary 

logistic regression analysis conducted on each of the two age groups found almost identical 

responses for the two age groups.  The children’s age was not a significant covariate effect 

in a child’s brand preference or brand equity choice. 

 

Young Children’s Brand Preference and Brand Equity 

The findings must be viewed in terms of the two decisions the children made in the 

experiment.  Their initial brand preference (brand preference), and then whether the child 

stayed with their initial brand meal preference when tempted by the toy or switched to their 

second preferred brand occurred after their initial preference response was made (brand 
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equity).  Constructs that were an effect in initial preference need to be acknowledged to 

understand the reasons children stayed or switched from a brand they initially chose. 

 

McDonald’s was the largest share brand (56.4% initial preference) in the study.  Given that 

context, the children’s images (brand users) about another brand in the product category 

(Red Rooster) and, their affect towards (like) another brand’s main menu item (Red 

Rooster, chicken and chips) were significant effects in both explaining and predicting initial 

preference for a fast food meal at McDonald’s.  The children’s awareness of the 

McDonald’s brand had an effect in explaining their preference only.  Whilst for explaining 

and predicting initial preference for ‘another brand’ to McDonald’s, a child’s images of 

competitive fast food brands (Red Rooster and Hungry Jacks) had a significant effect.  

Brand awareness and affect toward any of the fast food brands had no effect in explaining 

or predicting preference for ‘another brand’ to McDonald’s.  

 

When children that initially preferred a McDonald’s meal were offered a toy and meal from 

their second preferred brand (Hungry Jacks or Red Rooster), their awareness of a 

competitive brand (Red Rooster), and their imagery of McDonald’s (toy) and Red Rooster 

(characters) were significant effects in predicting whether they would stay with 

McDonald’s.  Affect toward any of the brands had no effect in their brand equity (stayed or 

switched).  Importantly, a child’s image of associating a toy to the McDonald’s brand had a 

positive effect on why the child stayed with the McDonald’s brand.  In this situation, the 

child may have believed they would also receive a toy at their preferred brand McDonald’s.  

If that was the case, the promise of receiving a toy at their second preferred brand was not 

enough to entice them to switch from their preferred brand.  This argument is speculative at 

this point and should be further investigated.   
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Explaining and predicting why a child switched from McDonald’s to their second preferred 

brand (Red Rooster or Hungry Jacks) found that a child’s awareness of the two smaller 

competitive brands (Red Rooster and Hungry Jacks) were significant effects in the switch 

decision.  In this situation, awareness of competitive brands is a significant effect in a 

child’s equity for ‘another brand’ to McDonald’s. 

 

The second largest share fast food brand by initial preference was Hungry Jacks (22.7% 

initial preference).  A child’s images of Red Rooster (kid’s meal) and McDonald’s 

(character – Ronald McDonald) and their awareness of the McDonald’s fast food brand 

were all significant effects in explaining why they preferred ‘another brand’ to Hungry 

Jacks.  The analyses could not find a statistically significant model for explaining why a 

child preferred the Hungry Jacks brand first.  A similar finding was also found for the 

predictive analysis where no significant models were found for predicting children’s 

preference for Hungry Jacks or their preference for ‘another brand’ to Hungry Jacks.  

 

In the case of Red Rooster the smallest share fast food brand by initial preference (21%), 

the analyses could not find a statistically significant model for explaining or predicting why 

a child did or did not prefer Red Rooster first.  For both the Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster 

brands, no variables were found to be significant effects in either explaining or predicting 

the brand’s equity.   

 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

 

In order to analyse the presence of brand knowledge, brand preference and brand equity, 

the total sample of 181 was required to be divided on several analyses, for each brand.  The 
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sample of children that preferred a brand first, reached as low as 38 for preferring the Red 

Rooster brand, and 41 for preferring the Hungry Jacks brand.  Both samples turned out too 

small to perform a binary logistic regression analysis.   

 

The brand equity findings are contingent to the brand preference analysis and will need to 

be interpreted with caution.  The McDonald’s brand results cannot be tested for reliability 

against the results of the other two brands due to the small sample sizes of these two 

brands.  Thus, the relatively small number of children that preferred the Red Rooster and 

Hungry Jacks brands posed a limitation of this study.  Future research should look to 

increase the overall sample size, or limit the brands evaluated to enhance the statistical 

power of the results. 

 

The sample was drawn from pre-school facilities in one Australian capital city.   The 

resulting sample may not be representative of the population of Australian three and four 

year old children and their knowledge of fast food brands.  Future research should consider 

employing samples from different states within Australia, to enhance the generalisability of 

the results and provide additional tests of the study’s hypothesised relationships. 

 

When analysing the child’s brand preference and brand equity decisions, the analysis was 

restricted to an indicator of the child’s intended behaviour.  This study did not conduct 

longitudinal research in order to establish and test the child’s repeated brand preference and 

brand equity behaviour.  Longitudinal research could also test the causal nature of the 

factors found to be associated with brand preference and brand equity and establish how 

and if the factors change over time.  Future research needs to consider studying children 

over a longer time period to get a better understanding of the impact of changes in their 
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brand awareness, affect toward and brand image in their brand preference and brand equity 

behaviour.   

 

Self-reports of behaviour were used when measuring which fast food brand the child would 

visit if given the option (brand preference) and, also which fast food brand the child would 

choose to prefer and stay with (between their preferred brand and their second preferred 

brand).  The responses may not reflect their actual future behaviour.  Using a child’s actual 

behaviour would tend to provide a more objective and quantifiable result.  However, 

providing fast food that is often criticised as unhealthy to a child for experimentation was 

not a feasible option given the potential ethical issues for ethics clearance, and the problem 

getting consent from parents for their child’s consumption of these foods.  

 

The child’s reported purchase requests to their parents could be another measure used 

instead of the child’s reports of intended behaviour.  Consistency between the brand the 

child frequently requested and the brand the child chose in an experiment would provide 

further support for the reliability of the child’s brand preference and brand equity decisions.  

A more extensive interview of the child’s parents would aid in determining the impact of 

the frequency of using the brand had on brand preference.   

 

A request was made to all the sample’s child respondent’s parents to provide details about 

how often their child visited fast food brands.  Unfortunately, few of the parents were 

willing to provide this socially sensitive information.  Future research should seek other 

ways to obtain information pertaining to the child’s brand exposure and frequency of visits 

to the brand to determine those factors’ effect in a child’s brand preference or brand equity. 
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The present study did not consider how the child reached the level of knowledge they had 

for a fast food brand.  Future research needs to investigate the influence external factors 

such as consumer socialisation agents - parents, peers, siblings and advertising - have on a 

young child’s brand preference and brand equity.  Such insight would be helpful in 

understanding how a very young child initially formed brand awareness (Brennan 2008), 

affect toward and brand image about a brand, and the impact of such external factors on 

forming brand knowledge about brands.  This information would also provide important 

public policy implications.  For example, should fast food advertising be restricted towards 

young children because it significantly affects their preference or equity development 

towards a fast food brand?  Does consumption of the brand enhance the risks of the child 

becoming overweight or obese?  Fast food advertising and promotion is presently banned to 

children 16 and under in the UK based on several reports of an alleged link. 

 

The study was restricted to the fast food product category, a category about which three and 

four year old children were found to have substantial brand knowledge about the three 

brands tested.  Incorporating brands from other product categories would provide valuable 

insight into the generalisability of the results.  

 

Discussion 

 

The Effect of Affect Toward in a Child’s Initial Preference and Brand Equity 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), Zajonc and Markus (1982) and, Mizerski (1995) discuss how 

affect toward a brand can often affect preference.  Zajonc and Markus (1982, 124) refer to 

preferences as being, “…primarily affectively based behavioural phenomena.”  It was 

expected that liking towards a brand would provide a stimulus to formulate a brand 
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preference.  This study failed to find strong support for that expectation.  Out of the five 

binary logistic regression models for the brand preference analysis, only two found affect to 

have a significant effect in a children’s initial preference.     

 

Aaker (1991) proposed that brand awareness, perceived quality and brand associations are 

all elements of a brand’s equity.  If a consumer is aware of the branded product, perceives 

the brand high in quality and has formed favourable associations with the brand; the 

consumer is more likely to prefer the product.  Aaker does not include liking as an element 

of a brand’s equity.  Similarly, Keller (1993) did not include liking when he provided the 

following perceptual-based definition of brand equity, “the differential effect of brand 

knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand.”  Keller defined brand 

knowledge in relation to brand awareness and brand image.  The current study supports 

Aaker’s and Keller’s definition of brand equity with liking (affect) found to have no effect 

in a child’s equity towards the McDonald’s brand. 

  

The Effect of Brand Awareness in a Child’s Initial Preference and Brand Equity 

Baker, Hutchinson, Moore and Nedungadi (1986) found that brand awareness is necessary 

for brand familiarity to develop, and brand familiarity is required to initiate a brand 

preference.  Brand awareness aids the ability for brand preference to occur.  This study 

found partial support for Baker et al., with two out of the five brand preference binary 

logistic regression models finding brand awareness providing a significant effect in a 

child’s initial brand preference.   

 

Radosevich (2006) indicated that brand preference is distinct from brand awareness 

because it considers the person’s behavioural reaction to the brand, whilst brand awareness 
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considers how many people ‘know’ the brand from memory.  The current study’s findings 

support Radosevich by establishing that brand preference is more than brand awareness, 

with brand image providing the most consistent predictor.  

  

Keller (1993) proposed that brand awareness is required, but not always adequate alone to 

build brand equity.  There are other factors such as brand image which can influence and 

build brand equity.  This study’s results provide partial support for Keller with both brand 

awareness and brand image explaining the McDonald’s brand’s equity for one (explaining 

McDonald’s brand equity) out of the three brand equity models.  

 

The Effect of Brand Images in a Child’s Initial Preference and Brand Equity 

This study supported the findings of Zajonc and Markus (1982), and Bahn (1986), with 

brand image providing the most consistent effect in both explaining and predicting a child’s 

initial brand preference for a fast food brand.   Keller (1993) and Aaker (1991), among 

many researchers, have indicated that images associated with a brand, along with awareness 

of the brand, will have strong effects in preference and equity towards the brand.  The study 

found both brand awareness and brand image had an effect in the child’s brand preference 

and brand equity.  Brand image was found to have a greater effect in a child’s initial brand 

preference, whilst brand awareness provided a greater effect in a child’s brand equity.  

 

The Experimental Procedure  

The study utilised a method employed by Mizerski (1995) to gather information from three 

and four year old children.  Young children of this age in the past have proven extremely 

difficult to interview due to their lack of cognitive ability to understand the questions asked 

of them.  The use of picture cards and game boards was very successful in allowing the 
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child to express their response/ knowledge using a methodology that was understandable 

and easy for the respondent to perform.  The experimental procedure was also very 

effective in maintaining the child’s interest whilst allowing the interviewer to seek a lot of 

information from the respondent.      

 

Conclusions 

 

Importance of Brand Imagery 

The study found brand image was the best predictor in explaining why a child preferred a 

brand and a contributing factor in equity being formed in a brand.  This imagery tends to 

consist of associations the child formed towards competitive brands in the category.  This 

finding goes against the expectation that imagery of the target brand would positively 

influence preference and equity towards the brand.  Perhaps it is due to the inexperience of 

three and four year old children in the fast food product category and reinforces their 

cognitive development is still in its early stages.   

 

The type of images that provided the greatest influence in brand preference and brand 

equity, were images related to the child’s associations (e.g., toy, playground, kid’s meal).  It 

appears that children as young as three are influenced in their preferences by the advertising 

appeals, venues and promotions marketers have employed to directly target them. 

  

The findings indicate that marketers need to develop brand attributes young children will 

strongly connect with, and form associations with the brand.  For researchers, it is 

important to investigate how brand imagery is created by young children, and then public 

policy should fashion any remedies accordingly, if at all.  
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The Importance of Affect Toward and Brand Awareness in Brand Preference  

Liking of the brand and/or liking of the main menu item (affect) was high (greater than 

78%) for all three brands amongst three and four year old children.  However, liking was 

not found to provide a strong effect in a child’s brand preference decision.  Where liking 

did influence brand preference, it was liking towards a competitive brand that had an effect.  

Given liking’s high percentage amongst the respondents (78%), it appears to be 

approaching a constant variable in the model analysis and thus could explain why liking 

provides little effect in a child’s brand preference decision. 

 

It was expected that liking of a brand would lead to developing preference for that brand 

(Aaker 1991, Keller 1998) however this was not evident.  Managers cannot simply rely on 

a child liking their brand or main menu item in order for brand preference to develop.  They 

need to focus on encouraging brand imagery. 

 

Awareness of the three fast food brands was high amongst three and four year old children 

(55%+) but it was not sufficient to be an effect in brand preference.  Marketers cannot rely 

exclusively on awareness of their brand to encourage preference.  Encouraging awareness 

of the brand is an important first step but they also need to focus on encouraging young 

children to form images towards their brand.   

 

People suggest banning advertising of fast food as a solution to decreasing children’s 

awareness of fast food.  This study did not test the effect of advertising but it is noted as an 

area for future research.  The images the child did associate to the brands were not 

perceptually based or negative, they did not associate to a fast food brand that they would 
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be seen to be better of or more popular if they visited the brand.  Rather they formed 

images about the brand that were factual and knowledge based.  Their knowledge assisted 

them to make choices.  Public policy needs to focus on educating parents and children to 

make informed choices. 

 

The Importance of Affect Toward, Brand Image and, Brand Awareness in Brand Equity 

Brand awareness was found to have the strongest effect in McDonald’s brand equity for 

three and four year old children.  Brand image was found to have a lesser effect, and affect 

toward the brand provided no effect in, McDonald’s brand equity.  For children to develop 

equity in a brand, marketers need to employ tactics that will enable the child to develop 

strong image associations and awareness of their brand.  The more a child knows of a brand 

and associates to a brand, the harder it will be to encourage the child to switch to a 

competitive brand.   Smaller brands are clearly at a disadvantage as a lack of imagery of 

smaller competing brands was a significant effect in both a child’s brand preference and 

brand equity decision. 

 

Keller (1993) and Aaker (1991) have researched and found the concept of brand equity to 

be apparent in, and relevant to the adult consumer market.  Yet no study has investigated 

the relevance of the brand equity concept to young children and whether the concept exists 

amongst very young children who are at such an early stage of their consumer involvement.  

This study not only reinforces the applicability of the brand equity concept to very young 

children but also highlights what elements of brand knowledge are driving brand equity 

(mainly brand awareness and brand image).   
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The Power of Toys 

Liking of the toy appeared to lure just over 50% of the sample to switch from the Hungry 

Jacks or Red Rooster brand to their second preferred choice to receive the toy.  This 

percentage appears quite large in both cases where it is encouraging a significant amount of 

switching.  This finding implies loyalty to these two brands is weaker than the 

attractiveness of the toy.  However for the McDonald’s brand, over half the children that 

preferred the brand were willing to forgo the toy to remain with the brand.  Here the toy is 

less attractive and brand loyalty is stronger.  Brand equity amongst three and four year old 

children was stronger for McDonald’s than Hungry Jacks and Red Rooster.   

 

This finding provides several marketing implications.  Offering a toy with a brand can 

assist in encouraging a child to switch from their preferred brand to a second preferred 

brand when loyalty towards the preferred brand is not strong.  For a brand that has strong 

loyalty (brand equity) the use of a toy by a competitive brand may not be enough on its own 

to encourage brand switching and other tactics may also need to be employed.  A brand 

with strong loyalty (such as McDonald’s) could use a toy as an offering to lure more 

children to switch from competitive brands to their brand to increase their customer base.  

For marketers the importance of utilising toys to attract the young consumer market to their 

brand is reinforced.  The advantage of utilising toys to promote healthy food to young 

children is also evident for public policy.  Toys are clearly a powerful incentive for young 

children’s decision making.   

 

A great deal of recent media, government and public concern has focused on the potentially 

deceptive advertising fast food companies employ when utilising toys to market their brand 
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to young children.  The study’s findings provide some support for the belief that toys are a 

disproportionate incentive to lure a child to switch to another fast food brand.  

 

Public policy must be cautious when considering banning fast food companies from 

offering toys.  These toys are frequently purchased by other consumer groups (such as 

adults) who enjoy purchasing toys from fast food companies for their own enjoyment 

(Lambert and Mizerski 2003).  Why should these people be penalised by the banning of 

toys to potentially discourage young children from pestering their parents about eating fast 

food?  Further it is not the three or four year old child making the fast food purchase rather 

it is someone purchasing it on their behalf.  Consequently, some responsibility appears to 

be on the purchaser to make the right decision for the child.  However, some allege that 

adults are mislead on the unhealthy nature of fast foods. 

 

Awareness Levels of Fast Food Brands Amongst Young Children 

Three and four year old children are not only aware of fast food brands and what they sell, 

but know where to purchase them.  From a public policy perspective it appears that by the 

age of three, young children have already developed a strong level of awareness towards 

fast food brands.  This awareness may arise from several sources including consumer 

socialisation, advertising, or brand experience.  If public policy aims to educate children 

about the importance of consuming fast food in moderation, the power of advertising, and 

the strong influence of other external sources on their decision making, then this education 

should commence on children as young as three.  

 

Many researchers have emphasised the importance of brand awareness in a person’s brand 

preference decision making.  Macdonald and Sharp (2000) and Hoyer and Brown (1990) 
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found brand awareness was a dominant choice tactic in preference decisions.  Respondents 

choosing from a set of brands with different levels of awareness showed a strong preference 

for the high awareness brands, the big brands, despite price and quality discrepancies 

(Macdonald and Sharp 2000). 

 

This study found the McDonald’s brand had the greatest awareness (76.2% see Appendix J) 

and preference (56.4%) amongst three and four year old children.  The remaining two 

brands studied had a lower awareness level (Hungry Jacks 66.9%, Red Rooster 55.3%) and 

lower brand preference (Hungry Jacks 22.7%, Red Rooster 21%).  These findings indicate 

there is already evidence of the advantages of being a big brand amongst young children. 

 

Big brands are known to have a particular advantage over smaller brands in frequently 

purchased product categories, and this phenomenon is often referred to as the “double 

jeopardy” effect (McPhee 1963).  Double jeopardy refers to “the fact that small brands, 

relative to larger brands, tend to have lower penetration rates and lower purchase rates 

among buyers, thereby being jeopardised twice” (Baldinger and Rubinson 1997, 41).  In the 

case of McDonald’s, this brand had greater awareness and loyalty amongst three and four 

year old children, and the largest market share in the sample capital city than Hungry Jacks 

and Red Rooster (http://www.superbrands-brands.com/volIV/frameset.html).     

 

This finding raises the questions of whether the dominant brand effect is evident beyond the 

fast food product category.  How often in the child’s market does one brand dominate that 

market?  This poses an area for future research to establish whether the double jeopardy 

effect is causing the findings, and how widespread it may be in the child’s market for other 
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product categories.  What is evident is McDonald’s is a ‘super brand’ that enjoys greater 

awareness and loyalty amongst children as young as three years of age.   

 

Contribution 

 

This study has captured young children at perhaps the youngest age to get this type of data.  

Children are beginning to develop affiliations with the fast food product category.  It has 

contributed to understanding the effects of brand knowledge, brand preference and brand 

equity, and is the first reported study to consider these concepts from the perspective of 

three and four year old children.  It has established that as young as three, children have 

already developed brand knowledge and this knowledge is linked to the child’s preferences 

and equity decisions.  This development is driven predominantly by the child’s awareness 

of and images about the brand.   

 

Unlike adults, where researchers have investigated attitudinal models in relation to their 

choice decisions (Fishbein and Azjen, 1975), it was found attitudes/ liking of the brand had 

minimal effect in children’s choices.  The study shows that findings from adult studies are 

not readily applicable to young child consumers.  Researchers need to focus more attention 

on understanding these young consumers so marketers are in a better position to attract 

these consumers to their brand.   

 

The study also contributed significantly to establishing a data collection procedure that was 

effective in retrieving information from a child as young as three who are typically 

problematic to interview.  These consumers typically struggle to express their thoughts 
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clearly and effectively into words.  As a result, the experimental procedure provides a 

benchmark for researchers to employ to seek a greater understanding of young children.   

 

Today’s young children now pose one of the biggest and savviest consumer markets than 

ever before.  The child consumer market is rapidly growing and increasingly enhancing 

their influence on purchasing decisions.  A greater understanding of how these consumers 

develop brand preferences and brand equity will be essential for the growth of brands in the 

future.  It is hoped this study provides a valuable preliminary insight into understanding 

how a young child’s brand knowledge influences their preference and equity choices.  

Future research will only enhance the understanding of how young children act in the 

consumer marketplace.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
 
Experimental Procedure 
 
Step 1: 
Introduce yourself to the child “Hi, my name is XXXX”. 
 
Step 2:  
Explain to the child what they are going to do…“Would you like to play a game?  What you will have to do is 
match up some pictures with other pictures.  Would you like to do that?   
 
Step 3: 
Tell the child “Now if you want to stop playing this game at anytime that is ok, just tell me you are finished 
and we can stop playing, ok?”   
 
Wait for the child to indicate in some way they understand i.e., nods, says ok. 
 
Step 4: 
Conduct Experimental procedure with the child 
 
 
 
Child’s name:  _________________________________________________ 
 
Age:   _________________________ (ask supervisor) 
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1.  
 
WARM UP EXECISE 
 
Picture board to use:   Picture board Number 1 (pictures of toast with spread & picture of 

nothing). 
Picture of toast with a spread on it    Picture of nothing 

 
1. Bring out the picture board numbered 1. 
2. Name and point at each of the pictures on the board: picture of toast with a spread on it; picture of 

nothing. 
3. Ask the child (respondent) to point to the correct product picture (picture of toast with a spread on it; 

picture of nothing) when you name each of them for a second time. 
4. Hand the respondent one picture of a brand logo (e.g. Vegemite or Coca Cola) using a randomisation 

sequence. 
5. Ask the child if they know what the brand logos are (i.e. Vegemite and Coca Cola). Write their 

response down…  
 Knew vegemite       � Yes  � No 
 Knew Coca Cola       � Yes  � No  
 

6. Hold up each logo and name them.  Then name them again and get the child to point to the correct 
logo when named. 

7. Ask the child to “Place the logo on the picture on the board that the logo goes with. And remember, 
if it doesn’t go with any of the pictures on the board, you point to the picture of nothing.” 

 
If the child fails on three trials to make a correct match of the Vegemite logo to the picture of toast in the 
warm up exercise, still continue with the interview. 
 Place the Vegemite logo on the picture of toast with spread on it � Yes � No 
 
 Place the Coca Cola logo on the picture of nothing   � Yes � No 
 
 Number of attempts      � 1 � 2 � 3
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EXERCISE 
 
Picture board to use:  Picture board Number 2 (Pictures of Pizza, Hamburger, Chicken & Chips, Fried 

Chicken & Chips & picture of nothing).  
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Bring out the picture board numbered 2. 
2. Name and point at each of the 5 product options on the picture board. 
3. Then ask the child to point to the correct product picture when you name them again. 
4. Hand the child one of the brand logo cards and ask them to name it (record whether their response 

was correct). 
5. Then ask the child once they have named the brand logo card to place it on the picture that it goes 

with on the Picture board.  
6. Once they have placed the brand logo card on the board your only response will be “okay”. 
7. Take the picture off the picture board and hand the child another brand logo card (tell the child that 

they can place the brand logo card on any of the pictures on the picture board including the picture 
they placed the last brand logo card on). 

8. Repeat the procedure from 4 to 7 for the remaining 6 other brand logo cards.  
 

Results: 
 

Recognised these logos (Step 4) 
McDonald’s (McD)    � Yes   � No 
Hungry Jacks (HJs)    � Yes   � No 
Pizza Hut (PHut)     � Yes   � No 
Dominos (Dom)     � Yes   � No 
Chicken Treat (CT)    � Yes   � No 
Red Rooster (RR)    � Yes   � No 
KFC      � Yes   � No 
 
    

McD’s     HJs     PHut     Dom     CT     RR   KFC 
Placed on the picture of  
Pizza     �  � � �  � � � 
Hamburger   �  � � �  �   � � 
Chicken & chips    �  � � �  �   � � 
Fried chicken & chips    �  � � �  �   � � 
Nothing    �  � � �  �   � � 
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2.   
 
WARM UP EXERCISE  
 
Picture board to use:  Picture board 3 (Happy and Sad face, use the gender board that corresponds with 

the gender of the child being interviewed). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Point to the sad face on the board and indicate that if you do not like something you would point to 
the sad face.  

2. Then point to the happy face on the board and indicate that if you like something you would point to 
the happy face.  

3. Now ask the child a generic question of “What food do you like” (to test if they understand the board 
& procedure)? WRITE DOWN WHAT THEY 
SAY_____________________________________________ 

4. Then ask the child “If I showed you a picture of (food the respondent said they liked), would you 
point to the picture of the happy face or the picture of the sad face?”   

  
 Pointed to Happy face      � Yes  � No 
 

 No. of attempts      � 1  � 2 � 3 
 
Even if the child fails to point to the correct picture after three attempts, the interviewer will continue 
with the interview.   
 
5. Now ask the child the name of the food he or she does not like? (WRITE DOWN WHAT THEY 

SAY) 
_________________________________________________________________________________
_____ 

 
6. Then ask the child “If I showed you a picture of (food the respondent said they did not like), would 

you point to the picture of the happy face or the picture of the sad face?  
  
 Pointed to Sad face      � Yes  � No 
 

Even if the child fails to point to the correct picture after three attempts, the interviewer will continue 
with the interview.   

 

Product Board 3: Boy Product Board 3: Girl  
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EXERCISE  
 
Picture board to use:  Picture board 3 (Happy and Sad face, use the gender board that corresponds with 

the gender of the child being interviewed). 
 
  

1. Hold up the picture card of the hamburger and name it. 
2. Ask the child to indicate whether they like/ dislike the product pictured by pointing to the happy or 

sad face on the picture board. 
3. Repeat the above, for the remaining product cards: Chicken & Chips, Pizza and then Fried Chicken 

& Chips. 
4. Hold up one of the 7 cards with a brand logo on it and name it. 
5. Ask the child to indicate whether they like/ dislike the brand logo pictured by pointing to the happy 

or sad face on the picture board.  
6. Repeat step 5 for the remaining 6 brand logo cards. 

 

 
Results 
 

Placed on Happy Face   Placed on Sad Face 
Hamburger   �     � 
Pizza    �     � 
Chicken & Chips   �     � 
Fried Chicken & Chips  �     � 
 
McDonald’s   �     � 
Hungry Jacks   �     � 
Red Rooster    �     � 
Chicken Treat   �     � 
KFC    �     � 
Pizza Hut    �     � 
Dominos   �     � 
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3.  
 
WARM UP EXERCISE  
 
Picture board to use:   Picture board 4 (Dominos and picture of nothing) 
 

 
1. Hold up the picture card with a picture of a frog on it and name it and then do the same with the 

picture card with a picture of a pizza on it.   
2. Then point to the Dominos logo on the board and picture of nothing and name them.  
3. Then explain to the child that what they need to do is to place the picture card (frog or pizza) on the 

Dominos logo that you think you can get at Dominos.  “Now if you think you can get a pizza at 
Dominos you would put the picture of the pizza on the Dominos logo or if you think you can get a 
frog at Dominos you would put the picture of the frog on the Dominos logo.” 

4. Ask the child to place the pizza on the logo/picture it goes with (repeat up to 3 times) 
 
Placed Pizza on picture of the Dominos logo   � Yes  � No 
Placed Frog on picture of nothing    � Yes  � No 
 
No of attempts      � 1  � 2 � 3 

 
Even if the child fails to place the pizza on the Dominos logo after three attempts, the interviewer 
will continue with the interview.   
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EXERCISE 
 
Picture board to use: Picture board number 5 (A-C: McDonald’s logo & picture of nothing, 

Red Rooster logo & picture of nothing, Hungry Jacks brand logo & 
picture of nothing) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Hold up each picture card individually and name it.  
2. Hold up each picture card individually again and ask the child to name them. 
3. Hold up 1 picture card and ask the child whether they can get the picture at McDonald’s.  If you think 

you can get it at McDonald’s, place the card on the McDonald’s logo.  Indicate to the child that not all 
the cards in the pile go with the brand McDonald’s (Hungry Jacks or Red Rooster). So if you don’t think 
any of the picture card(s) go with the brand, you place the card(s) on the picture of nothing.”   

4. Repeat step 2 & 3 for the remaining picture cards. 
5. The interviewer’s only response to each match, whether correct or incorrect, will be “okay”. 
6. Repeat the above procedure using the Red Rooster picture board (5B) and then for the Hungry Jacks 

picture board (5C).  
 
Note: If the child struggles to answer/ perform this task remind them of the warm up example e.g., 
“Remember before when you placed the picture of pizza on the Dominos logo because pizza goes with 
Dominos, what do you think goes with McDonald’s/ Hungry Jacks/ Red Rooster?” 
 
Results 
McDonald’s 
Happy Meal    � M   � R   � HJ 
Ronald McDonald   � M   � R   � HJ 
Toys     � M   � R   � HJ 
Crew person    � M   � R   � HJ 
Big Mac Meal    � M   � R   � HJ 
Playground    � M   � R   � HJ 
 
Red Rooster 
Red Rooster Characters   � M   � R   � HJ 
Family Feast    � M   � R   � HJ 
Red Rooster Kids Meal   � M   � R   � HJ 
Toys     � M   � R   � HJ 
Playground    � M   � R   � HJ 
Crew Person    � M   � R   � HJ 
 
Hungry Jacks 
HJ Kids Meal    � M   � R   � HJ 
Whopper Meal    � M   � R   � HJ 
Playground    � M   � R   � HJ 
HJ Characters    � M   � R   � HJ 
Toys     � M   � R   � HJ 
Crew Person    � M   � R   � HJ  
 
Cat     � M   � R   � HJ 
Dog     � M   � R   � HJ 

 
 

   

5A 5B 5C 
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4.   
 
WARM UP EXERCISE   
 
Picture board to use:  Picture board number 6 (picture of supermarket checkout and picture of 
nothing) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Hold up the picture card with the Woolworths logo on it and name it. 
2. Hold up the picture card with the Shell logo on it and name it. 
3. Hold up each picture card again individually and ask the child to name them. 
4. Name the picture of the supermarket checkout and the picture of nothing 
5. Ask the child to “Place on the Supermarket checkout picture the picture of the Woolworths logo or 

Shell logo that you think you can purchase from a Supermarket checkout?”   
 

Completed Warm up Question properly?     � Yes  � No 
 
No of attempts       � 1  � 2 � 3 
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EXERCISE 
 
Picture board to use: Picture board Number 7 (A-C: Park, Meat Shop, Restaurant & picture of nothing)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Explain that you are going to ask them a question about whether you think you can buy brand (Red 
Rooster/McDonald’s/Hungry Jacks) from.  

1. Name and point at the 4 venues (butcher, restaurant, park and picture of nothing). 
2. Ask the respondent to point to each venue when named a second time by yourself. 
3. The respondent will then be handed one picture of a brand logo card (e.g., McDonald’s) and asked 

to: “Point to the picture of the place on the board that you can purchase the brand (e.g., McDonald’s) 
from.  And remember, if you don’t think you can purchase it at any of the places on the board you 
point to the picture of nothing”.  A randomised sequence will be used.  The picture of nothing will 
only be mentioned when the question is asked initially for the first picture board.   

Note: Use the McDonald’s restaurant board for the McDonalds logo, Hungry Jacks restaurant 
board for the Hungry Jacks logo and Red Rooster restaurant board for the Red Rooster logo. 
 
4. The interviewer’s only response to each match, whether correct or incorrect, will be “okay”. 
5. Repeat for the above procedure for the remaining two brands remembering to switch the picture 

board to include the correct picture board that displays the brand’s internal restaurant picture. 
 
Results 
 

Butcher   Restaurant   Park  Picture of nothing 
McDonald’s  �  �    �  � 
 
Hungry Jacks  �  �    �  � 
 
Red Rooster  �  �    �  � 
 
 
 

 

 

 

7A – McDonald’s 7B – Hungry Jacks 

7C – Red Rooster 
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5.   
 
WARM UP EXERCISE 
 
Picture board to use:  Picture board Number 8 (Picture of a school and picture and nothing) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Point to the picture of the school and name it. 
2. Point to the picture of nothing and name it. 
3. Take out the picture of kids and the picture of dogs and name them. 
4. Ask the child to name the picture of kids and picture of the dogs when you hold them up 

individually. 
5. Ask the child “Who do you think goes to school, kids or dogs? Place the picture you think goes to 

school on the picture of the school.” 
 
Placed kids on picture of school    � Yes  � No 
 
No of attempts      � 1  � 2  � 3 
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EXERCISE 
 
Picture board to use: Picture board Number 9 (A-C: Hungry Jacks & picture of nothing, 

McDonald’s & picture of nothing, Red Rooster & picture of nothing) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Point and name the brand logo and the picture of nothing on the picture board.  
2. Ask the child to name the brand logo and picture of nothing when you point at them for a second 

time. 
3. Show the cards of the family, big kids, grand parents and little kids individually and name them as 

you show them to the child. 
4. Ask the child to name the card when you hold it up for a second time. 
5. Ask the child “Do you think family, big kids, grand parents and/or little kids use the brand “Hungry 

Jacks” (Red Rooster or McDonald’s)?  If you think that only the family uses the brand (e.g., Hungry 
Jacks) place it on the (e.g., Hungry Jacks) brand but if you think both family and little kids use the 
brand, place them both on the brand. You can place as many cards on the brand logo as you like.  

6. Now if you think the people on the card i.e., little kids don’t go to the brand, place this card on the 
picture of nothing.  You can place as many cards as you like on the picture of nothing). 

7. Repeat for the other two brands using the picture board with the correct brand.  
 
 
Results 
 
 

Little Kids  Big Kids  Family Grandparents 
Placed on picture of Hungry Jacks  �  �  � � 
Placed on the picture of nothing  �  �  � � 
 
Placed on picture of Red Rooster  �  �  � � 
Placed on the picture of nothing  �  �  � � 
 
Placed on picture of McDonald’s  �  �  � � 
Placed on the picture of nothing  �  �  � � 
 
 
 

 

 

9A – Hungry Jacks 

 

 

9B – Red Rooster 

 

 

9C – McDonald’s 
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6. 
 
EXERCISE 
 
 
Picture board to use: None. You will use the brand logo cards (Red Rooster, Hungry Jacks & 

McDonald’s) plus the 2 toys: Nemo and Kermit. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Hold up both the toys for the child to see and name each of them.  
2. Ask the child which toy they like best out of “Nemo” and “Kermit” and record their response. 
 
  Liked      � Nemo    �Kermit 

 

 
 

3. Hold up the brand logo cards individually and name them. 
4. Hold up the brand logo cards individually again but this time asking the child to name them.  
5. Hold up the brand logo cards and ask the child “If you could go to any of these three brands: Hungry 

Jacks, McDonald’s or Red Rooster; for dinner tonight, which one would you like to go to?”  
 
  Wanted to go to   � Hungry Jacks � McDonald’s  � Red Rooster 
 
6. Then ask the child “If you could not go to (the brand they said they would like to go to in the above 

question) which one out of the other two brands (state them and hold the two brand logo cards at the 
same time) would you like to go to?” 

 
 Wanted to go to   � Hungry Jacks � McDonald’s  � Red Rooster 
 
7. “What if you could now go to (state the brand they choose as their second preferred brand – answer 

given in step 6) tonight for dinner and also get this toy (hold up the toy they liked best), where would 
you like to go out of (state the brand they indicated in step 5 - preferred brand and state the brand 
they choose in step 6 - second preferred brand)? 

 
 Wanted to go to   � Hungry Jacks � McDonald’s  � Red Rooster 

 
 
Thank the child for playing the game and escort them back to their supervisor. 
 
 

   

Nemo Kermit 
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APPENDIX B 
 
Frequency Analysis of Brand Preference and Brand Equity  

 
 

 Child’s Preferred the Brand the Most 
Brand Yes No 

McDonald’s 102 (56.4%) 79 (43.6%) 
Hungry Jacks 41 (22.7%) 140 (77.3%) 
Red Rooster 38 (21.0%) 143 (79.0%) 

 
  

 Switched from preferred brand because of toy 
Brand Yes No 

McDonald’s 49 (27.1%) 132 (72.9%) 
Hungry Jacks 23 (12.7%) 158 (87.3%) 
Red Rooster 21 (11.6%) 160 (88.4%) 
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APPENDIX C 

Independent Variables Included in the Brand Preference Analysis 
 
Independent Variables Abbreviation 

Brand Awareness – Brand Recognition  

1. Recognised McDonald's  McD 

2. Recognised Hungry Jacks logo HJ 

3. Recognised Red Rooster logo RR 

Brand Awareness - Product recognition  
4. Recognised hamburger as the main menu item for McDonald’s McDRecog 
5. Recognised hamburger as the main menu item for Hungry Jacks HJRecog 
6. Recognised chicken and chips as the main menu item for Red Rooster  RRRecog 

Affect – Product Affect  
7. Placed hamburger on happy face BurgAf 
8. Placed Chicken & Chips on happy face CCAf 

Affect – Brand Affect  
9. Placed McDonald's on happy face McDAf 
10. Placed Hungry Jacks on happy face HJAf 
11. Placed Red Rooster on happy face RRAf 

Brand Image – Brand Associations  

12. Placed toys on McDonald’s McDToy 

13. Placed toys on Red Rooster RRToy 

14. Placed toys on Hungry Jacks HJToy 

15. Placed Playground on McDonald’s McDPlayg 
16. Placed Playground on Red Rooster RRPlayg 

17. Placed Playground on Hungry Jacks HJPlayg 
18. Placed Happy Meal on McDonald's Mkids 
19. Placed Ronald on McDonald's Mchar 
20. Placed McDonald’s Crew Person on McDonald's Mcrew 
21. Placed Big Mac Meal on McDonald's MacMeal 
22. Placed Red Rooster Character on Red Rooster Rchar 
23. Placed Family Feast on Red Rooster FamFeast 

24. Placed Red Rooster Kids Meal on Red Rooster RkidsM 
25. Placed Red Rooster Crew Person on Red Rooster RRCrew 
26. Placed Hungry Jacks Kids Meal on Hungry Jacks HJKids 
27. Placed Whopper Meal on Hungry Jacks Whopper 

28. Placed Hungry Jacks Characters on Hungry Jacks HChar 
29. Placed Hungry Jacks Crew Person on Hungry Jacks HCrew 

Brand Image - Brand users  

30. Placed Little kids on McDonald’s LKidsMcD 

31. Placed Big Kids on McDonald’s BigKidsMcD 

32. Placed Family on McDonald’s FamMcD 

33. Placed Grandparents on McDonald’s GrandpMcD 

34. Placed Little kids on Red Rooster LKidsRR 

35. Placed Big kids on Red Rooster BigKidsRR 

36. Placed Family on Red Rooster FamRR 

37. Placed Grandparents on Red Rooster GrandpRR 

38. Placed Little kids on Hungry Jacks LKidsHJ 

39. Placed Big kids on Hungry Jacks BigKidsHJ 

40. Placed Family on Hungry Jacks FamHJ 

41. Placed Grandparents on Hungry Jacks GrandpHJ 
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APPENDIX D 

 
Red Rooster Brand Preference – Exploratory Binary Logistic Regression Analysis 
 

OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)  186.026    Value Sig 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)   147.445  From base model 38.581 .000 
Change         38.581  From prior step 4.466 .035 
“ Pseudo” R2            .207   
Cox and Snell R2            .192    
Nagelkerke R2            .299 
 
      Chi-square  df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow        1.079   6  .982 
  
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

      
 95.0% C.I. for 

EXP(B) 
  B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Step 5(e) BurgAf 1.076 .438 6.031 .014 2.933 1.243 6.922 
  RRToy -1.295 .533 5.899 .015 .274 .096 .779 
  GrandpMcD -1.600 .616 6.748 .009 .202 .060 .675 
  GrandpRR 1.282 .675 3.611 .057 3.604 .960 13.521 
  BigKidsHJ 1.353 .604 5.018 .025 3.871 1.184 12.649 
  Constant .426 .391 1.186 .276 1.531   

 
 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

 Predicted Group Membership 
 Selected Cases(a) 
 Child prefers RR first 

Actual Group Yes No % Correct 
Step 5  Yes 9 29 23.7 

  No 6 137 95.8 
 Overall Percentage   80.7 

a  The cut value is .500 
 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 
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Red Rooster Brand Preference – Predictive Binary Logistic Regression Analysis 
 
OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)  167.607    Value Sig 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)   136.376  From base model 31.231 .000 
“ Pseudo” R2            .186  From prior step   3.707 .054  
Cox and Snell R2            .178    
Nagelkerke R2            .274 
 
      Chi-square  df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow       1.8.24   4  .768 
  
 
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

      95.0% C.I. for EXP(B) 
 B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Step 4(d) BurgAf 1.189 .467 6.485 .011 3.285 1.315 8.205 
 RRToy -1.146 .586 3.825 .050 .318 .101 1.002 
 GrandpMcD -1.902 .642 8.778 .003 .149 .042 .525 
 BigKidsHJ 1.529 .614 6.204 .013 4.615 1.385 15.372 
 Constant .419 .421 .994 .319 1.521   

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: GrandpMcD. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: BigKidsHJ. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: BurgAf. 
d  Variable(s) entered on step 4: RRToy. 
 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

  Predicted 

 Selected Cases(a) Unselected Cases(b) 

 Child prefers RR first Child prefers RR first 

Observed Yes No % Correct Yes No % Correct 
Step 4 Child prefers RR first Yes 8 27 22.9 1 2 33.3 

  No 6 118 95.2 2 17 89.5 
 Overall Percentage   79.2   81.8 

a  Selected cases validate EQ 1 
b  Unselected cases validate NE 1 
c  The cut value is .500 
 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 
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APPENDIX E 

 
Hungry Jacks Brand Preference – Exploratory Binary Logistic Regression 
 

OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)  193.683    Value Sig 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)   131.276  From base model 62.407 .000 
“ Pseudo” R2            .322  From prior step 4.455 .035 
Cox and Snell R2            .292   
Nagelkerke R2            .444 
 
      Chi-square  df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow        8.742   8  .365 
  
 
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

      
 95.0% C.I. for 

EXP(B) 
  B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Step 9(i) McD(1) 2.664 .694 14.736 .000 14.359 3.684 55.967 
  HJ(1) -2.321 .676 11.784 .001 .098 .026 .369 
  McDAf(1) -2.316 1.258 3.387 .066 .099 .008 1.162 
  MChar(1) 1.662 .599 7.703 .006 5.270 1.630 17.042 
  RKidsM(1) 1.922 .668 8.263 .004 6.832 1.843 25.327 
  HKidsM(1) -1.054 .472 4.983 .026 .349 .138 .879 
  Whopper(1) -1.290 .534 5.833 .016 .275 .097 .784 
  HCrew(1) -1.272 .464 7.519 .006 .280 .113 .696 
  FamRR(1) -1.939 .689 7.905 .005 .144 .037 .556 
  Constant 3.651 1.276 8.182 .004 38.525   

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: HCrew. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: McD. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: HJ. 
d  Variable(s) entered on step 4: HKidsM. 
e  Variable(s) entered on step 5: RKidsM. 
f  Variable(s) entered on step 6: MChar. 
g  Variable(s) entered on step 7: FamRR. 
h  Variable(s) entered on step 8: Whopper. 
i  Variable(s) entered on step 9: McDAf. 
 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 
 

   Predicted 
 Selected Cases(a) 

  Child prefers HJ first 

Observed Yes No % Correct 
Step 9 Child prefers HJ first Yes 21 20 51.2 
    No 4 136 97.1 
  Overall Percentage   86.7 

a  The cut value is .500 
 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 
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Hungry Jacks Brand Preference – Predictive Binary Logistic Regression Analysis 
 
OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)  163.581    Value Sig 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)     99.716  From base model 63.865 .000 
“ Pseudo” R2            .390  From prior step -2.049 .152 
Cox and Snell R2            .336   
Nagelkerke R2            .517 
 
      Chi-square  df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow        6.545   8  .586 
  
 
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

        
95.0% C.I. for 

EXP(B) 
  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Step 13(k) McD(1) 2.523 .712 12.554 1 .000 12.462 3.087 50.307 
  HJ(1) -2.249 .719 9.779 1 .002 .106 .026 .432 
  MChar(1) 1.954 .719 7.389 1 .007 7.054 1.725 28.856 
  RKidsM(1) 1.803 .698 6.675 1 .010 6.070 1.545 23.838 
  HKidsM(1) -1.937 .619 9.806 1 .002 .144 .043 .484 
  Whopper(1) -1.954 .713 7.512 1 .006 .142 .035 .573 
  HChar(1) -1.178 .535 4.855 1 .028 .308 .108 .878 
  HCrew(1) -2.494 .649 14.767 1 .000 .083 .023 .295 
  FamRR(1) -3.040 .922 10.870 1 .001 .048 .008 .291 
  Constant 3.443 .954 13.016 1 .000 31.265   

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: HCrew.   g  Variable(s) entered on step 7: HChar. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: McD.   h  Variable(s) entered on step 8: LKidsRR. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: HJPlayg.   i  Variable(s) entered on step 9: MChar. 
d  Variable(s) entered on step 4: HJ.   j  Variable(s) entered on step 10: Whopper. 
e  Variable(s) entered on step 5: HKidsM.   k  Variable(s) entered on step 12: RKidsM. 
f  Variable(s) entered on step 6: FamRR. 
 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

   Predicted 

  Selected Cases(a) Unselected Cases(b) 

  Child prefers HJ first Child prefers HJ first 

Observed Yes No  % Correct Yes No % Correct 
Step 13 Child prefers HJ first Yes 17 17 50.0 3 4 42.9 
    No 2 120 98.4 3 15 83.3 
  Overall Percentage   87.8   72.0 

a  Selected cases validate EQ 1 
b  Unselected cases validate NE 1 
c  The cut value is .500 
 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 
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APPENDIX F 

 
McDonald’s Brand Equity – Exploratory Binary Logist ic Regression Analysis 
 

OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)   141.245    Value Sig 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)     91.223  From base model 50.022 .000 
“ Pseudo” R2            .354  From prior step  4.410 .036 
Cox and Snell R2             .388   
Nagelkerke R2            .517 
 
      Chi-square  df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow        4.862   7  .677 
  
 
 
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

        
95.0% C.I. for 

EXP(B) 
  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Step 6(f) RedR(1) -1.437 .582 6.087 1 .014 .238 .076 .744 
  HJRecog(1) -2.449 .728 11.327 1 .001 .086 .021 .360 
  RRRecog(1) 1.199 .596 4.047 1 .044 3.316 1.031 10.662 
  McDToy(1) 1.298 .548 5.611 1 .018 3.662 1.251 10.718 
  RChar(1) 2.530 .615 16.906 1 .000 12.551 3.758 41.915 
  FamMcD(1) -23.057 17974.84 .000 1 .999 .000 .000 . 
  Constant .476 .634 .564 1 .453 1.609   

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: RChar. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: HJRecog. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: FamMcD. 
d  Variable(s) entered on step 4: McDToy. 
e  Variable(s) entered on step 5: RedR. 
f  Variable(s) entered on step 6: RRRecog. 
 

 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

  Predicted 
 Selected Cases(a) 

  Child switched because of toy 

Observed Yes No % Correct 
Step 6 Child switched because of toy Yes 38 11 77.6 
    No 10 43 81.1 
  Overall Percentage   79.4 

a  The cut value is .500 
 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 
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McDonald’s Brand Equity – Predictive Binary Logistic Regression Analysis 
 

OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)  123.279    Value Sig 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)     76.055  From base model 47.224 .000 
“ Pseudo” R2           .383  From prior step 4.460 . .035 
Cox and Snell R2            .412   
Nagelkerke R2            .549 
 
      Chi-square df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow         2.450  6  .874   
 
 
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

        
95.0% C.I. for 

EXP(B) 
  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Step 6(f) RedR(1) -1.211 .649 3.489 1 .062 .298 .084 1.062 
  HJRecog(1) -2.205 .704 9.819 1 .002 .110 .028 .438 
  MKids(1) 2.776 1.143 5.899 1 .015 16.059 1.709 150.894 
  MChar(1) -2.704 1.397 3.744 1 .053 .067 .004 1.036 
  RChar(1) 2.727 .712 14.656 1 .000 15.293 3.785 61.787 
  FamMcD(1) -23.404 20096.49 .000 1 .999 .000 .000 . 
  Constant 1.607 .981 2.682 1 .101 4.986   

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: RChar. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: HJRecog. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: FamMcD. 
d  Variable(s) entered on step 4: RedR. 
e  Variable(s) entered on step 5: MKids. 
f  Variable(s) entered on step 6: MChar. 

 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

   Predicted 

  Selected Cases(a) Unselected Cases(b) 

  Child switched because of toy Child switched because of toy 

Observed Yes No % Correct  Yes No % Correct  
Step 6 Child switched 

because of toy 
Yes 33 10 76.7 6 0 100.0 

    No 7 39 84.8 3 4 57.1 

  Overall Percentage     80.9   76.9 
a  Selected cases validate EQ 1 
b  Unselected cases validate NE 1 
c  The cut value is .500 
 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 
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APPENDIX G 
 
Red Rooster Brand Equity – Exploratory Binary Logistic Regression Analysis 
 
OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)   24.435    Value Sig 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)      0.000  From base model 24.435 .000 
“ Pseudo” R2         0.000  From prior step   7.051 .008 
Cox and Snell R2           .705   
Nagelkerke R2        1.000 
 
      Chi-square df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow*         -    -    -    
 
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

        
  B S.E. Wald Df Sig.  Exp(B) 
Step 3(c) MChar 40.858 28011.305 .000 1 .999 55E+16 
  LKidsRR 64.546 48990.898 .000 1 .999 10E+27 
  GrandponlyHJ 23.283 16415.847 .000 1 .999 12E+9 
  Constant -43.343 28011.305 .000 1 .999 .000 

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: GrandponlyHJ. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: LKidsRR. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: MChar. 
 
 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

  Predicted 
 Selected Cases(a) 

  Red Rooster because of toy 

Observed Yes No % Correct 
Step 3 Red Rooster because of toy Yes 14 0 100.0 
    No 1 5 83.3 
  Overall Percentage   95.0 

a  The cut value is .500 
*  Hosmer and Lemeshow analysis was unable to be preformed.  
 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 
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Red Rooster Brand Equity – Predictive Binary Logistic Regression Analysis 
 

OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)   18.550    Value Sig 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)      0.000  From base model 18.550 .000 
“ Pseudo” R2          .000  From prior step 4.499 .034 
Cox and Snell R2           .664   
Nagelkerke R2         1.000 
 
      Chi-square df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow       2.450  6  .874   
 
 
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
Step 2(b) LKidsRR 42.406 41834.170 .000 1 .999 26E+17 
  GrandponlyHJ 22.302 11602.711 .000 1 .998 48E+8 
  Constant 

-21.203 11602.711 .000 1 .999 .000 

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: GrandponlyHJ. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: LKidsRR. 
 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 
 Classification Table(c) 
 
 

   Predicted 

  Selected Cases(a) Unselected Cases(b) 

  Child switched because of toy Child switched because of toy 

Observed Yes No % Correct  Yes No % Correct  
Step 2 Child switched 

because of toy Yes 12 1 92.3 1 0 100.0 
    No 0 4 100.0 1 1 50.0 
  Overall Percentage     94.1   66.7 

a  Selected cases validate EQ 1 
b  Unselected cases validate NE 1 
c  The cut value is .500 
 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 
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APPENDIX H 

 
Hungry Jacks Brand Equity – Exploratory Binary Logi stic Regression Analysis 
 
OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)   56.618    Value Sig 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)      0.000  From base model 56.618 .000 
“ Pseudo” R2           .000  From prior step   9.226 .002 
Cox and Snell R2           .749   
Nagelkerke R2         1.000 
 
      Chi-square df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow         .000  7  1.000   
 
 
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
Step 7(g) HJRecog(1) -35.767 5438.766 .000 1 .995 .000 
  RRRecog(1) 35.961 5181.671 .000 1 .994 41E+14  
  HJPlayg(1) -70.142 7659.111 .000 1 .993 .000 
  MKids(1) -70.051 8162.699 .000 1 .993 .000 
  RKidsM(1) -249.688 25564.547 .000 1 .992 .000 
  LKidsMcD(1) 105.759 12393.438 .000 1 .993 8.52 
  BigKidsMcD(1) -35.772 5793.754 .000 1 .995 .000 
  Constant 88.204 10361.454 .000 1 .993 20E+45 

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: RKidsM. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: LKidsMcD. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: HJPlayg. 
d  Variable(s) entered on step 4: MKids. 
e  Variable(s) entered on step 5: RRRecog. 
f  Variable(s) entered on step 6: HJRecog. 
g  Variable(s) entered on step 7: BigKidsMcD. 
 
 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

  Predicted 
 Selected Cases(a) 

  Switched from HJs because of toy 

Observed Yes No % Correct  
Step 7 Switched from HJs because of toy Yes 22 0 100.0 
    No 0 19 100.0 
  Overall Percentage   100.0 

a  The cut value is .500 
 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 
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Hungry Jacks Brand Equity – Predictive Binary Logistic Regression Analysis 
 
 

OVERALL MODEL FIT 
Goodness of Fit Measures    Value  Change in -2LL 
Base model -2 log likelihood (-2LL)  44.236    Value Sig 
Predictor -2 log likelihood (-2LL)   16.233  From base model 28.004 .000 
“ Pseudo” R2          .633  From prior step .000 1.000 
Cox and Snell R2          .583   
Nagelkerke R2          .779 
 
      Chi-square df  Sig. 
Hosmer and Lemeshow         .000  5  1.000   
 
 
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 

  B S.E. Wald Df Sig. Exp(B) 
Step 5 RRAf 21.260 9425.241 .000 1 .998 17E+8 
  RRToy -21.477 32569.101 .000 1 .999 .000 
  HJPlayg -20.854 9425.241 .000 1 .998 .000 
  FamFeast 20.854 9425.241 .000 1 .998 11E+8 
  RKidsM -20.986 20818.730 .000 1 .999 .000 
  Constant -20.854 9425.241 .000 1 .998 .000 

a  Variable(s) entered on step 1: RKidsM. 
b  Variable(s) entered on step 2: HJPlayg. 
c  Variable(s) entered on step 3: FamFeast. 
d  Variable(s) entered on step 4: RRAf. 
e  Variable(s) entered on step 5: RRToy. 
f  Stepwise procedure stopped because removing the least significant variable result in a previously fitted 
model. 
 
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

   Predicted 

  Selected Cases(a) Unselected Cases(b) 

  
Switched from HJs because of 

toy 
Switched from HJs because of 

toy 

Observed Yes No  % Correct Yes No % Correct  
Step 5 Switched from HJs 

because of toy 
Yes 

12 5 70.6 3 2 60.0 

    No 0 15 100.0 1 3 75.0 
  Overall Percentage     84.4   66.7 

a  Selected cases validate EQ 1 
b  Unselected cases validate NE 1 
c  The cut value is .500 
 
B=logistic coefficient; S.E. = standard error; Wald = Wald statistic; Sig. = significance level; r=correlation; 
Exp(B) = exponentiated coefficient 
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APPENDIX I 

 
Method for interpreting the B Value into a percentage change in probability 

 

Variable =    B/ (1+B) 

   

E.g., 

RRToy  = 5.234 / (1+5.234)      

  = 0.84/ 84% 
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APPENDIX J 

 

Level of Three and Four Year Old Children’s Fast Food Brand Awareness  

 McDonald’s Hungry Jacks Red Rooster 
% Recognised the brand 76.2% 66.9% 55.2% 
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APPENDIX K 

Letter Sent to DayCare/ Preschool Teacher with Consent Forms 

 
 

Department of Information Management  
and Marketing 
The University of Western Australia 
35 Stirling Highway, Crawley,  WA  6009 
Telephone +61 8 6488 7210 
 Facsimile +61 8 6488 1004 
 Email      dickm@ecel.uwa.edu.au 
http://        www.imm.uwa.edu.au/ 

 
 
 
(Insert Date) 
 
 
Dear _________, 
 
Please find enclosed the Information Sheet/ Consent Forms to be given to the parents of the 
children aged 3-5 years.  In the past, Day Care centres have found it easier to hand the 
consent form to the parent when they collect their child, then asked them to read and 
complete the form at the Centre rather than taking it home.  This makes it an easier exercise 
for the parents as they don’t need to worry about remembering to return the form to the 
centre.   
 
I believe early (insert date) was a good time for interviewing the children, so if we aim to 
commence interviewing the week beginning (insert date), this will allow at least 10 days for 
the consent forms to be returned.  I hope this date is suitable with you but if not please let 
me know.  I will give you a call to determine which day is preferable and what time is 
preferred for interviewing the children.  The children will be interviewed by Casey, who 
has been conducting the interviews at the previous Day Care Centres.   
 
If a parent would like further information regarding the study, please do not hesitate to 
provide them with Dick’s phone number 9380 7210 or my phone number 0407 774 631.  
Please contact me with any queries you may have and thank you again for allowing us to 
conduct our study at your Day Care facility. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
Claire Lambert 
PhD Student 
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APPENDIX L 

Information Sheet and Consent Form Sent to Parent/ Guardian 

 
 

Department of Information Management and 
Marketing 
The University of Western Australia 
35 Stirling Highway, Crawley,  WA  6009 
Telephone +61 8 6488 7210 
 Facsimile +61 8 6488 1004 
 Email      dickm@ecel.uwa.edu.au 
http://        www.imm.uwa.edu.au/ 

 
Dear Parent or Caregiver: 
 
My student, Claire Lambert, is a PhD student in Marketing at The University of Western Australia.  
As part of her PhD thesis she would like to talk to your child, ________________________, about 
the foods (s)he likes and seeks your assistance in completing a questionnaire.   
 
The purpose of the study is to establish young children’s and their parent’s awareness level and 
brand experience of different brands in the Restaurant category.  This study will also explore the 
dimensions used by young children when selecting a brand in the Restaurant category.  
 
This research study aims to provide Academic practitioners with a better understanding of: how 
children’s brand preferences are formed and; how children develop into consumers.  The data 
collected will be used solely for the purpose of completing a PhD research thesis and the data will 
be kept on file to be presented to the Post Graduate Research School, if required, in relation to the 
processing of this PhD thesis. 
 
The methodology involves one female interviewer playing a matching task game with your child at 
their Day Care/ Primary school facility.  The game involves your child matching products to 
different brands. The interview is expected to last no more than 10 minutes and if at any time your 
child would like to stop the interview, the interview will be terminated immediately. 
 
The questionnaire should take you no longer than 10 minutes to complete and a self-addressed 
envelope will be provided for your convenience.  This questionnaire alongside the results from the 
interview with your child will form the data for this research.  The identity of your child or your 
family will be removed so that all responses will be anonymous. 
 
(Insert Name of interviewer), will be completing the interviews with the children.  (Insert Name of 
interviewer) has had past experience in interviewing children as part of (insert details of 
interviewers past experience with interviewing young children). 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require any further information or have any queries 
pertaining to this research. 

 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Dick Mizerski, PhD 
Professor, Chair in Marketing 
Head of Department 
Ph: 9380 7210 
dickm@ecel.uwa.edu.au 
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I (the Parent or Caregiver/ Participant) have read the information provided and any questions I have 
asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  I agree to allow my child and myself to participate in 
this activity, realising that I may withdraw my child and/ or myself at any time without reason and 
without prejudice.  

I understand that all information provided is treated as strictly confidential and will not be released 
by the investigator unless required to by law.   I have been advised as to what data is being 
collected, what the purpose is, and what will be done with the data upon completion of the research. 

I agree that the research data gathered for the study may be published provided my child’s name or 
my name or other identifying information is not used. 

 
___________________________________                           __________________ 
 Parent or Caregiver/ Participant  Signature                             Date 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of Western Australia requires that all participants 
are informed that, if they have any complaint regarding the manner, in which a research project is conducted, 
it may be given to the researcher or, alternatively to the Secretary, Human Research Ethics Committee, 
Registrar’s Office, University of Western Australia, 35 Stirling Highway, Crawley, WA 6009 (telephone 
number 6488-3703). All study participants will be provided with a copy of the Information Sheet and Consent 
Form for their personal records. 


