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ABSTRACT

Measuring brand equity has been a big challengérfand managers and marketers in Kenya
and Africa in general. As a manager one need te lthe necessary skills to measure brand
equity overtime so as to be kept up to date ohemdth of a brand and know which direction the
brand is headed. The challenge for most brand nesgsdg to develop credible and sensitive
measures of brand strength to enable them trackehkh of a brand overtime. Various scholars
have come up with effective and efficient modeld garameters to measure brand equity and
have demonstrated how best one can make use of ffemresearch focused on the various
managers of different brands who are responsibieanaging these brands and concentrated on
East African Breweries Ltd and Keroche industries two main beer industries in the Kenyan

market.

The aim of this research was to find out the bragdity measurement practices in the beer

industry and explain the challenges encounterechwimeasuring brand equity.

For this purpose the researcher did a survey wheraterviewed thirty eight respondents who
were mainly managers of the various beer brands.duiestionnaire comprised eight questions

covering the two objectives.

The main findings showed that the two beer indestuised almost similar measures which
include brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceivedity, and brand association to measure
brand equity as suggested by authors such as A&@kerstudy also found out that the main
challenges that were experienced by managers ipretice were, poor training, underfunding

in research and lack of cooperation from staffitets and middlemen.

The practical implication of this research is tlegrning institutions offering marketing courses
should integrate brand management skills that walp marketing managers or brand managers
to be able to participate professionally in brégding activities and measuring brand equity.
This will help a great deal address the challerigesd by most managers while measuring brand

equity and managing brands in general.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1Background of the Study

The biggest challenge for marketers and to be gedmiand managers is to measure brand equity
of their brands and comparing their strength ammomgpeting products. Designing an effective
model to measure brand strength of their produeces headache to most of them. Brand equity
measurement provides an opportunity to generaighitssabout the basic principles for effective
brand building and brand management overtime. Mwanhd managers often use financial
measures such as sales figures, cost analysesinggpgofit and return on assets (ROA) to
determine performance of their brands. But thesasomes tend to be short-term, so an attractive
investment proposal tends to be defined as onewviiateliver immediate financial results.
Unfortunately the best way to achieve in such &esyss to starve the brand by cutting back on
the brand-building efforts that will not payoff the current time period. Thus the challenge for
most brand managers is to develop credible anditsensneasures of brand strength that
supplement financial measures with brand asset unemsWhen guided by both type of
measures, the incentive structure become more dedarand it becomes easier to justify and

defend brand-building activities.

Many companies offer a number of brands acrossiatyaf markets and countries and if these
brands are managed separately and independentty) adhoc basis, then the overall resource

allocation among the brands may not be made apptefy. Likewise if strategic decisions are



made blindly without proper measurement then resaliocation made to the different brands

will not be of value and would end up hurting tleenpany's overall performance.

1.1.1 The concept of brand equity

Brand equity is a set of assets (and liabilitie®dd to a brand's name and a symbol that adds to
(or subtracts from) the value provided by a prodoictservice to a firm and/or that firm's
customers (Aaker, 1996). It is the outcome thatuesxto a need/want satisfier when the brand
name is added on. It is the incremental contribu{imoney) per year obtained by the brand in
comparison to the underlying product (or serviddle incremental contribution is driven by the
individual customer's incremental choice probapifdr the brand in comparison to his or her
choice probability for the underlying product witio brand-building efforts. The method
provides what if - analysis capabilities to predioe likely impacts of alternative strategies to
enhance a brand's equity. Farquhar (1989) definmsdbequity from the managerial point of

view as the added value with which a brand namewsd product.

Brand equity is one of the most popular conceptanketing today and one of the most used
term in marketing research. Brand equity definitsé@ms from the concept of a 'brand." A brand
is the total sum of all that is known, thought fahd perceived about a company, service or
product. Branding therefore is the process of n@lgroducts and companies into brands-the
consistent and disciplined way a company commuescatbrand's essence to the public.

According to Aaker (1996) the major assets categotihat contributes towards brand equity
include; Brand loyalty Brand awareness/knowledgecéteed quality and Brand associations.

Usually it has been suggested that brand equitgdmsidered from the perspective of three



separate entities: firm, trade and consumer. Fraarfitm perspective, brand equity incremental
cash flow arising from the use of the brand namenRhe customer point of view, brand equity
is generally considered to be something to do wéilne and from the trade point of view, brand
equity is leverage(in terms of acceptance andildigton) arising from using the brand name.
This brings us yet to another important asset tiettributes towards brand equity; Brand

leveragability.

1.1.2 Beer Industry

Kenya has two players in the beer industry: Easicah Breweries limited which enjoys the
largest market share and Keroche industries Ltcat Bdrican Breweries Limited (EABL)
formerly branded as Kenya Breweries was foundetl9@?2 by two white settlers, George and
Charles Hurst. The company is owned by the Doddlyaof Kenya. By 1990, most of the
shareholders were Kenyan and the company was vepgessful. EABL has an annual turnover
of Kshs 35 Billion and it has the largest sharethef beer industry in the region. The group
employs more than 1000 people across East Afria8LEhas been awarded the accolade of the
"Most Respected Company in East Africa”, five yaara row (2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 & 2004)
and more recently as 2nd runners up in 2009 imaglwconducted by Pricewaterhouse Coopers
and the Nation Media Groupusker is the main brand of East African Brewewigh over 30%

of the Kenyan beer market selling more than 700 0é€tolitres per year. Tusker is also the
largest beer brand in the Diageo group of compatiiaes a 4.2% ABV alcoholic content. The
brand was first marketed in 1923, shortly after tbender of Kenya Breweries Ltd, George
Hurst, was killed by an elephant during a huntingident. It was in this year that the elephant

logo, that is synonymous with Tusker Lager, wa®iporated. The slogan "Bia Yangu, Nchi



Yangu", means "My Beer, My Country" in Swahili whievorks as part of a brand positioning
statement for consumers who are truly nationali§i&BL has also a number of brands under its
name such as; pilsner lager, white Cap lager, p)sp Tusker Malt lager, White Cap light,
Senator lager, spirits, and non-alcoholic beverageh as Alvaro and Malta Guinness.

Keroche industries limited, initially produced wiand spirits until the year 2008 when they
decided to venture into beer manufacturing a madeehinated by the EABL. Keroche first
launched a brand almost similar to Tusker lagerwes named Summit Lager and shortly after,
Summit Malt. Undoubtedly good news for Kenyan beamsumers, but will the windfall be to
the advertisers and marketers who, according t&Steadman Group-a market poll researcher-
have lost over 21% of revenues from the beveradasiny? One thing is clear to analysts:
Keroche faces a daunting task against sector Iegdst Africa Breweries Limited (EABL). The
new kid on the block will have to contend with axfeahe best organized distribution networks in
the country and the powerful brand recognition frantompany that has been operating in
Kenya for over 80 years. Keroche have been in lt@hal business for over ten years now and,
in the process, have faced some big challengekiding a major tax case against the Kenya
Revenue Authority (KRA) for a KES1billion tax clair{eroche Breweries won the case, but the
KRA is appealing the decision at the Court of App&ar EABL, the entry of Keroche is
another irritant for the battle hardened breweast @reviously faced accusations from members
of the Kenyan Parliament that its newest producthe market, non-alcoholic drink Alvaro,
actually contained alcohol. In an all-out adventisiwar, Keroche would struggle to match
EABL, which reportedly has a war chest of over KE&3. But by aiming at the low end of the
market, Keroche might just chip at EABL market ghdadowever, EABL is not going to take it

lying low and a bitter war, including massive ccetgde espionage, is not far-fetched. With its



marketing prowess, and having hounded out a muomggr competitor in SABMiller, EABL
should be well placed to ward off major competitivom Keroche. However, Keroche has
turned out to be surprisingly resilient againstidgest competitor and all indications show that

it has done its research well and knows what itdalto compete against EABL.

1.2 Statement of Research Problem

Measuring brand equity has been taken for gramtexast industries and in many organizations.
According to Aaker (1991) there exist certain imdors and measures of brand equity, which
include brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceivedlity and brand associations. Good
management starts with good measurement, and yhi keanaging a portfolio is a common set
of measures. Therefore duty lies with the managétoetietermine how best to manipulate these
indicators and come up with an effective model teasure brand strength within a product
category. Most researchers have focused their sindyrand management and have also tried to
measure brand equity from consumers point of vibut, to the best of my knowledge no
researcher has made efforts to find out why moshdmanagers do not measure brand equity

and the challenges involved in the practice.

The questions that this study endeavored to answeee how does one develop a successful
measurement model to assess the health or strerfigth brand overtime using the model

formulated and lastly what are the challenges wewlin brand equity measurement?



1.3 Research Obijectives
i. To establish brand equity measurement practicé&sast African Breweries Limited and
Keroche industries.

ii.  To explain the challenges involved in brand egoisasurement

1.4 Importance of the Study
This research aims at providing an insight to mama@f various brands, how best they can
develop a good measurement tool of measuring bstretigth which should act as a starting

point of establishing a brand-specific trackingtegs

It will also enrich business management studenscholars with knowledge of measuring brand

equity not only within a product category but adswoss product categories.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter summarized the different writings bffedent authors about the subject of this
study. The chapter reports on what has been pellish the study topic by accredited scholars
and researchers. The chapter also conveys the &dge/land ideas that have been established on

measurement of brand equity.

2.2 Brand Loyalty

Brand loyalty is a major component of brand eqaityl is a measure of the attachment that a
customer has to brand. Aaker (1991) defines loyadtyhe attachment that a customer has to a
brand and thus he considers it to be a primary m&mwa of brand equity. On the contrary,
Keller, (1993) sights loyalty as a consequencerahth equity (when favorable attributes results
in repeated purchase). It reflects how likely at@oner will be likely to switch to another brand,

especially when the brand makes a change, eith@ide or in product features.

A brand's value to a firm is largely created by thistomer loyalty it commands. Aaker, (1991)
considering loyalty as an asset encourages aritigasoyalty building program which then help

create and enhance brand equity. Brand loyaltykeyaconsideration when placing value on a
brand that is to be bought or sold, because alyhighal customer base can be anticipated to
generate a very predictable sales and profit stréafact, a brand without a loyal customer base

is usually vulnerable.



2.2.1 Brand Awareness

Awareness refers to the strength of a brand's pcesia the consumer's mind. It is the ability of

a potential buyer to recognize or recall that anrss a member of a certain product category.
Awareness is measured according to the differeryswia which consumers remember a brand

ranging from recognition (have you been exposdtiiobrand before?) to recall (what brands of

this product class can you recall?) to top of nfte first brand recalled) to dominant (the only

brand recalled). Recognition reflects familiaritgirged from past exposure, whereas a brand is
said to have recall if it comes to consumer's miten its product class is mentioned (Aaker,

1991). Brand awareness makes it easier for consutoeidentify products with well-known

brand names (Sullivan, 1998).

2.2.2 Perceived Quality

Perceived quality can be defined as the custorperteption of the overall quality or dominance
of a product or service with respect to its intehdpurpose, relative to alternatives
(Zeithaml,1988). Perceived quality is often a mgjdmot the principal) strategic thrust of a
business as among all brand associations, onlyepedt quality has been shown to drive
financial performance. It is usually at the hedrnivbat people are buying, and in that sense, it is
a bottom line measure of the impact of brand idgntViore interesting, though, perceived
quality reflects a measure of "goodness" that sfgemer all elements of the brand like a thick
syrup. When perceived quality improves, so generalb other elements of customer's
perception of the brand. To understand perceivedityuthe identification and measurement of

the underlying dimension will be useful.



2.2.3 Brand Associations

Brand equity is supported in great part by the @asions that consumers make with a brand.
These associations include product attributes,lebdey spokesperson, or a particular symbol

(Aaker, 1996). To create brand equity, it is impattthat the brand have some strong, favorable
and unique brand association. Creating strong,rédle and unique associations is a real
challenge to many marketers, but very vital in dinij customer-based brand equity. Favorable
brand associations are created by convincing coesurthat the brand possesses relevant
attributes and benefits that satisfy the needs ay what they form positive overall brand

judgments.

According to Aaker, (1991, brand associations lparclassified into three major attribute and
attributes, benefits and attitudes. Attributes #rese descriptive features that characterize a
service or a product. Attributes are further sulatlid into product related and non-product
related. Benefits are the personal value consuatesh to the product or service. Benefits can
further be distinguished into three categories fional benefits, experimental benefits and
symbolic (self-expressive) benefits. Brand attisidee consumers overall evaluations of a brand,

which is most one because it is directly associatitiil consumers buying behavior.

2.2.4 Brand Leveragability

Brand leveragability refers to the potential of rarld to extend to related, or even unrelated,
product categories. One recipe for strategic sgceed$o create and leverage assets. With its

awareness, perceived quality, associations andmestloyalty, a brand can easily leverage



itself to other product categories. A strategicqjiom, then, is how that brand can be leveraged
to create larger and stronger business entitiegeragability of a brand then is good parameter

of measuring a brand's strength.

2.3 Measures of Brand Equity

A few research organizations have helped in adorgskis problem of measuring brand equity
and although their models differ, they have usedoat similar terms and constructs. This

organizations include; Young and Rubicam, Totaldesh and Interbrand.

2.3.1 Young and Rubicam’s Brand Asset Valuator

The most ambitious effort to measure brand equitypss products, termed the Brand Asset
Valuator, is that of Young and Rubicam a major gladdvertising agency, who measured brand
equity for over 400 global brands and more tha®,@cal brands in twenty-four countries.
Each brand was examined using a thirty-two itenmstjoenaire that included, in addition to a set
of brand personality scales, four sets of measuDeferentiation, relevance, esteem and
knowledge. Differentiation measures how distinctitre brand is in the marketplace. Relevance
measures whether the brand has personal relevantteefrespondent. Is it meaningful to him or
her? Esteem measures whether a brand is heldhinréggrd and considered to be the best in its
class. Closely related to perceived quality and ékeent to which the brand is growing in
popularity. Lastly knowledge as an understandingoasvhat a brand stands for. Young and

Rubicam put forth the hypotheses that brands atedeguentially along these four dimensions.

10



2.3.2 Total Research’s EquiTrend

EquiTrend, developed by Total Research, providesa contrast to the Young and Rubicam
measures. EquiTrend is based on a small set oflesiyap powerful questions. Although limited

in scope compared to Young and Rubicam study, Eqod has developed data over time that
greatly enhance its ability to make judgments ablo@itdynamics of brand equity and its effects.
EquiTrend is based on the measures of three brgodyeassets. The first is salience, the
percentage of respondents who have an opinion abeubrand. Thus, like the Young and
Rubicam knowledge measure, it goes beyond more ertional concepts of awareness,
recognition, and recall by demanding that respotsdbold an opinion. The second, perceived
quality, is at the heart of EquiTrend in part besmit has been found by Total Research to be
highly associated with brand liking, trust, pridedawillingness to recommend. It is essentially
the average quality rating among those who had mnian about the brand. The third, user
satisfaction, is the average quality rating a breewkives among consumers who use the brand
most often. It provides a look at the strength rafnidls within their user base. The three measures

are then combined into an EquiTrend brand equityesc

11



2.3.3Interbrand’s Top Brands

Interbrand, a UK-based branding consulting compasgd a very different approach to identify
the strongest brands in the world. It's a set aédn, chosen subjectively, included the business
prospects of the brand and the brand’s market emwvient, as well as consumer perceptions.
Five hundred brands were evaluated based on sewemeac firstly, leadership, a brand that leads
its market sector is more stable and powerful tensecond, third and fourth placed brands.
The criterion reflects economies of scale for tist fplaced brand in communication and
distribution, as well as the problems that alscsraave in maintaining distribution and avoiding
price erosion. Secondly, stability; long lived bdarwith identities that have become part of the
fabric of the market and even culture are partitylpowerful and valuable. Thirdly, market;
brands are more valuable when they are in markéts growing or stable sales levels and a
price structure in which successful firms can befifable. Fourthly, international; brands that
are international are more valuable than natiomalremgional brands, in part because of
economies of scale. More generally, the broadentaeket scope of a brand, the more valuable
it is. Fifthly, Trend; the overall long-term tremd the brand in terms of sales can be expected to
reflect future prospects. A healthy, growing brandicates that it remains contemporary and
relevant to consumers. Sixth is; Support, brands tiave received consistent investment and
focused support are regarded as stronger than thaskave not. However the quality of support
should be considered along with the level of supdastly, Protection, in terms of a brand’s

legal trademark which is critical to the brand’'sesgth.

12



2.3.4 The Brand Equity ten

From the above three efforts to measure equitysagoroducts Aaker, (1996) proposed a set of
general measures and termed them as Brand equityAethe name suggests, ten measures
were chosen. The measures which were nominated gvetged in five categories. The first
four categories represent customer perceptioneeobtand along the four dimensions of brand
equity; loyalty, perceived quality, associationsd aawareness. The fifth include two sets of
market behavior measures that represent informabbtained from the market-based

information rather than directly from customers.

2.4 Loyalty Measures

Loyalty is a core dimension of brand equity. A Ibgastomer base represents a barrier to entry,
a possible price premium, time to respond to coitgeinnovations and a bulwark against
deleterious price competition. A basic indicatoidmfalty is the amount a customer will pay for
the brand in comparison with another brand offesimgilar or fewer benefit. The price premium
may be the best single measure of brand equityadl@j because it directly captures the loyalty
of customers in a most relevant way. If they aeytbhould logically be willing to pay a price
premium; if they are not willing to pay more, tloyalty level is shallow. Satisfaction (or liking)

is a direct measure of how willing customers arstick to a brand.

2.4.1 Perceived Quality and Leadership Measures

Perceived quality is one of the key dimensions raintd equity. It has been proven in studies
using statistical models to directly affect bothtire On Investments (ROI) and stock returns.

Perceived quality can be measured with scale sachigh quality versus shoddy quality or

13



consistent quality versus inconsistent quality. dexahip can be measured by scales that ask
whether a brand is; a category leader, growing mopilar or respected for innovation.
Perceived quality is a key strategic variable fangpfirms. Total Quality Management (TQM)or
one of its relatives has been central to many fifondhe past decade, and perceived quality is
usually the end goal of TQM programs. For many 8saperceived quality defines the
competitive milieu and their own position withinathmilieu. Some brands are price brands, and
others are prestige or premium brands. Within treagegories, the perceived quality position is
often the defining point of differentiation. Penoedl quality is usually at the heart of what the
customers are buying and in that sense; it is #olmeline measure of the impact of brand
identity. Even when the brand identity is defingdtbe functional benefits, most studies will
show that perceptions about those benefits areelgla®lated to perceived quality. When

perceived quality improves, so generally do othements of customer perception of the brand.

2.4.2 Associations /Differentiation Measures

Measurement of associations can be structured ing tisree perspective of brand identity: the

product as a product (value), brand -as- persan(bpersonality) and the brand-as-organization
(organization associations). One role of brandtithers to create a value proposition. The value
proposition which usually involves a functional béhis basic to brands in most product

classes. The value measure provides a summaryatodiof the brand’s success at creating that
value proposition. Brand value can thus be meashyeaisking whether the brand proves good
value for the money or whether there is a reasdahisobrand over the others. Brand personality
is the second element of associations/ differaohatFor some brands, the brand personality

provides links to the brand’s emotional and seliressive benefits as well as a basis for brand-
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customer relationship and differentiation. Candidatales for measuring this would include:
does this brand have a personality? Or is thiscrateresting? An organization association is
likely to be a factor particularly when brands amailar with respect attributes, the organization
is visible or when a corporate brand is involved.tdp the brand-as-organization, scales such as
these could be considered: the brand is made loygamization | would trust or | admire brand a
organization. Differentiation is a summary measafebrand association. The three sets of
measures of brand association all tap various dsines of how the brand can be differentiated
from its competitors. Measures of differentiatiavuld include: this brand is different from the

other brands or this brand is basically the santbesther brands.

2.4.3 Awareness Measures

Awareness reflectthe presence of the brand in the mind of custonfiecain be a driver in some
categories, and it usually has a key role to piaprand equity. Brand awareness reflects both
the knowledge and salience of the brand in theocust's mind Awareness can be measured in
different levels including the following; Recognition (“haw®u heard of brand A?"Recall

(*what brands of beer can you recall?”)
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2.5 Figure 2.1How Brand Equity generates value
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter entails the methodology and desigd usgathering data so as to establish brand
equity measurement practices and the challengedved while measuring the same in the two
beer manufacturing industries in Kenya. The sarpplgulations are the employees who work
directly for East African Breweries Ltd and Keroclmelustries. It also explains validity of the

instruments used in the study. These include quesdires and interviews used to collect the

data.

3.1 Research Design

As indicated in the problem, the study design case study predicated on EABL and Keroche
Industries. This is due to the fact that these am®indeed the only players in the malted beer

industry in Kenya.

3.2 Population of the Study

The population of this study will be the Brand mgers, regional representatives and sales
managers of the two companies. They are best placadswer the research questions and thus

the research objectives.

3.3 Sample Design

A simple random sampling technigue was used tocsdlge sample size based on the

convenience and availability of the respondents.
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In this case consists of 42 employees from the lheer industries and to be specific 2 brand
managers, 18 regional representatives, 10 salesagesnand 12 marketing executives. This

sample is ideal because it incorporates playetsatieaunclassified.

3.3.1 Table 1. Target population table

Population Sample size

category

Brand managers |2

Regional 18

representatives

Sales managers 10

Marketing 12
executives
Total 42

3.4 Data Collection Method

The research involved both primary and secondatg. d&imary data was collected by use of
both close-ended and open ended questionnaire mstened by the interviewer to the

respondents. Secondary data was collected frontdhganies’ monthly newsletters, annual

reports and the internet.
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A questionnaire is a set of questions which enahlesearcher to obtain certain answers. It can
be open or closed questions. According to Dillm&®0Q), open questionnaires allow
respondents to give answers in their own way. Rb®95) indicates that closed questions
provide a number of alternative answers from whiehrespondent is instructed to choose. The
researchers used both open and closed questioagjuBstions were short and to the point. This
enabled many respondents to understand them. Bearaher made the questions general and

not to target a certain cluster of employees tbdid questionable.

Five questionnaires were pre-tested using otheulptipn similar to the intended one. This
reduced problems of comprehension or other sowtesnfusion. Oppenhein (1992) indicated
that the researcher should encourage respondenexgigining to them the purpose of the

survey, how the results could benefit them anditthe time it will take to complete.

3.5 Data Analysis

Data collected by the foregoing questionnaire waayaed by the use of quantitative methods.
Quantitative analysis involves creating tables fitequencies to determine the quantities, while
gualitative analysis describes the quality of imfation gathered. The information has been
presented in tables, graphs and charts and thempieted. These measures were deemed

adequate for the comprehensive analysis of studyi®flata.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of the analysimia gathered by the researcher in the course
of this study. The study includes the detailedrimfation about the survey and the respondents in
general. It gives both theoretical and graphicakpntation in a summary form of all the study
findings. The findings of the analysed data wersented on tables, graphs and charts to reflect
different response rates amongst the responderits. ahalysis of the response rate was

conducted and the obtained data was subjectedatatitptive and qualitative analysis.

4.2 Presentation of results (Quantitative Analysis)

4.2.1 Respondents Rate Analysis

Table 4.1 Response Rate

Response Rate Frequency Percentage

Response Rate 38 90%
Non Response A 10%
Total 42 100%

Source: Author (2011)
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Figure 4.1 Response Rate

10%

B Response Rate

B Non Response

Source: Author (2011)

Table 4.1 and figure 4.1 above analyses the nundfequestionnaires administered to
respondents. Out of the questionnaires distribatédo the field, only a few were not resumed.

As indicated in table 4.1 from the study conduc8®o responded and 10% did not respond.

Mugenda and Mugenda (2003) proposed that while @idtaring questionnaires, a response rate
of 50% is adequate for analysis and reporting. ithér suggested that 60% is good response
while 70% is very good. The researcher thereforeiciers the response rate good and sufficient

for data analysis, reporting and drawing conclusion
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4.2.2 Respondents Length of service with current gployer

Table 4.2 Respondents length of service

Duration (years) Frequency Percentage

1to3 5 13%
4t06 12 32%
7109 10 26%
10to 12 6 16%
more 5 13%
Total 38 100%

Source: Author (2011)

Figure 4.2 Respondents length of service

Respondents Length Of Service
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Source: Author (2011)
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From the table and figure 4.2 above it is cleat thajority (32%) of the respondents had worked

for their current employer for 4-6 years, 26% fe® years, 16% for 10-12 years, 13% for more

than 12 years and 13% for 1-3 years.

4.2.3 Participation in the Design and Developmentf@rand Strategies

4.3 Participation in Development of Brand Strategis

Response Frequency Percentage

Yes 38 100%
No 0 0%
Total 38 100%

Source: Author (2011)

Figure 4.3 Participation in Development of Brand Stategies

Chart Title

HYes HMNo

Source: Author (2011)
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Interpretation

According to the study all the respondents (1008jciated that they were involved in the

design and the development of brand strategiesdisated by table 4.3 and figure 4.3.

4.2.4 Brand Strategy

Table 4.4 Brand strategy in brand management and nmted alcoholic beverages

Rating 1= (totally disagree) to 5= (totally agree) 1 2 3 4 5
Brand strategy has become central in brand 0 0 0 2 36
management in general

Percentage 0% 0% 0% 5% 95%
Brand strategy has become critical in the malted 0 0 0 2 36
alcoholic beverages in Kenya.

Percentage 0% 0% 0% 5% 95%

Source: Author (2011)
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Figure 4.4 Brand strategy in brand management and m@ited alcoholic beverages
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Interpretation

According to the table 4.4 and figure 4.4 95% of tespondents strongly agreed that brand
strategy has generally become central in brand geamant. 95% also totally agreed that brand
strategy has become critical in the alcoholic nthlteeverage industry. Only 5% of the
respondents did not totally agree and chose thegrat 4 which is approximately closer to the

rating of 5. Therefore majority were of the opinitiat brand strategy is vital in the industry.
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4.2.5 Relevance of brand equity measurement in ttedcoholic beverage

industry.

Table 4.5 Relevance of brand equity measurement

Rating 1=not relevant at all, to 5=extremely

relevant. 5| 4 3 2 1
Score 36| 2 0 0 0
Percentage 95% | 5% | 0% 0% 0%

Author: Source (2011)

Figure 4.5 Relevance of brand equity measurement

Relevance of brand equity measurement

S

C
r 5 4 3 2 1

¢ Relevance

Source: Author (2011)

Interpretation

According to the table 4.5 and figure 4.5 abové/o38 the respondents indicated that brand
equity measurement was extremely relevant in tbehalic beverage industry. 5% of the

respondents gave a rating of 4 which is very ctogein terms of relevance.
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4.2.6 Measurements used to measure brand equity.

Table 4.6Measurements used to measure brand equity.

n=38 Frequency | Percentage
Characteristic

Repeat buy (brand loyalty) 38 100%
strength of the brand name (brand awareness) 38 100%
competition against the brand 33 87%
perceptions about the brand (perceived quality) 37 97%
Social concerns associated with the brand. (brand

associations) 27 71%
others 18 47%

Source: Author (2011)
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Figure 4.6 Measurements used to measure brand equit
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Interpretation

The researcher sought to find out what measurentieeysused to measure brand equity in their
portfolio of brands. Out of the 38 respondents 1304gested that they used both repeat buy
and strength of the brand name, 97% used percsmioout the brand, 87% used competition,
71% used brand associations while 47% used othasumes mainly leverage to measure brand

equity. On average 84% used the measures above.
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4.2.7 Most considered measures

Table 4.7 Most considered measures

Rating (1=most
considered,5=least considered) 1| % 2| % 3| % 41 % 5 %
Repeat buy 38 100% 0| 0% 0] 0%| 0| 0%| 0| 0%
strength of the brand names 1 3% 37| 97% 0| 0% | O] 0%| O| 0%
competition against the brad 513% 2| 5% 4111%| 27| 71%| 0| 0%
perceptions about the brand 3 8% 11{29%| 24|63%| 0| 0%| O] 0%
social concerns associated with
the brand 0 0% 0| 0% 0| 0% | 4|11%| 34| 89%
Source: Author (2011)
Figure 4.7 Most considered
measures
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Interpretation

According to table 4.7 and figure 4.7 above thelltssestablished that repeat purchase was the
most considered measure with 100% of the resposdadicating so. Strength of the brand
name was the second most considered with 97% afeSpondents, followed by perceptions of
the brand with 63% of the respondents giving ite of 3 while the rest gave it a rate 2 and 1 at
29% and 8% score respectively. Competition agdirvestorand was ranked fourth with majority
of 71% respondents giving a rate of 4. Social comeassociated with the brand was the least

considered measure with 89% of the respondentsahdg so.
4.2.8 Challenges involved in brand equity measureme

Table 4.8 Challenges involved in brand equity measement

Response Frequency Percentage

YES 36 95%
NO 2 5%
Total 38 100%

Source: Author (2011)

Figure 4.8 Challenges involved in brand equity measement

S%%
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Source: Author (2011)
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Interpretation

From the table 4.8 and figure 4.8 it is clear &6 of the respondents indicated that indeed
there are challenges when measuring brand equhije %% of the respondents suggested

otherwise.

4.2.9 Challenges

Table 4.9 Challenges

Characteristic Frequency Percentage

Lack of cooperation from top management 22 61%
Lack of cooperation from dealers 36 100%
Lack of cooperation from retailers 36 100%
Poor training of sale staff 29 81%
Poor training of middlemen 36 100%
Lack of understanding of essence of BEM 9 25%
Inadequate financing 34 94%
Fear of information getting to competitors 20 56%

Source: Author (2011)

Figure 4.9 Challenges

Challenges

Source: Author (2011)
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Interpretation

From the table 4.9 and figure 4.9 demonstratespbilite 36 respondents who indicated that they
faced challenges while measuring brand equity, 1@@%phasized lack of cooperation from top
management, dealers and poor training of middlemere the main challenges involved in
measuring brand equity. Inadequate financing i® asmain challenge with 94% of the
respondents, 81% of the respondents voted for paaring of staff,56% indicated fear of
information leaking to competitors was also a @ale, 61% lack of cooperation from top
management and 25% indicated that lack of undeistgnof essence of brand equity

measurement was also a challenge.
4.2.10 Brand Systems Audit

Table 4.10 Brand Systems Audit

Response Frequency Percentage

YES 24 63%
NO 14 37%
Total 38 100%

Source: Author (2011)

Figure 4.10 Brand Systems Audit

Source: Author (2011)
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Interpretation

According to table 4.10 and figure 4.10, 67% oftbgpondents indicated that they perform

brand system audit while 37 % do not.

4.2.11lssues considered when performing Brand system Audi

Table 4.11 Issues considered when performing Brarglystem Audit

N=24

Characteristic Frequency | Percentage
Brands that are so important as to receive

more than their share of resources 22 92%
The role played by endorsement brands 21 88%
Benefits of branding in its exploitation 23 96%
Brands that play a supporting role to other

brands 18 75%
A plan that identifies the most feasible range

of brands 8 33%
The existence of co-brands 23 96%
The existence of brand extension options 18 75%

The number of brands to introduce into the
market 10 42%

Source: Author (2011)
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Figure 4.11 Issues considered when performing Branslystem Audit
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Interpretation

The researcher sought to find out the issues tteatcansidered by the respondents who had
indicated that they perform brand systems audit.ddthe 24 who said they performed the task
an average of 80% of them suggested that theyilgrtaonsidered the issues above although “ a
plan that identifies the most feasible range ohtsi and * the number to introduce into the

market” did not receive a lot of consideration watl83% and 42% score respectively.
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4.2.12 Comparing Brand Equity across other productlasses

Table 4.12 Comparing Brand Equity across other prodct classes

Response Frequency | Percentage

Yes 36 95%
No 2 5%
Total 38 100%

Source: Author (2011)

Figure 4.12 Comparing Brand Equity across other prduct classes

5%

W YES
mNO

Source: Author (2011)
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Interpretation

From the table 4.12 and figure 4.12, out of thee€&pondents on 95% indicated that they usually
compare brand equity of their brands with thosetbér products in different product classes.
5% of the same respondents indicated that thepatidompare.

4.2.13 Competitors considered.

Table 4.13 Competitors considered.

n=36

Item Frequency Percentage
Bottled Water 16 44%
Tea/Coffee 19 53%
Unmalted Beverages 26 72%
Wines And Spirits 35 97%
Outdoor Activities 17 47%

Figure 4.14 Competitors considered.
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Interpretation

From the table 4.13 and figure 4.13 above, out®fr&&spondents who did confirm that they
compared brand equity with those of other produ@® indicated that they would consider
wines and spirits as their competitors, 72% seteatenalted beverages, 53% tea or coffee, 47%
outdoor activities and 44% malted beer. This clegxdlicates that wines and spirits were largely

considered by almost all respondents as their cttape
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION S

5.1 Introduction

The analysis of quantitative data that was coldtem the primary sources as well as the
gualitative data collected lead to some importamtctusions. The main conclusion drawn from

the analysis carried out in the previous sectidriiie paper is presented in this chapter.

5.2 Summary of the findings

The main aim of carrying out this research wasdialdish brand equity practices in the beer
industry in Kenya and also explain the challengased while measuring brand equity. The
research established that most respondents hacedvdok the current employer for a period of
between four to twelve years which indicates thatsimof these respondents had enough
experience in their jobs to respond to the questmrsed by the interviewer. The research then
confirmed that 100% of these respondents had beearivied in the design and development of
brand strategies either as brand managers, salesgers, and regional representatives. Majority
of these managers believe that brand strategy amatsat in brand management and also critical

in the beer industry.

Roughly all the respondents indicated that brandtgeneasurement was extremely relevant in
the beer industry especially due to increased ctitigreand highlighted the parameters they use
to measure equity as Repeat buy (brand loyaltygn8th of the brand name (brand awareness),

Perceptions about the brand (perceived qualityynp=dition against the brand and social
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concerns associated with the brand in the ordema$t considered to the least considered,

respectively. Others mentioned included leveragsgtzlthough by fewer managers.

The study also established the challenges most geamdace while measuring brand equity.
100% of the respondents indicated that lack of ecaton from dealers, lack of cooperation
from the retailers and poor training of middlemeargvthe main challenges they encountered in
the process. Inadequate financing for purposesaging research companies to measure brand
equity was also a major challenge with 94% agre&ing. Poor training of staff was another
concern as most staff did not receive training cend management at their education level.
Lack of cooperation from the top management, fdainformation getting into the hands of
competitors and lack of understanding of the essefdrand equity measurements from other

members of staff summarized the challenges thakehed brand equity measurement.

To address these challenges the respondents pauatetiat they planning of a plan to entice
dealers, top management and retailers in ordemgare that they cooperated and understood the
need to measure brand equity. Training seminarsquate financing to fund research and
securing their data banks was also put forward résnded solutions to overcome these
challenges. From the respondents’ point of viewnbdrequity measurement will be a key tool to

success not only to every brand in the market.

The research also made enquiries of whether tlesgmmndents perform brand systems audit on
their brands and 63% of them indicated that thepe&lform the audit and 37% do not. From the

study the researcher discovers that the issuesderad by the managers in this process include ;
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roles played by the endorser brands, benefitsariding, important brands that ought to receive

more share of resources, existence of co-brandbramd extension options.

The study further establishes that majority of tenagers do compare their brands’ equity with
those of other competing products and that moghem considers wines and spirit as major
competitors. The second competitors are unmalteegrbges with 72%, followed by tea or

coffee, outdoor activities and lastly bottled watspectively.

5.3 Conclusions

The researcher has in this study been able tole$tand evaluate the various practices applied
in the beer manufacturing industries in Kenya antié specific in East African Breweries Ltd

and Keroche industries Ltd who are the major pkyethe Kenyan Market. The researcher has
shown that the two organizations do actually mesabuand equity of their various brands using
some of the parameters put forth by the variouslach as mentioned in the literature review
such as repeat buy (brand loyalty), Brand awarengssceived quality, brand association,

competition against the brand and leveragabilitye Btudy is also able to show the level of
importance and relevance of measuring brand edpaty managers of very successful brands

and thus confirms the importance of brand equitgsneement.

The research helps also to conclude the variousnaaid challenges affecting brand equity
measurement as poor training, under funding inareteand lack of cooperation from the
various players in managing and marketing brande 3Jtudy also concludes that the issues

considered while carrying out brand systems auwitude; roles played by endorser brands,

40



benefits of branding, strategic brands, existentcettegic brands and existence of brand

extension options.

5.4 Recommendations

Finally, based on the outcomes of this study amrdatailable literature on this area of brand
equity measurement, the researcher would like tkentiae following recommendations that can
be used to help solve the problem of designingfeactere model to measure brand strength of
various brands and also address the challengelved/m brand equity measurement.

That all learning institutions offering marketinguses should not only introduce a brand
management course but also make it a mandatorgeaura core unit. This will guarantee that
every graduate will have basic skills of how to @g@ brands through measuring there equity
and would also be able to extend those skills herstthrough training.

There is also need to enlighten the top managetsemportance of research as we know good
management starts with good measurement. They dlioetefore be advised to fund research
activities such as brand equity measurement adelguahd made to remember that healthy
brands are managed overtime and so health cheslkessential in the long-run.

It is important that brand managers should alsosoreabrands across products and markets so
that they are able to benchmark against the besiciBnarking is common when undertaking
cost improvement programs; why not in branding sTdlso provides an opportunity to generate

insights about the basic principles for effectivartd building and brand management.
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5.5 Suggestions for Further Studies

Generally, no research is an end in itself. Duthéolimiting factors, it was not possible to carry
out a comprehensive research on this area. Owinthedfact that it was only focused East
African Breweries and Keroche Industries Ltd, thexeneed for further research on how and
whether other organizations measure brand equdyifatmey measure, what are the challenges
they face.

It is also important that one should use the memseant tools suggested by the various scholars

to measure brand equity across product categanesnarkets.
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Appendix 1

INTERVIEW GUIDE-RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE
PART A

1. Gender

(Optional)

Male |:|
Female [ ]

2. Age (Optional)

- 20-30yrs ]
- 31-40yrs ]
- 41-50yrs []

3. For how long have you worked with your current eoypl? (Optional)

- 1-3yrs ]
- 3-5yrs [ ]
- 5-7yrs [ ]
- 7-9yrs []

- More —please state................coeeeennn.

4. Have you been involved in the design and developwigorand strategies?

[ ] Yes
[1 No
5. If yes, in what capacity? (Please state)
6. Indicate the level of agreement with the followstgtements 1= total agree, 5= totally disagree.

1= (totally disagree) to 5= ( totally agree)
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1.

Brand strategy has become central in brand manageme

Brand strategy is critical in the malted beveraggustry

in Kenya

PART B

To what extent would you rate the relevance of reaquity measurement in the alcoholic
beverage industry? Instructions: (1 for not refe\a all, 5 for extremely relevant).

Not relevant at all Extremely relevant
1...... 2...... T 4....... 5......

2 What measurements do you use to measure brang @gydur portfolio of
brands?

Repeat Buy [ ]

Strength of brand name

Competition onslaught against the brand.

Perceptions about the brand

Social concerns associated with the brand

Others SPECITY. ... e

3. To what extent do you use the measures outlimgdestion (2) in order of consideration?
Instructions: 1) for the most considered; 5 for the least consided).
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1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7
8)

[ ]

PART C

. Are there any challenges involved in brand equigasurements?

[ ] Yes
[ ] No

If yes, what are these challenges?

Lack of cooperation form top management

Lack of cooperation from dealers

Lack of cooperation from retailers

Poor training of sales staff

Poor training of middlemen

Lack of understanding of the essence of brand gguitasurement from other members of staff
Inadequate financing for purposes of paying agerceneasure Brand equity.

Fear of information getting into the hands of competitors?

Others (Please SPECITY ... ..o i it e e e

What is your view of the future of brand equity m@@ment practices in the Malted Beverages
industry in Kenya?

Do you perform Brand Systems Audit?
[ ] VYes
[ 1 No
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6. If yes, what are the issues in consideration?
Brands that are the so important as to receive tharetheir share of resourd_]
The role played by endorsement brands [ ]
Benefits of branding in its exploitation ]
Brands that play a supporting role to other bran[ ]
A plan that identifies the most feasible range rainols[__]
The existence of co-brandq ]
The existence of brand extension optio[_]

The number of brands to introduce in the marlﬁ|

7. Do you compare your Brand’'s Equity with those dfestproducts?

[ ] Yes
[ ] No

8. If yes, being in the Malted Alcoholic Beverage Istty which of the following  would you

consider as your competitors?

a) Bottled water

b) Tea/ Coffee

c) Unmalted Beverages
d) Wines and spirits

e) Outdoor activities.
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