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Abstract

By linking the Brisoux—Laroche Model and the Extended Competitive Vulnerability Model, this study offers a more complete
understanding of the brand choice process in the Japanese fast-food industry. The existence of the four sets of awareness, proposed by the
Brisoux—Laroche Model of brand categorization, was first established using fast-food brands and then the causal relationships among brand
cognition, attitude, confidence, and intention in each of the sets were examined. After finding direct effects among the constructs in the
consideration, hold, reject, and foggy sets, the Extended Competitive Vulnerability Model was tested using the two most popular fast-food
brands in consumers’ consideration sets. Our results empirically validate the proposed model of brand competition, thus providing new
insight into how consumers select one fast-food brand over another. Following a demonstration of the interrelatedness of brand evaluations, a

discussion of our findings, with respect to brand management in the fast-food industry, ensues.

© 2004 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

“How consumers make their choice of brands in multi-
brand situations is one of the least understood yet important
phenomenon in the marketing of QSRs” (Quick Service
Restaurants—hereafter, fast-food restaurants; Laroche and
Parsa, 2000, p. 219). Among the limited number of studies
that have examined the process of choosing among multiple
fast-food brands, Laroche and Parsa (2000) empirically
validated the Brisoux—Laroche model of brand categoriza-
tion, and Laroche and Toffoli (1999) brought together the
Brisoux—Laroche model and Bliemel’s (1984) theory of
price—quality choice behavior (Brisoux and Laroche,
1980). This study extends previous research on brand choice
in the fast-food sector by exploring the consumer brand
selection process in the Japanese fast-food industry, where
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multibrand choice is common. Like their North American
counterparts, Japanese consumers are faced with a plethora of
domestic and foreign fast-food brands (e.g., McDonald’s,
Lotteria, Kentucky Fried Chicken, Mos Burger, Matsuya, and
Yoshinoya). Although young Japanese consumers have
wholeheartedly adopted foreign brands like McDonald’s,
their loyalty to national brands such as Mos Burger remains
unwavering (Ohnuki-Tierney, 1997).

In studying consumers’ brand selection processes,
researchers have demonstrated the existence of both direct
and competitive effects between consumers’ cognitive eval-
uations, attitudes, confidence levels, and intentions (see
Laroche et al., 1994, 1995, 1996, 2001; Laroche and Sado-
kierski, 1994). However, no one has previously modeled
brand choice within each of the four sets of awareness put
forth by Brisoux and Laroche (1980). Also, researchers have
not yet examined both the direct and competitive effects
within consumers’ evoked sets (hereafter, consideration sets),
where competition among leading brands is quite intense.
This study fills the void by testing the link between the
Brisoux—Laroche Model of brand categorization and the
Extended Competitive Vulnerability Model of brand compe-
tition using Japanese fast-food brands. Our test involves a
three-step approach: (1) the Brisoux—Laroche Model of
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brand categorization is validated, (2) the relationships among
brand cognition, attitude, confidence, and intention in each of
the four sets of awareness are examined, and (3) the Extended
Competitive Vulnerability Model is tested using the two most
popular brands in consumers’ consideration sets. Based on
the findings, useful marketing strategies that allow managers
to differentiate their brand from the nearest competitors,
especially in consumers’ consideration sets, are suggested.

2. The Brisoux—Laroche brand categorization process

In the last decades, researchers have tried to comprehend
the brand categorization process and the evaluative criteria
used to arrive at a choice in a particular brand category.
Howard (1963) indicated that consumers consider only a few
alternatives instead of the total set when they simplify and
manage their brand choice. He divided the total set into an
awareness set and an unawareness set. Later on, Howard and
Sheth (1969) put forward the concept of the consideration set
in which only a limited number of brands are actively taken
into account in the choice process. However, their model
only identifies and categorizes brands that are considered as
purchase alternatives. Narayana and Markin (1975) further
expanded the awareness set into three subsets: the consider-
ation, inert, and inept sets, and adopted the same definition
for the consideration set (Howard, 1963). Following
Howard’s conceptualization, all brands in the consideration
set are evaluated positively. Brands in the inert set are neither
accepted nor rejected; they are neutral. In the inert set, brands
are rejected from purchase consideration and are negatively
judged by consumers. In 1980, Brisoux and Laroche pro-
posed a more expanded awareness set, splitting it into two

—| Awareness Set l—

Available Set

—| Unawareness Set |

groups: a processed set and an unprocessed (foggy) set (Fig.
1). Consumers assess the brands in the processed set on at
least one salient attribute and in turn, form their opinions
(i.e., attitudes, confidence levels, and purchase intentions).
Conversely, brands in the unprocessed (foggy) set are not
evaluated on any salient attribute. Although consumers are
aware of these brands, they have no clear opinion of them.

In the Brisoux—Laroche model of brand categorization,
the processed set is further divided into three subsets: con-
sideration, hold, and reject sets. Processed on all salient
attributes, consumers hold positive attitudes, confidence
levels, and purchase intentions toward the brands in their
consideration sets (Brisoux and Laroche, 1980) and only
consider these brands when making a purchase decision.
Although brands in the hold set are not considered as purchase
alternatives, consumers still hold positive, negative, or neutral
attitudes and intentions vis-a-vis these brands (Laroche and
Toffoli, 1999). For instance, a consumer may have a positive
attitude toward a brand in the hold set because of its quality,
but may consider it as inappropriate for a particular consump-
tion situation. Alternatively, a consumer may have a negative
attitude toward a brand because of its price but may still keep
it on hold for special occasions. Moreover, the hold set may
contain brands that a consumer neither likes nor dislikes. As s/
he collects new information regarding these brands, s/he will
move them into her/his consideration or reject sets. The
consumer may even forget about the brand, thus placing it
in the foggy set. The last set is the reject set where brands are
considered as unacceptable purchase alternatives and con-
sumers hold negative attitudes toward these brands.

Overall, the Brisoux—Laroche model offers an expanded,
better defined brand categorization process. Since its incep-
tion, several studies have empirically supported the model

CONSIDERATION SET*

HOLD SET
—| Processed Set l—

REJECT SET

—| FOGGY SET |

Source: Brisoux and Laroche (1980). * In the original Brisoux-Laroche model, the term evoked set was used
instead of consideration set. Since the latter term has gained in popularity, it is used instead.

Fig. 1. The Brisoux—Laroche Model of brand categorization.
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Table 1
Hypotheses relating to the Brisoux—Laroche Model of brand categorization
Consideration Hold set Reject set Foggy set
set (Hla) (H1b) (Hlc) (H1d)
Cognition Highest Average Average Lowest
to low
Attitude Highest Average Lowest Lower than
average
Confidence Highest Average Average Lowest
to low
Intention Highest Average Lowest Low
to low

Inspired from these sources: Brisoux and Laroche, 1980, Laroche and
Parsa, 2000, Laroche et al., 1985, and Laroche and Toffoli, 1999.

(e.g., Laroche and Parsa, 2000; Laroche et al., 1985;
Laroche and Toffoli, 1999)—although, never in a Japanese
context. Based on the original model and some of the
empirical studies that appeared subsequently, relevant hy-
potheses (Hla, Hlb, Hlc, and H1d) are summarized in
Table 1. These hypotheses outline the different levels of
cognition, attitude, confidence, and intention in each of the
four sets of awareness. One would expect the highest ratings
on all four variables in the consideration set as compared to
the other three sets. In the hold set, one would anticipate the
ratings to be slightly lower than in the consideration set as a
result of positive, negative, or neutral attitudes vis-a-vis the
brands. Because consumers do not consider the brands in
the reject set as viable alternatives, attitude and intention
scores are lowest for them. However, cognition and confi-
dence are higher than in the foggy set, in which brands have
not been evaluated in terms of any salient attribute.

3. Competition in the consideration set

As cognitive misers, consumers focus on comparisons of
a few brands to reduce the cognitive complexity of the
selection process (Bettman, 1979; Lussier and Olshavsky,
1979). This is consistent with the Brisoux-Laroche Model
(1980) whereby consumers categorize brands, when faced
with multiple alternatives, and then choose among those in
their consideration sets. In addition, evidence has shown
that there are competitive relationships among brand cog-
nitions, attitudes, and purchase intentions in consumers’
choice sets (Laroche, 2002; Laroche et al., 1994, 2001;
Laroche and Teng, 2001). Laroche recently put forward the
idea that “competitive effects are present at all stages in the
consumer decision process” (2002, p.97). Drawing on this
insight, competition is incorporated in the Brisoux—Laroche
categorization process and the determinants of choice in the
consideration set are considered. In so doing, this paper
offers a more complete picture of consumer brand choice,
and especially the interrelatedness of brand evaluations.

The brand choice process is continuous and sequential in
that cognitions are formed first, followed in order by attitudes
and confidence levels, and finally, purchase intentions

(Laroche and Teng, 2001). In the choice process, generally
speaking, consumers select a brand through several steps: (1)
they assess available information and previous experiences
with some brands to form cognitions of a focal brand; (2) they
evaluate their cognitions vis-a-vis the focal brand to form an
attitude toward and confidence in that brand while consider-
ing their cognitive evaluations of competing brands; (3) they
pursue the decision-making process only among the brands
available in the consideration set; and (4) they assess their
attitude toward and confidence in the focal brand to form a
purchase intention toward that brand, while considering their
attitudes and confidence levels vis-a-vis competing brands
within the consideration set. In the consideration set, con-
sumers evaluate brands both individually and in relation to
other brands; that is, consumers treat the brands under
consideration in an evaluative and comparative frame of
reference before making a choice. A detailed explanation of
direct and competitive effects, in the brand selection process,
follows.

3.1. Competitive effects: cognition—attitude

Ajzen (1993) argued that most contemporary social psy-
chologists prefer the cognitive approach to attitude forma-
tion, whereby attitudes develop from the beliefs that people
hold about an object. An individual assigns a positive or
negative valence to each salient attribute associated with the
object and all beliefs accumulate to form her/his attitude vis-
a-vis the object. Therefore, an individual’s cognitive evalu-
ation of a brand determines her/his attitude toward the same
brand. In addition, her/his prior beliefs of other competing
brands may also simultaneously influence her/his attitude
toward the focal brand. This explains why experienced
consumers are more likely to use their prior experiences to
discriminate between brands.

The contention that a consumer’s attitude toward a
particular brand depends on her/his cognitive evaluation of
that brand and her/his perceptions of the competing brands
finds support in numerous studies. Woodside and Clokey
(1974) were the first to propose that a consumer’s beliefs
toward competing brands partially impact her/his attitude
toward a focal brand and in turn determine her/his intention
to buy that brand. Other researchers (e.g., Laroche et al.,
1996) also argued that cognitive evaluations of the focal
brand might affect consumer choice by creating a favorable
attitude toward that brand, while resulting in an unfavorable
attitude toward competing brands. Alternatively, cognitive
evaluations of the core brand may increase consumers’
confidence in that brand and decrease their confidence in
competing brands (see the following two sections). Laroche
et al. (1994, 1996, 2001; Laroche and Teng (2001)empiri-
cally demonstrated the influence of competing brands on
attitude formation. Findings from their studies show that an
individual’s cognitive evaluations of a focal brand and other
related brands determine her/his attitude toward the brand of
interest. Specifically, cognitive evaluations of the focal
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brand positively impact consumers’ attitude toward the
same brand and negatively impact their attitudes vis-a-vis
competing brands. Thus, the second hypothesis is:

H2: Consumers’ cognitive evaluations of a focal brand (i)
positively impact their attitudes toward the focal brand and
negatively impact their attitudes toward the competing
brands (jp, ip7 Jjp) in the consideration set.

3.2. Competitive effects: cognition— confidence

Howard (1989, p. 34) defined confidence as ‘“‘the
buyer’s degree of certainty that [her/his] evaluative judge-
ment of the brand is correct.”” This definition suggests that
confidence not only pertains to the buyer’s overall belief in
a brand, but involves the buyer’s ability to evaluate the
attributes of the brand. Consumers who know a brand’s
attributes, the importance of such attributes, and the
performance of the brand on such attributes can discrim-
inate these brands easily and confidently in a given product
category. Researchers have confirmed that confidence in a
particular brand is a function of familiarity with the brand
(Laroche et al., 1996; Park and Lessig, 1981). Brand
familiarity increases the ability to efficiently comprehend
and use new information related to the brand (Laroche et
al., 1996; Urbany et al., 1989). At low levels of familiarity,
consumers are not able to adequately discriminate among
available brands. Experienced consumers rely on their prior
knowledge of the attributes of various brands to confident-
ly choose an appropriate brand. This suggests that confi-
dence reflects one’s conviction in her/his beliefs about a
brand and leads us to hypothesize:

H3: Consumers’ cognitive evaluations of a focal brand (i)
positively impact their confidence in the focal brand and
negatively impact their confidence in the competing brands
(Jb> b Jp) in the consideration set.

3.3. Competitive effects: attitude/confidence—purchase
intention

In the consumer choice literature, researchers have estab-
lished a significant positive relationship between brand
attitude and intention (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). Extending
previous research, Laroche and Brisoux (1989) proposed a
multibrand model of intentions, where different brands com-
pete along their overall attitude evaluations in determining
the consumer’s intention to choose a specific brand. They
classified the influence of attitude toward a focal brand on
intention to purchase that brand as a direct effect, while the
impact of attitude vis-a-vis other brands on intention to buy
the focal brand as a competitive effect. The findings showed
that the direct effect (competitive effect) positively (nega-
tively) impacts intention to buy the focal brand. Therefore, a
consumer’s intent to buy a focal brand is determined not only
by her/his attitude toward the same brand, but also by her/his

attitudes toward other brands. Several studies have provided
evidence to support this argument (Laroche et al., 1994, 1996,
2001; Laroche and Teng, 2001). Evidence has also shown
that confidence is one of the determinants of purchase intent
and as such, plays a key role in its prediction (Bennett and
Harrel, 1975; Laroche et al., 1996; Laroche and Sadokierski,
1994). For example, Laroche and Sadokierski (1994) found
that consumers’ intentions to choose an investment firm
depend on their level of confidence in evaluating the firm.
Laroche et al. (1996) confirmed the relationship between
confidence and intention in the consumer brand selection
process and demonstrated the effects of competing brands on
intention to purchase a focal brand. Together, brand attitude
and confidence contribute to the formation of purchase
intention, which leads us to hypothesize:

H4: Consumers’ attitudes toward and confidence in a focal
brand (7,) positively impact their purchase intentions toward
the focal brand and negatively impact their purchase
intentions toward the competing brands (j, #,# Jji,) in the
consideration set.

3.4. Reciprocal relationships: attitude < confidence

Attitude is considered as a means of altering consumer
confidence in brand evaluations, whereas confidence is seen
as one of several strength-related attitude properties (Raden,
1985). It is likely that higher or lower attitudes, toward a
particular brand, lead to higher or lower confidence levels in
evaluating that brand. Similarly, higher or lower confidence
levels in a specific brand increase or decrease attitudes vis-
a-vis the same brand. Moreover, consumers not only judge
specific brands (e.g., McDonald’s), they also make overall
assessments about brands within a given product or service
category (e.g., consumers from ‘a global idea’ of fast-food
restaurants). Because these global assessments influence the
evaluation of individual brands (a phenomenon known as
the halo effect), one would expect correlated relationships
between brand cognition, attitude, and confidence vis-a-vis
the focal brand and competing brands (Beckwith et al.,
1978; Laroche et al., 1994). The proposed model thus
includes several correlated relationships between the various
constructs (i.e., Attitude Blk—Confidence BI1, Attitude
B2—Confidence B2, Cognition Bl<>Cognition B2, Attitude
Bl—Attitude B2, Confidence Bk—Confidence B2). The
related hypotheses are:

H5a: Consumers’ attitudes toward and confidence in a focal
brand (7,) in the consideration set are positively correlated.

HS5b: Consumers’ cognitive evaluations of, attitudes toward,
and confidence in a focal brand (i) are positively correlated
with their cognitive evaluations of, attitudes toward, and
confidence in the competing brands (j,, i,# j,) in the
consideration set.

This study links the Brisoux—Laroche Model and the
Extended Competitive Vulnerability Model by explaining
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how consumers choose among brands in their consideration
sets. Although the consumer goes through the brand catego-
rization process and ends up placing brands in her/his
consideration set, s’he must still choose among these brands.
Hence, the brands in the consideration set compete against
each other until the consumer selects the one with the most
competitive attributes (e.g., low price, high quality). This
means that the consumer makes a choice by cognitively
evaluating the different brands in her/his consideration set,
forming her/his attitudes and confidence levels for each
brand, assessing these attitudes and confidence levels across
the different brands, and then finally selecting one brand.

4. Method
4.1. Sample

Data was collected from undergraduate students at a
major Japanese university. The 12-page questionnaire was
distributed in classroom settings and participation in the
study was optional. Based on menu offerings, 12 restaurants
were carefully selected to represent the fast-food industry in
Japan—McDonald’s, Douter, Mos Burger, Mister Donut,
Kentucky Fried Chicken, Lotteria, Starbuck’s Coffee, Sub-
way, First Kitchen, Burger King (no longer in operation in
Japan but present at the time of the data collection),
Matsuya, and Yoshinoya. These chains correspond to dif-
ferent segments of the Japanese QSR industry [e.g., chicken,
sandwich, hamburger, beef bowl (a Japanese creation),
snack, and coffee], targeting different meal times. Translated
into Japanese, the self-administered survey contained ques-
tions relating to consumers’ evaluations, attitudes, confi-
dence levels, intentions, and choices vis-a-vis the 12 fast-
food brands. Of the 254 respondents, 170 were male and 84
were female between the ages of 18 and 28. Young adults
who, according to industry surveys, patronize fast-food
establishments were targeted (Knutson, 2000; Laroche and
Parsa, 2000; Ohnuki-Tierney, 1997).

4.2. Measures

4.2.1. Four sets of awareness

The four different awareness sets of the Brisoux—
Laroche Model were measured using five questions. Spe-
cifically, the consideration set was measured using these
two questions: (1) “indicate your first choice from the 12
fast-food brands” and (2) “indicate other fast-food brands
which you would consider selecting when your first choice
is not available.” Following along the same lines, the hold
set was measured by asking: “of those 12 fast-food brands,
are there any which you have formed an opinion of but
cannot say whether or not you would be willing to select it/
them?”” The reject set was measured by asking respondents
to indicate the fast-food brands they “would definitely not
consider purchasing” and finally, the foggy set was mea-

sured by asking them to indicate the fast-food brands they
“have not yet formed an opinion of.” The responses were
coded as a series of 12 dummy variables (0,1).

4.2.2. Cognition

Two 7-point scales were used to measure consumers’
attitudes toward the selected brands. The questions, which
referred to brands respondents had previously heard of,
were “to what extent do you feel you have enough
information to make an informed judgment about...?”
(1 =no information, 7=a lot of information) and “to what
extent do you feel you are sufficiently knowledgeable to
make an informed decision about. ..?” (1 =not knowledge-
able at all, 7T=very knowledgeable). For the four sets,
coefficient o values ranged from .84 to .94.

4.2.3. Attitude

Two 7-point scales were used to measure consumers’
attitudes toward the selected brands. The items were the
following: “please indicate the degree to which you like. ..”
(1=dislike very much, 7=Ilike very much) and “please
indicate the degree of your satisfaction with...” (1 =very
unsatisfactory and 7=very satisfactory). For the four sets,
coefficient o values ranged from .84 to .93.

4.2.4. Confidence

Referring to brands respondents had previously heard of,
overall confidence in brand evaluations was measured with
two 7-point scales (1 =not confident at all, 7=very confi-
dent and 1=very uncertain, 7=very certain). For the four
sets, coefficient o values ranged from .86 to .95.

4.2.5. Intention

For each of the 12 fast-food brands, intention to pur-
chase was measured with two 7-point scales by asking
respondents to “indicate the strength of your intentions if
you were to make a selection” (1=would definitely not
intend to buy, 7=would definitely intend to buy) and
“indicate how strongly you feel about purchasing...”
(1=would strongly consider not buying, 7=would strongly
consider buying). For the four sets, coefficient o values
ranged from .83 to .93.

5. Results and interpretation

To study the link between the Brisoux—Laroche Model
and the Extended Competitive Vulnerability Model, a three-
step analysis was conducted. ANOVAs were first performed
to examine the differences in set size, brand cognition,
attitude, confidence, and purchase intention across the four
sets of awareness. Structural equation modeling was then
used to test the causal relationships among the constructs in
each set. Finally, a model of the competitive effects between
the two most popular brands in consumers’ consideration
sets was developed and tested.
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Table 2
ANOVAs across the four sets and Scheffé comparisons
F value Consideration Hold set Reject set Foggy set
set (CS) (HS) (RS) (FS)

Set size 135.20 4.71 (0.15) 2.50 (0.10) 1.82 (0.08) 2.07 (0.09)
Cognition 291.14 5.56 (0.06) 3.84 (0.10) 2.90 (0.12) 2.28 (0.08)
Attitude 353.10 5.59 (0.05) 3.88 (0.06) 3.13 (0.08) 3.83 (0.05)
Confidence 86.39 5.56 (0.06) 4.55 (0.09) 4.26 (0.13) 3.60 (0.10)
Intention 383.02 5.62 (0.05) 3.51 (0.08) 2.48 (0.09) 3.31 (0.08)

Significance of Scheffé comparisons

CS-HS CS-RS CS-FS HS-RS HS-FS RS-FS
Set size 0.00 (0.16) 0.00 (0.17) 0.00 (0.17) 0.00 (0.17) 0.09 (0.17) 0.58 (0.18)
Cognition 0.00 (0.11) 0.00 (0.12) 0.00 (0.12) 0.00 (0.13) 0.00 (0.12) 0.00 (0.13)
Attitude 0.00 (0.08) 0.00 (0.08) 0.00 (0.08) 0.00 (0.09) 0.95 (0.08) 0.00 (0.09)
Confidence 0.00 (0.12) 0.00 (0.13) 0.00 (0.13) 0.20 (0.13) 0.00 (0.13) 0.00 (0.14)
Intention 0.00 (0.09) 0.00 (0.10) 0.00 (0.10) 0.00 (0.10) 0.25 (0.10) 0.00 (0.11)

The numbers in parentheses are standard errors of estimates.

5.1. Validation of the Brisoux—Laroche Model

Several ANOVAs were conducted in order to determine
differences in set size (i.e., the average number of brands in
each set), brand cognition, attitude, confidence, and inten-
tion between the four sets. Along with mean scores and
standard errors, the results also include all possible Scheffé
comparisons (Table 2). Of the four sets, the consideration set
is the largest at 4.71, followed by the hold set (2.50), the
foggy set (2.07), and the reject set (1.82). The difference in
set size across the four sets is significant, [F(3,829)=
135.20, P<.01]. All pairs of means among the four sets
are significant (P<.01), except the one between the reject
and foggy sets. In other words, the set size of the reject set is
not significantly different from the one for the foggy set.
Overall, the results strongly support the hypothesized pro-
files of the four sets of awareness (Brisoux and Laroche,
1980).

The consideration set measures of brand cognition,
attitude, confidence, and intention were all significantly
higher than those in the other three sets. Respondents have
more cognitive evaluations (5.56), hold more positive atti-
tudes (5.59), have more confidence in their brand evalua-
tions (5.56), and have higher intentions to purchase the
brands (5.62) in their consideration sets than brands in the
other three sets (all differences significant at P<.01). Thus,
Hla is strongly supported.

The mean values of brand cognition, attitude, confidence,
and intention in the hold set are higher than in the reject and
foggy sets. The mean confidence in judging the brands
(4.55) is slightly higher than average but scores for cogni-
tion (3.84), attitude (3.88), and intention (3.51) are as
hypothesized ‘average to low.” The average values of brand
cognition, attitude, and intention in the hold set are signif-
icantly different from those in the reject set (all differences
significant at P<.01), while confidence in judging the
brands was not significantly different between the two sets
(P=.20). Similarly, the hold set was found to be significant-

ly different from the foggy set in brand cognition and
confidence (P<.01) but not in attitude and intention
(P=.95 and P=.25). These results partially support H1b.

The profile of the reject set is consistent with the
hypothesized profile for the set. As predicted, the mean
values of attitude (3.13) and intention (2.48) are the lowest.
Both measures in the reject set are significantly different
from those in the other sets (all differences significant at
P<.01). Because brands in this set are not being considered
for selection, the ratings for attitude and intention are the
lowest among the four sets (H1lc). Mean values for cogni-
tion (2.90) and confidence (4.26) are lower than average and
close to average respectively. This indicates that “the
information received about brands in the reject set do not
meet minimum requirements on specific salient attributes,
leading to higher confidence in rejecting the brands”
(Laroche and Parsa, 2000, p. 209). As a whole, the findings
largely support Hlc.

Table 3
Standardized estimates of the tested model across the four sets of awareness

Parameters Consideration Hold set Reject set Foggy
set set
Cognition — Attitude 0.606 0.403 —0.053  0.297
(9.385)" (5.491)  (—0.590) (3.395)
Cognition — Confidence 0.555 0.515 0.541 0.417
(8.686) (7.213)  (6.506)  (5.083)
Attitude — Intention 0.845 0.822 0.866 0.713
(11.112) (11.423)  (8.664)  (7.918)
Confidence — Intention  0.077 0.280 0.504 0.379
(1.164) (5.239)  (6.294)  (5.363)
Attitude<>Confidence 0.509 —0.161 —0419 —0.293
(5.875) (—1.968) (—4.023) (—3.136)
7 25.82 33.20 19.93 29.13
df 15 15 15 15
2ldf 1.72 221 133 1.94
CFI 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.98
Standardized RMR 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.04
RMSEA 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.07

? The numbers in parentheses are ¢ values.
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In the foggy set, mean attitude and intention scores are
close to the average (3.83) and mean intention scores (3.31)
are low but not the lowest. Because the brands in this set are
unprocessed, the ratings of attitude and intention are obvi-
ously neutral. As predicted, cognition and confidence scores
(2.28 and 3.60) are also the lowest among the four sets and
significantly different from the others (all differences sig-
nificant at P<.01). Thus, the results provide strong support
for the hypothesized profile of the foggy set (H1d).

In general, the results support the hypothesized profiles
of Brisoux and Laroche’s (1980) four awareness sets.
Compared to the other three sets, the consideration set
exhibits the highest ratings for all four measures. In the
hold set, the ratings are slightly lower than in the consid-

eration set as a result of positive, negative and/or neutral
attitudes toward the brands. Attitudes and intentions are the
lowest for brands in the reject set since respondents do not
consider them as worthy purchase alternatives. Cognitions
and confidence in judging the brands in the foggy set are the
lowest of all the sets since respondents have less experience
with the brands and do not feel confident in judging them.

5.2. A test of the causal relationships among the constructs
in each awareness set

To test the causal relationships among brand cognition,
attitude, confidence, and intention in each of the four
awareness sets, the maximum likelihood fitting function in

Y, Y,
82
Brand 1 83
McDonald’s
94
31
X 99 90 Y,
Cognition
23 07
X, .82 .84 Yo
53
-.06
Brand 2
Mos Burger
X3 .87 Y
Cognition
82
X4 Yo,
Confidence
89 .90
Y~ Ysg

Fig. 2. Standardized estimates for the Extended Competitive Vulnerability Model: Tested using two Japanese fast-food brands. Note: X1/X3 (information) and
X2/X4 (knowledge) are two measures of cognitive evaluation vis-a-vis brand 1/brand 2. Y1/Y5 (like) and Y2/Y6 (satisfactory) are two measures of attitude
toward brand 1/brand 2. Y3/Y7 (confident) and Y4/Y8 (certain) are two measures of confidence in brand 1/brand 2. Y9/Y 11 (intent) and Y10/Y'12 (consider
buying) are two measures of intention to purchase brand 1/brand 2. Numbers in bold indicate paths which are significant; numbers in italics paths which are not

significant; all other paths are fixed.
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EQS was used. With CFI values ranging from .98 to .99,
standardized RMR values ranging from .02 to .05, and
RMSEA values ranging from .05 to .08, the resulting
models exhibited excellent fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999; Table
3). As expected, the relationships among brand cognition,
attitude, confidence, and intention are positive in the con-
sideration set. Interestingly, attitude and confidence are
negatively correlated in the hold, reject, and foggy sets,
and positively correlated in the consideration set. This
finding suggests that consumers’ attitudes are low and
confidence levels are high in evaluating brands that fall in
the hold, reject, and foggy sets.

5.3. Validation of the Extended Competitive Vulnerability
Model

After computing means and standard deviations for all
the variables in the proposed model (Fig. 2), respondents’
cognition, attitude, confidence, and intention scores were
found to be above average for both brands in the consider-
ation set (Table 4). Using structural equation modeling, the
causal relationships among brand cognition, attitude, confi-
dence, and intention for the two most popular brands were
then tested. Brand 1 (McDonald’s) was considered as the
focal brand while Brand 2 (Mos Burger) was treated as the
competing brand (Fig. 2). McDonald’s and Mos Burger
were the two most popular fast-food brands with 180
respondents selecting the former and 155 choosing the latter.
Of these respondents, only 115 placed both brands in their
consideration sets. The Extended Competitive Vulnerability
Model was analyzed using the maximum likelihood fitting
function in EQS. Based on Hu and Bentler’s (1999) cutoff
criteria, the resulting model exhibited very good fit
(CFI=.94, standardized RMR=.09, and RMSEA=.08). All
the path coefficients and the ¢ values are summarized in
Table 5.

Verification as to whether the decision process follows a
CBA, rather than a CAB, sequence was made. Compared to
the original model, fewer competitive pathways were sta-
tistically significant in the alternative model. In fact, com-
petition between brands was nonexistent in the latter part of
the model (i.e., Intention B1 — Attitude B2, Intention

Table 4
Means and standard deviations of all factors in the Extended Competitive
Vulnerability Model

Factors Means Standard
deviations
Cognition—Brand 1 6.387 0.874
Cognition—Brand 2 5.200 1.277
Attitude—Brand 1 5.296 1.000
Attitude—Brand 2 5.772 0.949
Confidence—Brand 1 5.643 1.038
Confidence—Brand 2 5.461 1.122
Intention—Brand 1 5.639 1.014
Intention—Brand 2 5.617 1.054

Table 5

Testing the Extended Competitive Vulnerability Model: results

Paths Estimates t Values
Cognition B1 — Information B1 0.990 fixed
Cognition Bl — Knowledge B1 0.823 15.460"
Cognition B2 — Information B2 0.919 fixed
Cognition B2 — Knowledge B2 0.791 8.974*
Attitude B1 — Like B1 0.822 fixed
Attitude B1 — Satisfactory Bl 0.830 9.476"
Attitude B2 — Like B2 0.873 fixed
Attitude B2 — Satisfactory B2 0.841 10.803"
Confidence B1 — Confident B1 0.829 fixed
Confidence B1 — Certain Bl 0.879 9.491*
Confidence B2 — Confident B2 0.894 fixed
Confidence B2 — Certain B2 0.897 12.487%
Intention B1 — Intent B1 0.896 fixed
Intention B1 — Consider buying B1 0.837 10.776"
Intention B2 — Intent B2 0.866 fixed
Intention B2 — Consider buying B2 0.819 10.515*
Cognition Bl — Attitude B1 0.306 2.551%
Cognition B2 — Attitude B1 —0.060 —0.470
Cognition Bl — Attitude B2 —0.078 —0.743
Cognition B2 — Attitude B2 0.666 5.276"
Cognition B1 — Confidence B1 0.230 1.893°
Cognition B2 — Confidence B1 —0.043 —0.334
Cognition B1 — Confidence B2 —0.201 —1.757°
Cognition B2 — Confidence B2 0.475 3.714%
Attitude B1 — Intention B1 0.935 6.510%
Attitude B2 — Intention Bl —0.288 —2.514%
Confidence B1 — Intention B1 0.071 437
Confidence B2 — Intention B1 —0.170 —0.991
Attitude B1 — Intention B2 —0.016 —0.149
Attitude B2 — Intention B2 0.626 5.177%
Confidence B1 — Intention B2 —0.332 —2.363%
Confidence B2 — Intention B2 0.514 3.365%
Cognition B1«> Cognition B2 0.532 4.722°
Attitude B1<> Confidence Bl 0.249 2.583%
Attitude B2 <> Confidence B2 0.274 2.653%
Attitude B1<> Attitude B2 0.307 2.533%
Confidence B1<> Confidence B2 0.692 5.145%

* Significant at 0.01 (one-tailed).
® Significant at 0.05.

B2 — Attitude B1, Intention B1 — Confidence B2, Inten-
tion B2 — Confidence B1). Given these results, the CAB
sequence, originally conceptualized, was kept.

5.3.1. Competitive effects: cognition—attitude (H2)

The standardized estimates of the structural parameters
(i.e., Cognition Bl — Attitude B1 and Cognition B2 —
Attitude B2) show that an individual’s cognitive evaluation
of the focal brand positively impacts her/his attitude toward
that brand (Table 5). Although one would expect a consum-
er’s evaluation of the focal brand to negatively influence
her/his attitude toward the competing brand, the competitive
relationships (i.e., Cognition B1 — Attitude B2 and Cogni-
tion B2 — Attitude B1) were not statistically significant.
Hence, our results partly support H2.

5.3.2. Competitive effects: cognition— confidence (H3)
Cognition Bl — Confidence B1 and Cognition B2 —
Confidence B2 show that a consumer’s confidence in the
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focal brand increases while her/his cognitive evaluation of
the same brand increases (Table 5). On the contrary,
Cognition B1 — Confidence B2 suggests that an individu-
al’s confidence in the competing brand decreases while her/
his cognitive evaluation of the focal brand increases. Al-
though only one of the two competitive effects is significant,
our findings support H3 in that higher cognitive evaluations
of a focal brand lead to lower confidence in competing
brands and higher confidence in the same brand.

5.3.3. Competitive effects: attitude/confidence— purchase
intention (H4)

As expected, an individual’s purchase intention vis-a-vis
the focal brand is positively influenced by her/his attitude
toward and confidence in that brand (Table 5). However, a
consumer’s attitude toward and confidence in one brand
negatively influences her/his intent to purchase the compet-
ing brand. Our results support H4 and are consistent with
previous findings (see Laroche et al., 1994, 1995, 1996,
2001; Laroche and Sadokierski, 1994).

5.3.4. Reciprocal relationships (H5)

Attitude Bl—Confidence Bl and Attitude B2~ Confi-
dence B2 suggest that attitude and confidence are positively
correlated (H5a). In addition, the three reciprocal relation-
ships (i.e., Cognition Blk—Cognition B2, Attitude Bl
Attitude B2, and Confidence BlI—Confidence B2) are
significantly different from 1, which indicates that the
constructs of brand cognition, attitude, and confidence are
different for the focal and competing brands. These results
are not only consistent with previous findings (e.g., Laroche
et al., 1994), but also support our expectations of correlated
relationships between the constructs (H5b).

6. Limitations and future research

Like all studies, this one is not void of limitations.
Collected in one Japanese city, the results have limited
generalizability. That said, the use of college students, heavy
consumers of fast-food products, adds to the strength of our
findings. As a first attempt to link the Brisoux—Laroche
Model and the Extended Competitive Vulnerability Model,
our efforts were successful. Still, this study needs to be
repeated in other countries and with other product categories
in the retail sector. Further research will help improve our
understanding of the elements that make up consumers’
cognitive evaluations. Instead of relying on knowledge and
information as global measures of cognition, researchers
should study specific attributes of fast-food restaurants (e.g.,
cleanliness, menu offerings, etc.—for a complete list of
attributes, see Knutson, 2000) that enter the decision-mak-
ing process. Because the choice of fast-food franchises is
subject to a large degree of situational influence (e.g., time
of day, cash on hand, geography, and sales promotions),
further studies should include such nonproduct attributes. In

so doing, a better understanding of “the process by which
players ‘tailor’ their [decision-making strategies] to the
environment” will be achieved (Payne et al., 1993, p. 257).

The main limitation of this study was the small sample
size used to run the Extended Competitive Vulnerability
Model. Although 254 questionnaires were collected, only
180 and 155 respondents, respectively, selected McDo-
nald’s and Mos Burger as their favorite brands; of these,
115 respondents placed both brands in their consideration
sets. Given this shortcoming, three brands could not be
incorporated into the proposed structural equation model.
In future studies, the Laroche model of brand competition
could easily be extended to include more than two brands.
More importantly, the small sample size might explain the
lack of significant results for all competitive pathways.
Despite the small sample size, 6 of the 11 competitive
relationships were significant and some were negative.
According to Laroche (2002, p. 92), “not all off-diagonal
coefficients have to be significant, but if some are and
negative, this is an indication of a substitution competitive
effect.” The pattern of results thus supports the idea that
competitive effects are present throughout the brand choice
process (i.e., brand evaluations are interrelated). Curiously,
there is no evidence of the attraction effect, which leads to
wonder why consumers fail to discern a dominant alterna-
tive when choosing between two similar fast-food outlets
(i.e., McDonald’s and Mos Burger). Laroche (2002) pro-
vides several plausible explanations as to why this may be
the case. Another possibility is that “the attraction effect
may be diluted in real consumer settings by the substantial
variability in consumers’ subjective utility judgments of
the brands’ attribute levels” (Sen, 1998, p. 75). For
researchers, the challenge is to find, separate, and quantify
the different effects operating in multibrand choice.

7. Conclusions and managerial implications

This research examined consumers’ brand categorization
processes and provided insight into how consumers arrive at
the decision to choose one brand. A test of the Brisoux—
Laroche Model with 12 fast-food brands revealed that
consumers categorize available brands into four awareness
sets. Findings thus empirically validated the Brisoux—
Laroche brand categorization model in a Japanese context
and supported prior findings (Laroche and Parsa, 2000;
Laroche and Toffoli, 1999). Unlike previous studies, struc-
tural equation modeling was used to delve deeper into the
brand choice process that takes place in each of the four
awareness sets. Findings showed that consumers’ cognitive
evaluations impact both their attitudes toward and confi-
dence levels in a brand, and their intent to purchase that
brand. These results were consistent across the consider-
ation, hold, reject, and foggy sets, indicating that consumers
rely on a systematic information processing approach in
multibrand situations.
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Our attempt to link the Brisoux—Laroche Model and the
Extended Competitive Vulnerability Model was successful.
Overall, most parameters were significant and all the struc-
tural relationships were in the hypothesized direction (Table
5). These findings strongly support the notion of a positive
relationship between a consumer’s cognitive evaluation of a
focal brand and her/his attitude and intention toward the
same brand, and a negative relationship between a consum-
er’s cognitive evaluation of a specific brand and her/his
attitude and intention toward competing brands. The influ-
ence of competing brands on intention to purchase a focal
brand is consistent with previous findings in that an indi-
vidual’s intention to buy a focal brand is negatively affected
by her/his global attitudes toward and confidence in other
competing brands, and positively affected by her/his attitude
toward and confidence in the same brand. By empirically
validating the Extended Competitive Vulnerability Model,
the findings support the idea that competition among brands
is multifaceted. In other words, brands compete against each
other at every stage of the decision-making process. For
managers, constantly monitoring what competitors are do-
ing is of prime importance because increasing or decreasing
evaluations of competing brands may shift overall prefer-
ence orders (Abe and Tanaka, 1989).

As empirically demonstrated, the Brisoux—Laroche
brand categorization model allows managers to better un-
derstand how consumers sort brands. Not surprisingly, every
manager’s goal is to move her/his brand out of the other
three sets and into consumers’ consideration sets. Although
this study did not address what causes a brand to move
between and within awareness sets, the findings show that
brands in each awareness set are heterogeneous. Managers
should thus differentiate their brand from the nearest com-
petitors by spreading brand-specific information. For exam-
ple, previous research has established that information
relating to price and quality has a bearing on consumers’
evaluations of fast-food brands (Laroche and Toffoli, 1999).
The difference in net utility between high- and low-end
brands is such that it prevents the latter from being selected.
Other factors (e.g., cleanliness, variety, and location) which
have not yet been probed (for a complete list, see Knutson,
2000), may also deter consumers from placing brands in
their consideration sets.

Even within consumers’ consideration sets, competition
among brands is formidable. In the Japanese fast-food sector,
for example, McDonald’s and Mos Burger were found to be
the main competitors (i.e., the top two brands in consumer’s
consideration sets). With a worldwide reputation and more
than double the number of outlets as its nearest rival (i.e., Mos
Burger), it is of no surprise that McDonald’s is the market
leader in Japan. McDonald’s enjoys a competitive advantage
over other domestic and foreign brands by using its resources
to influence the brand categorization and choice process in its
favor. To successfully compete, Mos Burger and other close
rivals should inform customers about their brand manage-
ment strategies (e.g., brand extensions) and adopt niche

marketing (Kotler, 1994; Laroche and Parsa, 2000). This is
especially important in the Japanese fast-food industry, which
is in the early maturity stage of the life cycle. In the United
States, where the industry is fully in the mature stage, brand
management is even more important (Laroche and Parsa,
2000). Smaller companies like Chick-fil-A use billboards and
taste tests to lure customers, and to keep the company from
drowning under the advertising weight of large national
brands (Berry, 1999). By emphasizing its distinct brand
personality, this U.S.-based company is able to ensure a
position in consumers’ consideration sets.
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