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While the marketing and psychology fields have merged together to offer a wealth of knowledge dedicated to the consumer preference

formation process, a majority of these studies assume that a consumer forms her/his preferences in the following sequence: (1st) Prior

to experiencing a product, a consumer’s preferences are weakly formed due to the lack of product category knowledge and the

ambiguity of the ideal attribute combination; (2nd) the consumer’s initial experience with the new product category typically involves

the pioneering brand; and (3rd) after the initial product trial, the consumer experiences some of the competing brands while constantly

updating her/his preferences.  Absent from the consumer preference formation literature is the consideration of a consumer that has

only experienced a single brand, even though other competing brands exist.

 

The results of the current study suggest that experienced-first and variety-seeking customers both form preferences that are stronger

than the preferences formed by win-back customers.  Furthermore, the brand preference strength of experienced-first and variety-

seeking customers appear to be equally strong.
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Single-Brand Experience vs  Multiple-Brand Experience: 
Another perspective on consumer preference formation

Mitchell Hamilton, Syracuse University, USA
Omar Woodham, North Carolina State A&T, USA

For decades, the consumer preference formation process has fascinated marketing researchers.  Though versatile in nature, consumer 
preference literature typically encompasses the following buyer learning constructs: prior knowledge and order-of-entry (Robinson & Fornell 
1985; Carpenter & Nakamoto 1989; Kardes & Kalyanaram 1992; Kerin et al. 1992).  While the marketing and psychology fields have merged 
together to offer a wealth of knowledge dedicated to the consumer preference formation process (Carpenter & Nakamoto 1989; Arnould 1989; 
Mantel & Kardes 1999), a majority of these studies assume that a consumer forms her/his preferences in the following sequence: (1st) Prior 
to experiencing a product, a consumer’s preferences are weakly formed due to the lack of product category knowledge and the ambiguity of 
the ideal attribute combination; (2nd) the consumer’s initial experience with the new product category typically involves the pioneering brand; 
and (3rd) after the initial product trial, the consumer experiences some of the competing brands while constantly updating her/his preferences.  

Absent from the consumer preference formation literature is the consideration of a consumer that has only experienced a single brand, 
even though other competing brands exist.  Occasionally, consumption habits are passed down through familial generations, whether inten-
tionally or unintentionally.  For example, a young college student that is away from home may be undeterred from her/his rigid routine of 
using Tide when doing laundry because “that’s the brand my mother always used”.  Also, consider a consumer that is completely satisfied 
after her/his initial product trial experience and has always been a firm believer in the “if it’s not broke, then don’t fix it” school of thought.  
These types of consumers may not feel the urge to try any of the competing brands (Fournier 1998).  

Would these “single-brand” consumers affect the dynamics of the traditional consumer preference formation model offered by Carpenter 
& Nakamoto (1989)?  After all, the Merriam-Webster dictionary does define preference as, “the act, fact, or principle of giving advantages to 
some over others.”  A single-brand consumer lacks the trial experience with regards to the competing brands; therefore, a single-brand con-
sumer could not possibly develop preferences that are as strong as or stronger than a consumer with “multiple-brand” experiences.  Or could 
they?  The current paper addresses these questions and also offers an alternative perspective on the notion of first-mover’s advantage.  This 
perspective emphasizes the combined importance of a consumer’s first encounter with a particular product category and the brand encoun-
tered during this initial experience (which may or may not involve the first-mover brand).  The current authors refer to this as “experienced-
first advantage”.  

THE STUDY
The purpose of this study is to distinguish the impact of single-brand user experience on the preference formation process, from the 

impact of multiple-brand user experience.  The authors seek to answer the following question: Who develops stronger brand preferences, 
consumers that have only used a single brand within a product category or consumers that have used multiple brands?  

Methodology
Brand user experience is operationalized into one single-brand group (experienced-first customers) and two multiple-brand groups (win-

back customers; variety-seeking customers).  Subjects are naturally selected based upon the following criteria:

•	 Experienced-First Customer

o Has at least five years of product usage experience within the product category

o Has not used more than one brand within the product category

o Currently considers himself/herself to be brand loyal

•	 Win-Back Customer

o Has at least five years of product usage experience within the product category

o Has used more than one brand within the product category

o Currently considers himself/herself to be brand loyal

•	 Variety-Seeking Customer

o Has at least five years of product usage experience within the product category
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o Has used more than one brand within the product category

o Does not currently consider himself/herself to be brand loyal

The data is collected using an online survey.  For each of the groups, brand preference strength is measured using two types of conjoint 
analyses, choice-based (a decompositional, top-down approach) and self-explicated (a compositional, bottom-up approach).  Each groups’ 
level of brand preference strength is indicated by the intra-correlation and intra-variance between the two conjoint analyses.  Brand preference 
strength will have a positive relationship with the correlation and a negative relationship with the variance.  

Findings
The preliminary results suggest that experienced-first and variety-seeking customers both form preferences that are stronger than the 

preferences formed by win-back customers.  Furthermore, the brand preference strength of experienced-first and variety-seeking customers 
appear to be equally strong.  

The authors posit that: (1) win-back customers are not fully satisfied with their current brand but have decided to settle upon the best 
option; and (2) experienced-first and variety-seeking customers are both sufficiently satisfied with their brand selections.  However, further 
data is needed to support these claims.
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Until Death Do Us Part: Consumer Response to Brand Elimination
Kendra Hart, Ivey Business School, University of Western Ontario, Canada

Intuition tells us that there must be some degree of disappointment for consumers when their favourite brands are gone.  Researchers 
have demonstrated consumer relationships with brands (Fournier 1998), consumer attachment to brands (Park, Macinnis, and Priester 2006), 
and self-brand connections (Escalas and Bettman 2003, 2005).  Clearly, brands play an important part in consumers’ lives.  

Although anecdotal reports of consumer response to high profile brand discontinuation exist in the popular media, there is a paucity 
of scholarly research in this area.  There is little empirical evidence of the dimensions and breadth of consumer felt response to a brand’s 
elimination from the marketplace. Ignorance of consumer response leads to an underdeveloped sense of the consumer mindset when looking 
to fill the brand void with a competitive offering.  It also demonstrates a weaker understanding of the dimensions of consumer-brand relation-
ships.  This study seeks to begin to drill down on the dimensions of consumer emotional response in an effort to envisage potential consumer 
behavioural response.

Understanding the various dimensions, strength and causes of emotions in a consumption context can help marketers to better under-
stand and predict resulting consumer behaviour (Watson and Spence 2007).  Appraisal theories have outlined how emotions stem from cogni-
tive appraisals individuals make about situations or events relevant to their well-being (Bagozzi, Gopinath, and Nyer 1999).  Arguably, the 
loss of a favoured brand can be seen as affecting well-being for those who have strong ties to the brand.  

METHOD
This exploratory study was conducted via an online survey with 125 respondents.  Participants were asked to think about a favourite 

brand that they like to buy, followed by instructions to write about their history with the brand and what it means to them.  Subsequently, they 
read a fictitious newspaper article that mentioned that the brand was going to be pulled from the marketplace shortly.  Participants were then 
asked to write about their thoughts and feelings about this news, as well as a few open-ended questions about their relationship with the brand.


