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Abstract

The objective of this study is to compare the brand equity of the 3 Public Sector Petroleum Brands, i.e.,
IOCL, BPCL & HPCL among customers and evaluate the customer expectations from petro retail outlets (City,
Highway and Rural) in Thane, Vashi, Raigad and Nashik. Questionnaire was the instrument used for data
collection via Internet. There were 400 respondents. Both descriptive and inferential statistics at significance

level of a=0.05 were used for analysis.

Most of the respondents were male, age between 21-35 years old, with Graduate degree, work for a
private company, income between INR 20,000 — INR 40,000 per month.

From research findings, BPCL has the highest brand equity, followed by HPCL and IOCL respectively.
For perceived quality, market perception, brand association and brand loyalty perspectives, HPCL had the
highest score, followed by BPCL and IOCL respectively. However, for brand awareness perspective, BPCL had
the highest score, followed by HPCL and IOCL respectively.

The attitudes of the customers towards perceived quality among the three petroleum brands were
different. Attitudes toward brand association and market perception were indifferent between IOCL, BPCL and
HPCL customers. For brand loyalty, the attitudes of IOCL, BPCL and HPCL customers were different.

The factors which influenced customers most in petro retail outlet preference/selection decision making
are Dealer’s Goodwill, Behavior/Service of Pump Attendants, Petroleum Company Brand, Deals — Discounts &
Loyalty Programs, Perceived Quality & Quantity of Fuel Dispensed, Non-Fuel Facilities Provided at Retail
Outlet and Trust respectively in that order.

Keywords: Brand, Brand Equity, IOCL, BPCL, HPCL, Petroleum Brands, Customer Expectations from Petro
Retail Outlets, Brand Awareness, Brand Loyalty, Market Perception of Brands, Brand Association.
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Comparing Brand Equity of Petroleum Brands among Customers & Evaluating Customer 2013
Expectations from Petro Retail Outlets

Introduction

A successful brand is an identifiable product, service, person or place, augmented in such a way that the
buyer or user perceives relevant, unique added values which match their needs most closely (Christodoulides &
Chernatony, 2010). A brand signals to the customer the source of the product, and protects both the customer
and the producer from competitors who would attempt to provide products that appear to be identical (Aaker,
1991). Advocates of brand equity contend that for a brand to have value, it must be valued by the customer. If
the brand has no meaning to the customer, none of the other definitions of brand is meaningful (Cobb-Walgren
et al., 1995; Keller, 2000).

The oil industry influences almost all aspects of business, economics and geopolitics throughout the
world. India's oil market has so far been dominated by state firms such as the Indian Oil Corporation Ltd.
(IOCL), Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. (BPCL) and Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd. (HPCL),
especially in the marketing of petroleum products. These represent pretty strong brands amongst themselves,
but one particular customer behavior that has intrigued the marketers and researchers for long has been the
indifference exhibited by fuel consumers while making choice amongst these three brands to refuel their
vehicles (Attri, Pahwa & Urkude, 201 1a).

With the rise in the disposable income of the Indian consumers and the ever increasing population of
vehicles in the country there is going to be a huge increase in the demand for Auto fuels (STAM-Society of
Indian Automobile manufacturers, 2010). |

Each of the Public Sector Oil Marketing Company (OMC) claims in their literature that all their
activities are focused towards exhibiting certain brand values for which they are known or aspire to be known in
the market place. For example HPCL claims to be known for High Quality, Personalised Vehicle care and
Personalised Customer care; BPCL for Innoyation, Care and Reliability (abbreviated in company literature as
InCaRe); and IOCL for Care, Innovation, Passion and Trust (abbreviated in company literature as CIPT).
Despite these efforts there is a very low level of brand awareness and loyalty exhibited by the customers (Attri,
Pahwa & Urkude, 2011b, 2011c) which indicates that the level of association of the customers with these oil
marketing companies might not be as strong as expected by the companies so that they can enjoy highest degree
of brand loyalty exhibited by the customers. Since all brand decisions rely on in-depth understanding of
customer to create a point of differentiation for sustainability over time, this research is carried out aiming to
study the association level of the customer with the brand propositions/ values for the public sector oil

marketing companies in Thane, Vashi, Raigad and Nashik in Maharashtra, India. The results from this study
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would provide market insight to the OMCs regarding their current brand association level amongst the

customers.
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Literature Review

Brand is a fundamental concept originated from the fact that manufacturers needed to create one in order
to show ownership and differentiation in their products (Keller, 1998). Also, it was easy for consumers to
remember (Farquhar, 1990), since having a brand is creating something tangible (Kotler, 2000), for example,

name, term, sign, symbol, and design, as well as other intangible values (Wood, 2000), such as product image

and status reflection on product users.

Ambler (1997) (Wood, 2000) has defined brand, from consumers’ perspective, that it was like a promise
from the sellers to consumers on the expectation and satisfaction on product attributes. The attributes of the
brand could be real and tangible or they could be emotional and intangible. Blackston (1992) stated that brand
was the awareness or perception of consumers toward a particular product, regardless of the physical product

itself. This discrepancy caused the consumers to be willing to pay as well as evaluate the products and

remember the evaluation easier.

Brand is a long term asset, longer than patents or copyrights, which had limited validity period. With

thorough planning and management, the brand could always stay valuable and answer to consumer needs,

consequently allowing it to remain in the market for good (Kotler, 2000).

Several researchers and marketing experts (Farquhar, 1990; Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1998) defined brand

equities in many different ways. It can be concluded that brand equity is the added value to any particular

products, exéeeding the actual value of the physical product. It is one of the factors causing consumers to be

aware, satisfied, fond of, and confident in the product. It also motivates consumers to be willing to pay higher

price for a product, which leads to higher sales revenue and profit for the brand owners, rather than selling no

name products.

Aaker (1991) mentioned that the analysis of brand equity from the consumer’s perspective can help
consumers to easily interpret, process, and store information about the products and brands. Brand equity
affected the confidence of the consumers when making a decision to buy the products. Thus the framework in
this research involves the 4 components through which marketers can develop their brand equity: Brand

Awareness, Perceived Quality, Brand Associations, and Brand Loyalty.
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Objectives

1. To study the association level of the customer with the brand propositions/ values for the three public

sector oil marketing companies [OCL, BPCL and HPCL in Thane, Vashi, Raigad and Nashik in

Maharashtra, India.
2. To evaluate customer expectations from Petro Retail Outlets.
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Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis used to test the comparison of the brand equity for each brand can be concluded as follows:

Hypothesis 1:

Ho: Customers were aware of the indifference among the 3 petroleum brands.

—

H,: Customers were aware of the difference among the 3 petroleum brands.

Hypothesis 2:

Hy: Different brands did not received different scores regarding brand equity, in terms of perceived quality.

H,: Different brands received different scores regarding brand equity, in terms of perceived quality.

Hypothesis 3:

Hy: Different brands did not received different scores regarding brand equity, in terms of brand association.

H,: Different brands received different scores regarding brand equity, in terms of brand association

Hypothesis 4:

Ho: Different brands did not received different scores regarding brand equity, in terms of brand loyalty.

H,: Different brands received different scores regarding brand equity, in terms of brand loyalty.
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Research Methodology

This research was the survey research using questionnaire as a tool to collect the data from 400 petro
customers. This was conducted with self-questionnaire method, where respondents voluntarily completed the
questionnaire over a website. The data was collected during 21% May, 2013 to 19" July, 2013. The
questionnaire was divided into 4 sections. The first section involved demographic data, while the next section
involved brand equity data of petroleum brands. The details of the second section consisted of: brand
awareness, perceived quality, brand associations, market perception and brand loyalty. Brand awareness was
measured by asking the respondents to rank 3 brands they had in mind. On the other hand, perceived quality,
brand associations, and brand loyalty were measured by asking the respondents to rank their preference in
regard to each brand (Likert Scale); 5 for Highest, 4 for High, 3 for Medium, 2 for Low, and 1 for Lowest. The
third section of the questionnaire involved the preference toward each brand and the attributes that the

respondents thought of in each brand. The fourth section involved the factors which influenced customers in

their retail outlet preference/selection decision making.
Sample Size: 400

Sampling Technique: Stratified Independent Random Sampling

Descriptive statistics was used for analysis, e.g. percentage, mean, and standard deviation. Inferential
Statistics were also used, which involved the Test of Homogeneity and One-way Repeated-measures ANOVA,
at 0.05 level of significance. If the test results were significantly different, the test would be done in pairs to

determine the difference between each pair. The method used was the Tukey Pairwise Comparison Test (Post-

| Anova Analysis).
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Data Analysis — Research Results

The result from the research which represented the brand equity of petroleum brands was divided
into 4 parts as followed:

* Demographic Data of the samples

* Measuring Brand Equity

* Measuring Preference toward the brands and product attributes

*  Evaluating Factors which influence customers in their petro retail outlet preference/selection decision

making.
* Hypothesis Testing
Demographic data

There were 400 respondents involved in the research, of which 71% were male and 29% were female.

Figure 1: Gender Distribution of Sample

Gender

Female
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Figure 2: Age Group Distribution of sample

o

Age Group
60-85 14-20

46-60 6% 6%

Most of the respondents were between 21-35 years old (37%).
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Figure 3: Education Background Distribution of Sample

Under-Graduate - Graduate
27%

Education Background

30%

R

21%

Work fora

Profession
Work for a Auto Owner
Private 14%
Campeny Business

Figure 4: Profession Distribution of sample

14%

Government
Compaw-rm“spmt Independent
13%  pgency Truck Driver
Owner 13%
For education and profession, 30.5% received Graduate Degree while 20.5% worked for private

Companies,
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Figure 5: Income (per month) distribution of sample

INR 40,000/~
per month
31%

INR 40,000/- to
INR 60,000/- <INR 20,000/-
per month per month

24% o 31%

INR20,000/-t0

Income (per month)

>INR 60,000/~
per month
14%

Considering the incomes, mos

t of the respondents (31%) earned less than INR 20,000 per month,

Whereas 319 earned INR 20,000-40,000 per month.

As for the brand
153 chose HPCL (38.25%).

preference, 134 respondents chose TI0CL (33.50%), 113 chose BPCL (28.25%), and
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Measuring Brand Equity

According to Table 1, the total point on 5 attributes of the brand equity involved brand awareness,

perceived quality, brand association, market perception and brand loyalty. HPCL had the highest total average

point, which was 242.58, followed by IOCL with 200.62 points. BPCL had the least point of 197.08.
HPCL had the highest point in 3 attributes, which were brand perceived quality
). BPCL had the highest

Considering each attribute,
(156.57), brand association (152.67), market perception (622) and brand loyalty (146.33

brand awareness at 137.17.

Table 1: Points for Brand Equity of each brand

E The Test Result on the Difference of Brand Equity in Each Aspect

[ Test the difference of
average point for a pair of
brand by LSD

a=0.0.5

Brand Average point of each brand Sig. Value from F-
__Equity | 1oCL 'BPCL | HPCL Test

Brand
Awareness 127.5 | 137.1667 | 135.3333 0.028426813 BPCL>HPCL>IOCL

Perceived PCL>BP
| Quality 116.571429 | 126.5714 | 156.5714 0.01068203 | HPCL>BPCL>IOCL

Brand ,
Association 118 | 129.3333 | 152.6667 0.549308439 | Indifferent

ot 986019903 | Inditterent
| Perception 520 460 622 0. eren

Brand

Loyalty 121.333333 | 132.3333 | 1 46.3333 0.33015076 | HPCL>BPCL>IOCL
Total
Average
Point _ 200.680952

197.081 | 242.581
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Brand Awareness

The question asked to the respondents was which brand they had in mind when thinking of re-fuelling
their vehicle. According to the result in Table 2, it was revealed that HPCL was the first brand in mind for most
people, 153 people or 38.25%. There were 134 people thinking of IOCL, or 33.50% and there were 113 people
thinking of BPCL, or 28.25%.However, considering the total point of No.1 and No.2, BPCL was the brand that
people thought of the most; 310 people, or 77.5%, followed by HPCL with ‘259 people or 64.75%. Lastly, there

were 231 people thinking of Olympus, or 57.75%.

Table 2a: Frequency and Percentage for the Ranking of Brand Awareness According to Region &

Category of Outlet
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Table 2p; Overall Summary of Region wise Brand Awareness

Location {10cL. | BPeL | HPCL
Thane 188 218 194
Vashi 200 203 197
176 209 215
‘ashik 201 193 206

Table 5. Overall Summary of Ranking of Brand Awareness

Percentage

of people

ho first

ht of

< No. 2 Total brand
OCT 1 33.50%
- s 2

T ——
o ~753] %

Ofal

Srana

reness {BpPCY-HPCL-IOCL

Page 14 of report submitted by Anupam Prashant Mujumdar of UPES




Comparipg Brand Equity of Petroleum Brands among Customers & Evaluating Customer 2013
Expectations from Petro Retail Outlets T

Perceived Quality

The brand equity on perceived quality of 3 brands was shown in Table 3. It revealed that HPCL had the
highest point on 6 attributes, which were 182 on quality of fuel, 155 on Reasonable Waiting Time in Queue,
149 on the behavior/service of pump attendants, 170 on dealer’s goodwill, 153 on plant layout and design and
173 on non-fuel facilities provided at outlets. BPCL had the highest point on 1 attribute, which were 182 on no

discrepancy between the quantity of fuel dispensed and the meter reading. There were no attributes for IOCL

with No. 1 point.

Table 3: Comparison of the Average point on Perceived Quality

Comparison of the Average point on Perceived Quality

S.No Parameter 10CL
1 | Quality of Fuel 124
No Discrepancy '
between the Quantity
of Fuel Dispensed and 1
2 | the Meter Reading 104 |
Reasonable Waiting |
3 | Time in Queue 129 116 |
Behavior/Service of |
4 | Pump Attendants 108 143
5 | Dealer's Goodwill 128 102
6 | Plant Layout & Design 108 139
Non Fuel Facilities
7 | Provided at Outlets 115 112 |8
Average Point 116.571429 | 126.5714

When considering the average total point on the perceived quality, HPCL had the highest average point of

156.57, followed by BPCL at 126.57, and lastly, IOCL at 116.57.
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Brand Association

Table 4 suggested that HPCL, with 161 points and 184 points, was distinctive for being the brand that
auto owners and regular personal vehicle owners chose respectively. On the other hand, BPCL , with 183
points, was recognized for being chosen by transporters . When considering the average total point, HPCL had
the highest point, which was 152.67. Followed by BPCL with average point of 129.3; and finally IOCL with
118.

Table 4: Comparison of the Average Point for Brand Association

Comparison of the Average Point for Brand
Association

F:-;.No Parameter I0CL
Chosen By
Auto

1 | Owners 131
Chosen By
2 | Transporters 99 |

Regular
Personal
Vehicle
3 | Owners 124

92 s

Average
Total Point 118 | 129.3333
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Market Perception

Table 5 reveals that 211 or 53% people had a positive market perception of HPCL, followed by 196 or
49% people had a positive perception of IOCL and lastly, 183 or 47% people had a positive perception of
BPCL. However for the weighted average point of market perception, HPCL had the highest total weighted
average point at 622, followed by IOCL at 520 and BPCL at 460 points respectively.

Table 5: Measuring Market Perception of the 3 Brands

Measuring Market Perception of the 3 Brands

Weighted

Brand Positive | Neutral | Negative | Total | Sum

I0CL 196 136 68 400 520

Percentage 49% 34% 17% | 100

BPCL 188 133 79| 400 460

Percentage 47% 33% 20% | 100

HPCL 211 139 50| 400 622

Percentage 53% 35% 13% | 100

Brand Positive | Neutral | Negative | Total

10CL 588 136 -204 520

BPCL 564 133 -237 | 460

HPCL 633 139 -150 622
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Brand Loyalty

Table 6 suggests that BPCL had the highest points for 2 parameters — 147 for ‘Introduce brand to other

people’ and 140 points for ‘Willing to pay higher price for premium branded fuel’. HPCL had the highest points
for 1 parameter — 169 points for ‘Repeat Purchase’. There were no attributes for which IOCL had the highest
points. However for the total average point, HPCL had the highest point at 146.33, followed by BPCL at 132.33

and IOCL 121.33.

Table 6: Comparison of the Average Point for Brand Loyalty

rComparison of the Average Point for Brand Loyalty |

S.No | Parameter | IOCL
1 | Repeat
Purchase
of same
brand

2 | Introduce
brand to
other

people 108 |
3 | Willing to
pay higher
price for

premium

branded
fuel 135

Average

Total
Point 121.333333 | 132.3333
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Hypothesis 1 was tested using Test of Homogeneity at the significant level of 0.05. The result was = 3.57103382

, d.f=3. P-value =0.02842681. Thus, it can be concluded that customers were aware of the differences in

brands. The brand with highest brand awareness was BPCL, and the lowest was IOCL. The detail was shown in

Table 2.

Hypotheses 2 to 4 were tested at the significant level of 0.05. This was to compare the average point of

brand equity for each brand in each area. It involved perceived quality, brand association, and brand loyalty.

The test was to determine if there was any difference. One-Way Repeated-Measures ANOVA was used. This

included comparing the average point of brand equity for each pair of brands in each aspect using Tukey

Pairwise Comparison Test as shown in Table 1.

Table 1: The Test Result on the Difference of Brand Equity in Each Aspect

-

The Test Result on the Difference of Brand Equity in Each Aspect

Brand

Average point of each brand

Test the difference of
average point for a pair of

Sig. Value from F- brand by LSD

BPCL

HPCL Test «=0.0.5

___Equity
Brand

I0CL

127.5

137.1667

0.028426813 BPCL>HPCL>IOCL

135.3333

_Awareness
Perceived

116.571429

126.5714

0.01068203 | HPCL>BPCL>IOCL

156.5714

Quality
Brand

118

129.3333

0.549308439 | Indifferent

152.6667

| Association
Market

520

460

0.986019903 | Indifferent

622

| Perception
Brand
| Loyalty

132.3333

0.33015076 | HPCL>BPCL>IOCL

146.3333

Total
Av.erage
Point

121.333333

200.680952

197.081

242.581
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Findings

The result from hypothesis testing on brand awareness with n=400 was Sig=0.028426813. It can be
concluded that different brands received different score on brand awareness perspective, at significance level of
0.05. When testing the hypothesis on the difference of brand equity on a pair of brands, it was found that BPCL
had higher brand awareness than HPCL and IOCL, while, HPCL had higher brand awareness than IOCL.

The result from hypothesis testing on perceived quality with n=400 was Sig=0.01068203. It can be
concluded that different brands received different score on perceived quality perspective, at significance level of

0.05. When testing the hypothesis on the difference of brand equity on a pair of brands, it was found that HPCL

1 had higher perceived quality than BPCL and IOCL, while, BPCL had higher perceived quality than IOCL.

The result from hypothesis testing on brand association with n=400 was Sig=0.549308439. It can be
concluded that different brands received same score on brand association perspective, at significance level of

0.05. When testing the hypothesis on the difference of brand equity on a pair of brands, it was found that people
were indifferent towards the three brands.
The result from hypothesis testing on market perception with n=400 was Sig=0.986019903. It can be

concluded that different brands received same score on market perception perspective, at significance level of

0.05. When testing the hypothesis on the difference of brand equity on a pair of brands, it was found that people

| Were indifferent towards the three brands.

The result from hypothesis testing on brand loyalty with n=400 was Sig=0.33015076. It can be concluded

that different brands received different score on brand loyalty perspective, at significance level of 0.05. When

testing the hypothesis on the difference of brand equity on a pair of brands, it was found that HPCL had higher

brand loyalty than BPCL and IOCL, while, BPCL had higher brand loyalty than IOCL.
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Conclusion & Suggestions

According to customers’ overall point of view, HPCL had the highest brand equity, followed by BPCL,

and IOCL, respectively. Considering each perspective of brand equity, HPCL was the highest in 2 perspectives:
perceived quality, and brand loyalty. For brand awareness, BPCL was the highest, while IOCL was the lowest

in all perspectives.

Suggestions to increase brand equity in each brand can be concluded that HPCL had the higher brand
equity in all perspective than that of other brands. However, when considering brand awareness, HPCL should
launch dealer backed campaigns to promote brand awareness. In addition, continuous loyalty programs should
| also be considered. HPCL still needs to continue the investment in the marketing activities to maintain the
outstanding loyalty among their customers. Service should also be improved. HPCL should take an initiative to
make the transition to a one price point for its branded lubricants and should aim to phase out the distribution of
lubricants from retail outlets and should limit it to just the distributors. For BPCL & IOCL, the overall brand
equity was average. Nevertheless, IOCL should consider improving the service quality and the relationship it

shares with its dealer network. BPCL should also improve its relationship with its dealer network

The research on brand equity of the 3 public sector petroleum brands should be done periodically and

Continuously. There should be a research regarding the integrated marketing communications in other areas,

| Such as advertising, marketing events, etc. This was to determine their impacts on the increased brand equity,

| thus marketers can use this data to plan their marketing strategy accordingly and effectively.
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Appendix

Format of Questionnaire

The questionnaire is divided into 4 sections.

1. Demographic data
2. Brand equity of Petroleum Companies. The details of the second section consists of: brand awareness,

| Perceived quality, brand associations, and brand loyalty.
' 3.The preference toward each brand and the attributes that the respondents think of in each brand.

4.Factors which influence Respondents in their Retail Outlet Preference/Selection Decision Making

Demographic Data

1.

Education

Mark only one oval.

o
o
o
o

2,

School
Under-Graduate
Graduate
Post-Graduate

Male / Female

Mark oniy one oval.

o
o

3.
Mark on
o]

o 0O

&S 0

Mark .on

5.

Male
Female

Age

ly one oval.

14-20
21-35
36-45
46-60
60-85

Profession

ly one oval.

o Student

Work for a Private Company
Work for a Government Company
Business

Transport Agency Owner
Independent Truck Driver

Auto Owner

Income

Oo0O0OO0OO0

(o]

th

ark only one oval.

o 00O

<INR 20,000/- per month
INR 20,000/- to INR 40,000/~ per month
INR 40,000/~ to INR 60,000/~ per month

>INR 60,000/- per month
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6. Geographic Circle
Mark only one oval,
o Thane
Vashi
Raigad
Nashik

O O O

-3

i hicle
. Category of Retail Outlet visited by respondent to refuel his/her ve
Mark only one oval.
o City
o Highway
o Rural

o . i
Measuring Brand Equity of Petroleum Companies in Vashi Retai
Regi .

| F’eggzgncy & Percentage of Ranking of Brand Awareness

e

Name 3 petroleum brands that first come to your mind.

ow.
ark only one onac/) &9_’ n BPCL HPCL

No. 1
No. 2

No. 3

Measuring Perceived Quality
9. Tick the Petroleum Brand you thin o
Mark only one oval per row. OCL BPCL H

Quality of fyel
0 Discrepancy between the
Uantity of Fuel dispensed and
© meter reading .
®asonable Waiting Time in
Ueue

Behavior/Service of Pump
ttendants

Dealers Goodwil
lant Layout and Design
On Fuel Facilities Provided at

Retail Oytjets

best in its class on the following parameters
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Measuring Brand Association

10. Which Petroleum Brand do you associate with regard to the following parameters

Mark only one oval per row.
IOCL BPCL HPCL

Chosen by Auto Owners
Chosen by Transporters
Chqsen by Regular Personal
Vehicle Owners

Measuring Brand Loyalty

11. For which of the following petroleum brands are you willing to do the following
Mark only one oval per row.
loCL BPCL HPCL

Repeat purchase
Introduce/Recommend brand to
other people

Pay higher price for premium
branded fuel

| The preference toward each brand and the attributes that the respondents

think of in each brand.
12. What is your level of person
Mark only one oval per row.

al preference toward each petroleum brand?

i i e Low Lowest
oL Highest High  Averag
BPCL
HPCL
13. What are the top 3 attributes that you think of when referring to IOCL
Check all that apply.
' © High Quality
o Personalized Vehicle Care
o Personalized Customer Care
© Innovation
o Care
© Reliability
© Passion
o Trust
C 14. What are the top 3 attributes that you think of when referring to BPCL
heck all that apply.
©  High Quality
© Personalized Vehicle Care
© Personalized Customer Care
© Innovation
° Care
©  Reliability
° Passion
©  Trust
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15. What are the top 3 attributes that you think of when referring to HPCL
Check all that apply.
o High Quality
Personalized Vehicle Care
Personalized Customer Care
Innovation
Care
Reliability
Passion
Trust

O 0 00O OO0 o

Market Perception of Brands

16. Was what you heard on the following brands positive/negative/neutral?

Mark only one oval per row.
IOCL BPCL HPCL
-~ Positive
Negative
Neutral

Factors which influence Respondents in their Retail Outlet

Preference/Selection Decision Making
17. Which factors influence you in your Retail Outlet Prefer
Check all that apply.
" Petroleum Company Brand _
Perceived Quality & Quantity of Fuel Dispensed
Dealer's Goodwill in the market
Behavior/Service of Pump Attendents
Pump Layout Design
Reasonable Waiting Time in Queue
Trust
Deals, Discounts & Loyalty Programs
Non Fuel Facilities Provided at Outlet
Proximity to Residence / Office or Enroute

ence/Selection Decision Making

O 0O0O0OO0O0OOO0OO0OO0
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‘ Introductiona successful brand is an identifiable product, service, person or place, augmented in such a way that the buyer or user perceives
I elevant, unique added values which match their needs most closely (Christodoutlides & Chematony, 2010). A br;nd signals to the customer
ho would attempt to provide products that appear to be identical

of thy )
® product, and protects both the customer and the producer from competitors Wi
e, it must be valued by the customer. If the brand has no meaning to

A
c::tir' 1991). Advocates of brand equity contend that for a brand to have valu :
mer, none of the other definitions of brand is meaningful (Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995; Keller, 2000). The cil industry influences almost
13spects of business, economics and geopolitics throughout the world. india's oit market has so far been dominated by state firms such as the Indian
ecially in the marketing of

O
i Corporaticn Ltd. (IOCL), Bharat Petroteum Corporation Ltd. (BPCL) and Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd. (HPCL), esp
but one particular customer behavior that has intrigued the marketers

pelmleum prod; :
! fand ucts. These represent pretty strong brands amongst themselves, :
{2nd researchers for tong has been the indifference exhibited by fuel consumers while making choice amongst these three brands to refuel their

f the Indian consumers and the ever increasing population

Vehi| X
105 Altr. Pahwa & Urkude, 2011a). With the rise in the disposable income ©
Indian Automobile manufacturers

Vehicloc
Ea 'c1es in the country there is going to be a huge increase in the demand for Auto fuels (SIAM-Society of .
Ch of the pyy ir literature that all their activities are focused towards exhibiting certain

R . i i ality, Personalised
" which they are know ire to be known in the 1 . claims to be known for High Quallty,
Yy N Or aspir - any iiterature as InCaRe); and IOCL for

i
i
i

for the public sector oil

India. The results from this study would provide market insight to the OMCs
tal concept originated from the fact that

canied gut aiming to study the association level of the cust

Panies in Thane, Vashi, Raigad and Nashik in Maharashtra,
;Manyfagy current brand association level amongst the customers Literature ReviewBrand is a fundamen! ~ o
Y191 needed to create one in order to show ownership and differontiation In their products (Ketler, 1998). Also, it was easy

0 e
S ::::a ;nsbl:';‘(Fafrqullar. 1990). since having a brand Is creating something tangible (Kotlef, 2000}, for example. na::;t(:x:;.;;t(gvr‘\l.o?;nbol.
o er intangible values {Wood. 2000), such as product image and status reflection on product users. Am N fadio;‘ " p}oauct
: ute: " Consumers; perspective, that it was like 8 promise from the sellers to consumers on the expectation and satis! B ot brand
the gy, . The altributes of the brand could be real and tangible or they could be emotional and intangible. Blackst(?n { ?99 ) state o |
Ness or perception of consumers toward a particular product. regardless of the physical product itself. This discrepancy caused the 1
10 be willing to pay as well as evaluate the products and remember the evalualion & term asset, longer than patents or i

asier Brand is @ long ;
Which had fimited validity period. With tharough planning and management. the brand could atways stay valuable and answer to consumer L

s, :
Kelig, 1c OSequently allowing it to remain in the markst for good {Kotler, 2000) Several researchers and marketing experts (Farquhar . 1990:
) defined hrang equities in many different ways. It can pe concluded that brand equity 15 the added value to any particular

;"egam(ng their




