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Abstract

This paper proposes and tests a structural modbkeatelationships between distribution
intensity and dimensions of brand equity of a fpooduct. To estimate parameters used
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). We seek emgiriconfirmation of impacts of
distribution intensity on four dimensions of braeduity: perceived quality, brand
loyalty, brand awareness, and brand image. The hi®dested using a sample derived

from consumers of natural juices.

1. Introduction

More specifically, our goal is to assess the impddhe distribution intensity of a food product on
brand equity. This paper is part of a wider in\gegibn aimed at developing and testing a model to
measure brand equity through the effect of the ptary efforts company on its dimensions, and the

relationships among them.

We propose a conceptual framework based on existemyies and investigations on brand equity. On
this basis, we build a theoretical model of causkltions among the variables of the marketing-mix
program, in particular the distribution intensigvél and the brand equity dimensions (perceived
quality, brand loyalty, brand awareness and bramae). Our model was tested using the structural

equation models (SEM).

The latent variables are determined by (1) the drauity dimensions (Aaker, 1991); and (2) the
possible effects of the distribution intensity Ieeé a brand (Yoo, Donthu and Lee, 2000; Villarejo-
Ramos, 2002). Empirically, the model is tested gisiata collected from a sample of natural juices
consumers. After validating the questionnaire, asthblishing the validity and reliability of the

scales, we will apply the structural model that efiable us to measure brand equity.



2. Conceptual model of brand equity

Our starting point is Aaker’s (1991) proposal oe ttoncept of brand equity, and its integrating and
explanatory dimensions: perceived quality, branglly, brand awareness and brand image. We also
assume that high equity brands provide severalcesunf value to the company and its customers.
Based on these two premises, we propose the miooehsin figure 1, which explains that the actions
undertaken by the company, and particularly mankegfforts, can have a positive effect on the
dimensions of brand equity, contributing to provatiditional value to customers and the company

(Bharadwaj, Varadarajan and Fahy, 1993), and ulélya affecting company’s performance

INSERT FIGURE 1

As far as the companies are concerned, brand eiguityases the likelihood that a brand will chosen,
supports premium prices, increases the efficientythe marketing efforts, and enhances brand
exploitation opportunities (Farquhar, Han and lji®91; Smith and Park, 1992; Barwise, 1993). On
the other hand, high equity brand management desseaulnerability to competitive marketing
efforts and sensitivity to competitors’ prices (Kel 1993; Simon and Sullivan, 1993). In mergerd an
acquisitions, brand equity provides the requirddrimation to assess the company’s intangible assets
(Mahajan, Rao and Srivastava, 1994). In the stoekket, changes in brand equity are used to
quantify the transaction value (Lane and Jacob&®95). Finally, the introduction of new products as
a brand extension will depend, amongst other facton the equity of the brand to be extended

(Rangaswamy, Burke and Oliva, 1993).

Consumer-based brand equity is the difference lmtwibe attributes a consumer attaches to the
buying-decision of a branded product versus anvedgrit non-branded product, when it is the only
difference between both (Aaker, 1991). It is a mutensional concept because it comprises a series
of elements that contribute to build up value fa branded product (Martin and Brown, 1990; Aaker,
1995; Erdem and Swait, 1998; Yeo al, 2000). Hence, high equity brands’ consumersh@éhe a

high quality perception of the product, (2) are savaf the brand name faced to competitors, (3thatta



a series of positive associations to the produbichvcreate a positive product image, and (4) iflent

themselves as loyal consumers of the brand.

In this paper, this widely recognized proposal vii# further nuanced by examining one of the

company’s marketing efforts, namely the distribatiotensity, as an antecedent of brand equity:

Generally, brand equity is accepted that a stratiegitor of business management that can be created
maintained and intensified by strengthening eachsoflimensions. Likewise, marketing actions are
known to have a potential effect on brand equity,tley represent the cumulative impact of the
investments made on the brand (Yetoal, 2000). Thus, brand equity can be strategicallypagad,
with a view to maintaining brand consistency, pcotey brand-related elements, making appropriate

decisions, and integrating it into the marketingemiogram of the company (Keller, 1998).

The investments in the brand should promote antbéxpis impact, and be aimed at reaching high
brand awareness in the market, achieving a sqglidtation, gaining and maintaining a loyal customer

base, and creating a perception of high qualitpc@ated to the brand.

Thus far, to this global aspect of brand managemiétie attention has been paid (Aaker, 1991;
Simon and Sullivan, 1993; Keller, 1993; Keller, Hiec and Houston, 1998). Most works have
explored certain aspects of the marketing plan, ted role in brand equity. Yoet al (2000)
consider all the different marketing actions toamtecedents in the determination of the brand gquit
dimensions. In particular, the authors reckon tile of retail prices, retail store’s image, distitibn
intensity, advertising spending to reinforce thariat, and price promotions, as representative of the
set of marketing-mix elements associated with brandintenance and strengthening. Our
investigation is in keeping with the above, anddsia theoretical model of relationships between th
company’s marketing efforts and the dimensionsraht equity with a focus on the effects of the

distribution intensity level on brand equity as laoke, and on each of its particular dimensions.
2.1. Determination of hypotheses to be tested

Based on the multidimensional nature of brand gaaniid on the impact of the company’s marketing

efforts on its dimensions, particularly on the wsition intensity level, we set hypotheses abbet t



positive influence of the distribution intensity @éirable goods on the proposed model for measuring

brand equity.

In our structural model, brand equity is influencbd the different marketing actions of the

companies. These causal relationships determinestdiement of a series of hypotheses aimed at
explaining the direct effects of the marketing amtients of brand equity. The marketing actions
developed by the company for building and maintegra strong brand will be therefore considered

antecedents of brand equity.

From our initial research, we infer one of the @usi of the marketing program that involves a pesiti
effect that the distribution intensity has on brasglity. The distribution intensity level plays an
important part in the consumer’s choice with regarthe value they attach to the brands (éoal,
2000). As pointed out by different authors (Fer@$yer and Kluiver, 1989; Smith, 1992), consumers
will be more satisfied if they can find the produa a great number of retail stores. That is tg9 sa
their satisfaction will increase if they are abtefind their favorite brand anywhere, at any time.

Therefore, high distribution intensity favors higland equity.
Therefore, as shown in figure 2, we can set fdréhfirst hypothesis of our research:

« Hypothesis A J0): The perception of the distribution intensity lewsdl a food product

positively affects brand equity. INSERT FIGURE 2

The marketing actions carried out by companiesbmaimed at improving brand equity through its
dimensions. This involves a series of previousti@tahips, which determine the level reached by
each one of the dimensions, showing the existingsalarelations between each element of the
company’s marketing-mix scheme and the relevanstcocts of brand equity on which they have a
measurable impact. The creation, maintenance amageanent of brand equity requires determining
the impact of the marketing actions controlled bg tompany on the levels of loyalty, perceived

quality, brand awareness, and brand image attained.

The intensity of the distribution represents thenbhar of points of sale in which the product is

available. One speaks about distribution intenstgn the product is sold in a great number of lestai



establishments all over the market. The fact thatdtore image is related to some dimensions of
brand equity does not prevent the intensity withicwta brand is distributed also being able to affec
its image. In fact, some companies prefer selectivexclusive distribution for their products witie

intention of managing to differentiate their bratgsa high quality.

Nevertheless, the degree of intensity in the distion does not affect in an equal way all the
categories of products, differences between theilalision of goods of convenience and lasting goods
being clear. However, according to some authorgifet al, 1989; Smith, 1992), the consumers will
prove to be more satisfied if they can find thedos in a great number of establishments, meaning

that they will have the certainty of finding thé&wvorite brand at any moment and place.

This increase of satisfaction provokes a favorgbledisposition towards the brand by which the
associations linked to it are improved and, themfohe brand image is increased. The intensive
presence in the establishments supposes a majoeeded knowledge of the brand too, so the
increases in the distribution intensity will havepasitive effect on the recognition attained by the

brand name and its brand awareness.

In short, if distribution intensity provides usefaks and adds product value, it is reasonablérik th
that the greater the number of retailer’s storas $kll the brand, the greater the consumer’s peore

of quality and their satisfaction, which will inflmce consumer’s behavior leading to brand loyalty.
The increased satisfaction makes consumers biesedrds the brand, thus improving brand
associations, and raising the brand image. On tther thand, the intensive presence of a brand in the
establishments involves an extensive knowledgaict $rand, so that high distribution intensity will

have a positive effect on the recognition attaibgdhe brand name and its degree of awareness.

Once established the relationships between theepert of intensity level in the distribution andeth
components of the brand equity, we set out the thgses relative to the causal relationships between

these variables:

* Hypothesis 1 )¢; >0): The consumer’s perception of the distributiotensity level positively

affects a brand perceived quality.



« Hypothesis 2 j6; >0): The consumer’s perception of the distributiotensity level positively

affects brand loyalty.

* Hypothesis 3 J; >0): The consumer’s perception of the distributiotensity level positively

affects brand awareness.

* Hypothesis 4 J4; >0): The perceived level of distribution intensity a branded product

positively affects the image of the brand.

Finally, and as Aaker and Alvarez del Blanco (198%jicate, brand awareness indirectly affects
behavior, as it has a positive influence on peifoaptand attitudes towards the brand. Furthernare,
link is assumed between the different brand asg8oogthat make up the image. We suggest a new

hypothesis that establishes a relationship betwesmd awareness and brand image:

* Hypothesis 58,3 > 0): High levels of brand awareneg®sitively affect the formation of the

product’'sbrand image

After having established the existing relationstbipsnveen the distribution intensity perceived om th
components of the brand equity, we graphicallyragrthe proposed structural model that gathers the
hypotheses raise. In the development of the mask# figure3) perceived quality, brand loyalty,
brand awareness and brand image are influenceldebgftect of the instrument of marketing used by

the company that act as precedents. INSERT FIGBRE
3. Methodology
3.1. Proposed measurement scéles

In order to develop the measurement process fodifferent elements involved, we have followed

Bollen’s recommendation (1989). Identify the dimiens and latent variables that represent the
concept to be measured; create indicators basetheopast theoretical position; and specify the
relationship between the observable indicatorsasiables and the latent concepts or variables that

they explain.

2 The complete formulation of the measurement seaded in the research can be seen in tables 1 to 5.



3.2. Measure of the “distribution intensity” varidl

The distribution intensity aims to measure the comesr’s perception regarding the number of points-
of-sale where they can find the brand they arervigeved about. Therefore, it is an index that

measures perceived distribution intensity of a pobd

Following Yoo et al (2000), who adapted and modified the scale ptsWoproposed by Smith
(1992), we have decided to consider three indisatorprovide an approximation to the perceived

distribution intensity of the product-brand (taftle INSERT TABLE 1
3.3. Dimensions of Brand Equity scales

We define perceived quality, as a subjective judgmeade by the consumer regarding the excellence
or superiority of a product Zeithaml (1988). Thansoemer’s opinion about the product’'s quality and
its attributes with regard to its expected perfaroeaforms the measurement scale indicators of the

brand quality perceived by individuals (table SSERT TABLE 2

Brand loyalty plays an outstanding role in genegtirand equity, not only because of its capaaity t
keep loyal customers (Aaker, 1991; Grover and @Ban, 1992), but also because of its maneuvering

capacity that gives a loyal portfolio to the compé@Gebollada Calvo, 1995). See table 3.
INSERT TABLE 3

High levels of brand name recognition are thos¢ pinesent the brand with a high degree of brand
awareness. For this reason, knowledge and recogrofi the brand compared to its competitors are

indicators that serve to form the measurement $oakhis dimension (table 4).
INSERT TABLE 4

The brand associations that form its image arde@lt a series of tangible and intangible attebut
associated with the brand, which conditions a fabla attitude to choosing the brand. These aspects

linked to the brand are collected as an item irsttede (table 5). INSERT TABLE 5

4. Empirical research and findings



This paper attempts to test a structural modelbi@and equity. Therefore, in order to test the
effectiveness of the proposed method, our resesinchld focus on one product category and the
brands that operate in this market. The choiceabfinal juices as the product category is justified
based on three criteria. (1) The influence of bsaindthe consumer market and the buyers’ sensitivit
to them are higher; (2) the market distributiomafural juices brands in Spain shows various brands
in tough competition -none of them having signifitdifferences from others-; and (3) the high rate

of usage of this product in Spanish hofnes

The technical datasheet for the research, includéable 6, summarizes the design of the empirical
work performed. The proportional affixation was fpemed based on the different urban areas of the

city.

Of all the 325 individuals who answered our questaire in a useful way, almost 70 per cent were
women. This is explained by the fact that chosestdyct is consumed at home, so the decision to

acquire it and what brands to choose depends gpetis®n who has this purchase responsibility.
INSERT TABLE 6
4.1. Analysis and evaluation of the measurementi$oo

This section evaluates the measurement scalesius®d research (Likert, 1-7). We performed the
reliability and validity analysis by estimating italidity, one-dimensional qualities, and internal

consistency.

The process adhered to in the measurement scdl@aton is summarized in the following way. First,
we useCronbach’s Alphastatistic like an adequate index of the inter-iteomsistency reliability of
independent and dependent variables (Yoo et al0)2Gupplied by the SPSS program. After, we
performed the confirmatory factor analysis aimedlattesting the one-dimensional qualities of the
scales, (2) testing the construct validity of eaththem, and (3) providing a more robust reliapilit

measurement through internal consistency.

3 The market of fruit juices in Spain, distributdmast half of its volume (49.8 per cent) betweeartoompanies that commercialise six
brands: A brand (21.2 per cent), B brand (16.8cpet), C and D brands (5.9 per cent), and E andufds (5.9 per cent). Sour@dimarket
n° 173, mayo, 2004.



The discriminant validity of the brand equity cauost, which we consider multidimensiohahas
been tested by analyzing the correlations amongctmestruct components, so that the construct
displays discriminant validity if the squared ctatimn between its components is lower than eittier

their individual extracted variances.

Assessment of the “distribution intensity” scale

The reliability of the initial three-indicator seal which measures the exogenous *“distribution
intensity” variable, was tested through Beonbach’s Alphastatistic, which yields a value that falls
slightly below the acceptable figure. Although aiehe indicators shows a low individual correlatio
level, and the alpha in the total scale would iase2sby removing it, we have decided to keep the

indicator to avoid losing information.

After estimating the scale through the ADF methoplpdied by the AMOS 3.61 statistic software, we

obtain the results for the convergent validity amtlvidual reliability as shown in table 7.
INSERT TABLE 7

Evaluation of the dimensions of brand equity scales

The “perceived quality” scale presents nine inithalicators. After the model estimation, the diffier
indicators with low individual reliability are itatively removed through the squared correlation
coefficient. Once the scale is re-estimated witte findicators, an acceptable global adjustment is

obtained (table 8).

In order to measure “brand loyalty” we have appbectliability analysis to the initial scale of e
indicators, which have yielded an acceptable catiggl of all the items with the initial scale (epte
the BL7 indicator). The removal of the BL7 indicatmprovesCronbach’s Alphaof the scale. After

the re-estimation we obtain suitable values indbmvergent validity and individual reliability offie
indicators. There is, however, a poor adjustmeri wegard to the goodness measures. We remove
the indicators iteratively. Finally, the resultgygast a valid and reliable scale of six indica{see in

table 8).

4 For further details on this topic, see VillarejonRes (2002, pp: 520 and fol.)



A reliability analysis is firstly performed on thmitial scale of four indicators that measure “lan
awareness.” One indicator do not exceed the redjymbie; however, (1) given that the levels are not

too far off and (2) to avoid losing informationjstdecided to maintain the scale with four indicst

The “brand image” scale initially presents twelvalicators;Cronbach’s Alphastatistic shows an
acceptable level. Once the model is estimated tiiralhe ADF procedure and the less reliable

indicators are sequentially removed, the scalmaly formed by six indicators. INSERT TABLE 8

Thanks to the foregoing analyses, we have been tablalidate a measurement model for the
“distribution intensity” variable and for each dfet dimensions of the “brand equity” construct. In

table 8, show the refined and validated scaledfaméternal consistency data for each scale.
5. Discussion about the structural model and resusdt

Following the evaluation and analysis of the measient tools, we carried out the analysis of the
structural model. The two structural models thdkect the hypotheses set forward in this paper were
correctly specified and identified; the presenceaofavorable marketing effort influence on the

variable to be explained was confirmed betweemibdigion intensity and brand equity.

Once the measurement model was tested for suiyaliltie estimation of structural models follows.
The validated indicators of the exogenous measuremedel and the average values of the validated
scale indicators for the dimensions of brand e§ue included. This measurement is adopted to
make the estimation procedure for complete modessiple (Babin and Boles, 1998); its complexity
makes it difficult to use all of the validated indtors. Therefore using the average values is tatep

according to the work criteria of Podsakoff and Mciie (1994).

The global goodness of fit measures for the firstdel reached acceptable values in the main
indicators, albeit slightly below the required IEY&FI=0.826; RGFI=0.840; RMSEA= 0.099)he
parameters relating to the adjustment of the &éfghe structural models are shown in table 9. Once

the results were interpreted and the model adjustedested the suitability of the proposed moatel o

® The reliability analysis through tigronbach’s Alphastatistic shows us that the total scale corratatioes not improve after removing any
indicator.

® The average values used are a result of the vialidaf the scales used for measuring the dimessifnbrand equity, these being,
perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand awarenessaand image

10



the effect of the marketing effort on brand equddy natural juices purchasers. Thus, we garify
Hypothesis Aof our work, which stated the favorable influeticat the distribution intensity level has

on perishable goods in determining their brandtgquNSERT TABLE 9

The second structural model examines the causatioe$ between marketing efforts and the
dimensions of brand equity. In our study, we haxglared the influence of the distribution intensity
level on the dimensions of brand equity. All théeefs formulated in the hypotheses were favorable.
That is to say, the distribution intensity positivaffects the perception of quality, the degreémeind
awareness, the brand loyalty and its image. Thensestructural model shows acceptable global fits
(GFI= 0.847; RGFI=0.860; RMSEA=0.093). This modehshbeen developed removing non-

significant relationships. The results are showtabie 10.

The structural parameters that displayed an infleenf the distribution intensity level of the
perishable good on “perceived quality” and “bramge” have significant values, but in the direction
opposite to that expected, showing a negative efiedoth components. The parameter that measures
the influence of the distribution intensity on tihegree of loyalty toward the brand is statisticalbn-

significant.

Since the evaluation of the model carried out tgloglobal fit and fit of the final measuring model
shows high values for internal consistency of tkegenous variable, we can confirm the suitability o
the final measurement model. Therefore, the studyiens the suitability of the structural model and
confirms the opposite of hypotheses H1 and H4, Wwistated a positive influence (rejected and
confirmed with opposite sign) of the level of distition intensity on the perception of the brand

quality and its image. INSERT TABLE 10

The model has allowed us terify hypothesis H3 which stated a favorable relationship between
distribution intensity and brand awareness, andinl&ect effect of the intensity level on brand
associations, through the effect of the degreerahd awarenessonfirming hypothesis H5 as

shown by the high value of the structural parameter

11



6. Conclusions, implications and limitations

Amongst the most relevant conclusions of our irigasibn, distribution intensity has been proved to
exert an influence on brand equity for food produsb that an intensive presence of the brand in
retail stores relates to high brand equity. In factthe case of natural juices, brand awareness is

favored by the greater presence of the manufat$ureands in the establishments.

Furthermore, brand awareness favorably affectbthed image as perceived by the consumers. The
set of associations linked to the brand favors sitipe attitude toward the product, as the product
recognition and the degree of awareness increabes dausal relationship is significant and
quantitatively important. Therefore, we think thaand awareness and brand name recognition by
juice purchasers favor the attitudes toward thexdyrand enhance brand image. Consumers, who
perceive it as a high equity brand, trust it and Beas a guarantee of expectation fulfillment, can
accept a well-known brand with a high degree ofrawess. Also of paramount importance are brand
associations, which will allow the brand to maintéis position in the consumer’s mind, and will

protect its image from competitors.

In light of the above, we might think that the dimtition strategy chosen by the manufacturer would
largely determine the purchaser’s perception ofityuaf the brand and their loyal behavior (Feris

al., 1989; Smith, 1992). Further, the greater thelmemof stores where consumers can find the brand,
the greater their satisfaction, reinforcing thisywae brand-customer relationship, and consolidatin
brand loyalty. Nevertheless, the opposite confiromaand/or rejection of the initial hypotheses that
positively related distribution intensity and thediemensions of brand equity makes us look for an

acceptable explanation.

According to Yoo et al. (2000), an exclusive ankbative distribution is determinant for achieving a
perception of higher quality. In the purchase afdqroducts (i.e. natural juices), the consumer’'s
choice often involves a low implication and a risfgly effortless product search. High distribution

intensity is therefore required.

12



About relationship between distribution intensitpdabrand loyalty, we must reckon that the
consumers in our sample find these brands in eagryetailers’, so that the time and space advantage
that distribution intensity provides does not hamemportant role in the consumer’s consideratitn s
for this type of products. Since they always fiheit favorite brand wherever they go, a higher or

lower intensity does not have a significant impatbrand loyalty.

There are some limitations inherent to this stu€gst, the cross-sectional design is not the ideal
the purpose of our research as it limits the redadtause consumers are asked about their opinéon a
given moment in time. This can be the reason feré¢jection of some hypotheses. Since brand equity

is dynamic over time, the study should have talemoant of the time factor.

On the other hand, the conclusions have been dirawhre frame of a wider study that explores the
influence of further marketing efforts that cleaaffect brand equity. These have not been examined
in this paper with a view to examining certain iedi effects, from the interaction between
antecedents that have been observed in the ressandiicted for the whole model of the effects of

marketing efforts on the dimensions of brand equity

As to the method used, it is worth mentioning fleatthe structural equation models to be applied, t
causal relationships between variables must barine the real world, it would be a determinant fo

the results.

In light of the above, juice manufacturers shoudlect on some of the confirmed, significant
relationships found in our study between distrilmutintensity and brand awareness, and indirectly
brand image. The model testing reveals a signifitarorable influence of the distribution intensitly
juice on the degree of brand awareness. Therefataral juice manufacturers seem to consider that
by way of their presence in the retail stores, tbeymunicate an image based on the recognition of
their brand name. By being available at retailstses, they increase the degree of brand recogniti

and build up the image of the brand of juice.

13
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TABLE 1
Measurement scale of “Distribution Intensity”

DI1 Compared to its competitors, | can find X bramdnore retailers

DI2 X choose with extreme care, than competitibrs retailers where it sales its products

DI3 X brand is available in the most stores

Source : Smith, 1992; Yoo et al, 2000

TABLE 2
Measurement Scale of “Perceived Quality”

PQ1 X is of high quality

PQ2 The likely quality of X is extremely high

PQ3 The likelihood that X be satisfying is vergthi

PQ4 The likelihood that X is reliable is very high

PQ5 X must be of very good quality

PQ6 X is a brand characterized by its continuansvation
PQ7 X is a quality leader within its category

PQ8 Compared to its competitors, | appreciatedafdr
PQ9 Compared to its competitors, | respected Xdran
Source: Aaker and Alvarez del Blanco, 1995; Lask#ital and Sharma, 1995; Yoo, Donthu and Lee, 2000

TABLE 3
Measurement Scale of "Brand Loyalty"
BL1 | consider myself to be loyal to X brand
BL2 X would be my first choice
BL3 I will not buy other brands if X is availablé the store

BL4 X brand fulfilled my expectations the last tifneought it

BL5 | will buy X again

BL6 | will suggest X to other consumers

BL7 The price of another brand should be considgiiakerior to not choose X

BL8 In the case of not using it, | would like toyoX brand

BL9 Even if another brand has the same featurs bwould prefer to buy X

BL10 | Ifthere is another brand as good as X, fgor® buy X

BL11 | If another brand is not different from X inyaway, it seems smarter to purchase X

Source: Aaker and Alvarez del Blanco, 1995; YomtBw and Lee, 2000

TABLE 4
Measurement scale of “Brand Awareness”
BA1 I know what X looks like
BA2 | can recognize X among other competing brands
BA3 | am aware of X brand
BA4 I know X brand

Source: Yoo et al., 2000

TABLE 5
Measurement scale of “Brand Image”

BI1 Some characteristics of X come to my mind Klyic

BI2 I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of X
BI3 X has a strong personality
Bl4 | have a clear impression of the type of peagho use X brand

BI5 X has a strong image
BI6 The intangible attributes X brand are reasasugh to buy it
BI7 X provides a high value in relation to the prige must pay for it
BI8 Xis a very good brand
BI9 X is a very nice brand
BI10 X is a very attractive brand
BI11l X is an extremely likeable brand
BI12 X is a different brand
Source: Aaker et al. 1995 ; Lassar et al.1995; ¥bal. 2000

17



TABLE 6
Research details

PRODUCT AREA

Families consumers of natural juices

GEOGRAFIC LOCATION

Seville (Spain)

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Personal questionnaire (buyitegider under 18 years old)

TYPE OF SAMPLING

Proportional simple

SAMPLE SIZE N = 325
SAMPLING ERROR +5,43%
LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 95% = 1,96 p=g= 50%
DATE October 2003
TABLE 7
Evaluation of DI scale
: Cronbach’s Standardized Individual Composite Variance
VelEElEe) Em alpha loading reliability: R 2 reliability extracted
Distribution Intensity 0,6229 > 0,5 > 0,35 0,7616 0,5229
DI1, DI2, DI3 Fit measured GFI=0,922; RGFI=0,923; CFI=0,753; NFI=0,751; IFI=0{75
: u AGFI=0,530

TABLE 8
Evaluation of the dimensions of brand equity scales
Validated Item Cronbach’s Standardized Individual Composite Variance
alpha loading reliability: R 2 reliability extracted
Perceived Quality 0,8672 >0,6 >0,4 0,8891 0,6185
PQ;(’;QS(‘;QA" Fit measures GF1=0,962; RGFI=0,963; RMSEA=0,065; CFI=0,918; NFI=(B8
' IFI=0,922; AGFI=0,885
Brand Loyalty 0,8707 >0,7 >0,5 0,9282 0,6847
E’?I}E;LISLleo EII:::;LI Fit measures GFI=0,907; RGFI=0,911; RMSEA=0,130; CFI=0,816; NFI=&17
' ' IFI=0,820; AGFI=0,784
Brand Awareness 0,8336 >0,6 >0,4 0,8492 0,5877
BA1l, BA2,
BA3,BA4 . GFI=0,984; RGFI=0,985; RMSEA=0,017; CFI=0,997; NFI-859
Fit measures IFI=0,997; AGFI=0,919
Brand Image 0,8588 >0,7 >0,5 0,9297 0,6895
BI3, BI5, BI8, BI9, — : — : — —— : :
BI10, BI11 Fit measures GFI=0,879; RGFI=0,882; RMSEA=0,139; CFI=0,737; NFI-A®Y7

IFI=0,744; AGFI=0,717

TABLE 9
First Structural Model Estimates

; Composite Variance
VEMEle Reliability | Extracted
Distribution Intensity 0,8135 0,7105

Causal Relationship Hypothesis SFt)andardlzed t-value

arameter
Distr. Intens. Brand A. CONFIRMED y= 0,242 4,372
Equity
Fit Measures X?=618,1;9.1.=149; p=0,00; GFI=0,826; RGFI=0,840;

RMSEA=0,099; CFI=0,692 NFI=0,635; IFI=0,697; AGFI=08/

" GFI: goodness of fit index; RGFI: relative goodnes fit index; RMSEA; root mean square error opapximation; CFl: comparative fit
index; NFI: normed fit index; IFI: incremental fitdex; AGFI: adjusted goodness of fit index.
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TABLE 10
Second structural model estimates

Variable Composite Variance
Reliability Extracted
Distribution Intensity 0,7685 0,7979
Causal Relationship Hypothesis SIEMEEIIES t-value
Parameter
Distrib. Intens— Perceived H1. CONFIRMED v11=-0,161 3,183
Quality (INVERSE SENSE)
Distrib. Intens.— Brand Loyalty| H2. NOT CONFIRMED Y2:=- 0,055 -0,956
Distrib. Inten.- Brand H3. CONEIRMED V2:=0,084 1,775
Awareness
I H4. CONFIRMED =-0,162 -3,712
Distrib...Intens.-» Brand Image (INVERSE SENSE) Yaz
:?;rr]zg(i Awareness- Brand H5. CONFIRMED B4:=0,290 3,136

X’=549,5:9.1.=142; p=0,00; GFI=0,847; RGFI=0,860;

Fit Measures RMSEA=0,093: CFI=0,738: NFI=0,681: IFI=0,743; AGFIZ06
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