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Abstract
This paper analyses retailer brand equity on the basis of two variables that are particularly relevant in marketing: the percep‑
tion of value, because of its renewed interest for retailing, and retail innovativeness, because it is a recent line of research 
with interesting challenges. Considering Holbrook’s (Consumer value: a framework for analysis and research. London: Rout‑
ledge, 1999) value dimensions of efficiency, excellence, entertainment and aesthetics, this study investigates the relationship 
between those values and brand equity as well as the moderator effect of innovation. The study was conducted on a sample 
of 820 individuals who purchased from various stores selling food, household goods, textiles and electronics. Hierarchical 
linear regression methodology was applied. The results indicate that value has a direct significant effect on brand equity and 
entertainment is the dimension with the greatest contribution. In addition, efficiency and aesthetics stimulate brand equity 
more when perceived innovation is high than when it is low. Given that value dimensions influence brand equity in differ‑
ent ways, retailers should direct their efforts according to the importance of each dimension for the consumer. The study of 
brand equity and innovation has traditionally focused on the product, and so the novelty of this study lies in the application 
of these concepts to the services context.

Keywords Value · Innovation · Brand equity · Retailing · Ordinal logistic regression

Introduction

The retail marketing literature has recently begun to con‑
centrate on retailer brand equity (hereinafter RBE) (e.g. 
Swoboda et al. 2013, 2014; Sekhon et al. 2015; Yoon and 
Oh 2016; Jara et al. 2017). The concept derives from brand 
equity focused on the product, which has been more exten‑
sively studied than brand equity focused on services (Keller 
1993). RBE refers to the added value linked to its brand 
(Arnett et al. 2003), and so all efforts directed at improving 

that equity will have beneficial consequences for the busi‑
ness. Consumers who perceive high brand equity trust the 
store more than other competitor stores and that generates 
greater loyalty (Lassar et al. 1995). It also means a competi‑
tive advantage for the firm, offers greater ability to respond 
to the competition and helps to create barriers to entry (Ling 
2013). Moreover, the name can be used to launch private 
brands and increase the store’s profits (Ailawadi and Keller 
2004). In such a competitive market like that of retailing, 
having a strong, consistent brand is fundamental for differ‑
entiation and success (Decarlo et al. 2007).

Research into the antecedents of RBE is limited and still 
scattered. Most of the studies analyse the effect of variables 
related to the store’s marketing activities, such as attributes 
or the dimensions of image (e.g. Jinfeng and Zhilong 2009; 
Swoboda et al. 2014). What is missing, however, is an inte‑
grating theoretical framework and a revision of the empirical 
evidence from the most important contributions. Given this 
challenge, this work examines RBE by analysing its for‑
mation from two variables, value and innovation, that have 
barely been related to RBE in the literature.

There has been renewed interest in the concept of value 
in recent years (Gallarza et al. 2011; Prebensen et al. 2013; 
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Gallarza et al. 2016). In retail, its study has come a long 
way since the first conceptual studies by Holbrook and 
Hirschman (1982) or Zeithaml (1988), either in line with the 
experiential dichotomy between utilitarian versus hedonic 
values, or in terms of trade‑off benefits versus sacrifices. 
Since then, the debate regarding its content and measure‑
ment has continued, and despite decades of research, many 
questions still remain unanswered—see Ruiz‑Molina et al. 
(2018) for a review. Furthermore, interest in this topic has 
increased following recent developments in service‑domi‑
nant logic with the contribution of collaborative perspec‑
tives. As a result, a sole body of knowledge on the nature 
and scope of value does not exist (Gallarza et al. 2016; 
Cronin 2016; Varshneya and Das 2017), hence the need 
further research into this subject (Gallarza et al. 2017). In 
the experiential research stream, “value is described as a 
hedonic, utilitarian experience offering a broader view of 
consumer behaviour, going beyond the traditional cognitive 
perspective” (Ruiz‑Molina et al. 2018: 853). Traditionally, 
studies on retailing have focused on utilitarian aspects of 
the purchasing process. This approach has evolved towards 
the analysis of hedonic aspects that transcend the purchase 
of a product (Pecoraro and Uusitalo 2014), in parallel with 
the dynamics of change produced in the retail offer. There‑
fore, taking into consideration the experiential perspective 
it may be useful for the purposes of this study. In addition, 
in recent years several authors have also questioned the clas‑
sic “value–satisfaction–loyalty” relationship (Sullivan et al. 
2012; Floh et al. 2014) and are focusing their interest on 
the contribution made by value to other constructs of the 
relationship with customers, such as RBE. However, the 
number of papers that examine the influence of value on 
this variable is still scarce (e.g. Jinfeng and Zhilong 2009; 
Gil et al. 2017b).

Innovation is a very broad term and is also usually associ‑
ated with technology (Musso 2010), with product (Rennings 
and Rammer 2009) or with organisation (Subramanian and 
Nilakanta 1996). In the retailing services context, however, 
innovation related to marketing practices is a new line of 
research with important challenges (e.g. Wood et al. 2008; 
Musso 2010; Djellal et  al. 2013; Hristov and Reynolds 
2015). In particular, the contribution of retail innovativeness 
to brand equity has mainly been studied in relation to physi‑
cal products (e.g. Castaldo 2001; Wu 2014) and so empirical 
evidence is needed for its influence on RBE.

Taking into account these limitations of the literature on 
retailing, this work seeks to achieve a twofold objective. 
Firstly, it attempts to study the relationship between value 
and perception of RBE. To that end, value is considered 
to be a multidimensional construct and self‑oriented values 
were chosen from Holbrook’s typology (1999) (efficiency, 
excellence, entertainment and aesthetics) because they best 
reflect the utilitarian and hedonist values of customers in 

a commercial establishment (Nsairi 2012; Sharma et al. 
2012). The second objective is to study the moderator effect 
of retail innovativeness in the value–RBE relation and find 
out whether the dimensions of value have different effects. 
This work presents the conceptual framework for the study 
variables—brand equity, value and innovation—and estab‑
lishes the research hypotheses based on the literature on 
RBE formation. After that, the methodology is described 
and the results are shown. Finally, the conclusions, business 
implications and future lines of study are presented.

Conceptual background

Retailer brand equity (RBE)

RBE is an emerging concept in the literature on retailing 
(Beristain and Zorrilla 2011; White et al. 2013; Yoon and 
Oh 2016). A wide variety of terms are used, like “customer‑
based store equity” (Hartman and Spiro 2005; Baalbaki 
and Guzmán 2016), “retailer equity” (Arnett et al. 2003; 
Pappu and Quester 2006), “store value” (Bigné et al. 2013) 
or “store equity” (Gil et al. 2017a, b). RBE is based on the 
concept of brand equity that traditionally focuses on the 
product (Rust et al. 2000), refers to the added value stem‑
ming from the existence of its brand (Yoo et al. 2000) and 
occurs when consumers make favourable associations with 
a familiar brand (Keller 1993).

One of the most outstanding contributions in the brand 
equity literature is from Aaker (1991: 15) who defines it as 
“a set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its 
name and symbol, that add to or subtract from the value 
provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to that 
firm’s customers”. Other attempts to conceptualise brand 
equity have also highlighted the differential effect the brand 
produces in consumer response based on the comparison of 
alternatives (e.g. Keller 1993; Yoo et al. 2000). It is gener‑
ally agreed that the concept is multidimensional. The most 
representative contribution in this regard is from Aaker 
(1991) who identified as dimensions of brand equity: aware‑
ness (the ability to recognise the brand within a category), 
associations (attributes and benefits related to the brand), 
perceived quality (assessment of the superiority or excel‑
lence of the brand) and loyalty (commitment to purchase the 
brand again). These components were subsequently applied 
in works like those by Pappu and Quester (2006), Choi and 
Huddleston (2014) and Sasmita and Suki (2015).

Various authors recognise that the basis of the brand 
equity concept can be applied to the store, but with cer‑
tain variations (e.g. Ailawadi and Keller 2004; Pappu and 
Quester 2006). In fact, some authors point out that RBE is 
a form of brand equity (Yoo and Donthu 2001; Arnett et al. 
2003; Hartman and Spiro 2005). Few studies deal with the 
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conceptualisation and content of RBE (Table 1), and they 
mainly highlight the power that knowledge of the brand has 
on the consumer (Arnett et al. 2003; Hartman and Spiro 
2005) and the added value of the store (Wu and Tian 2008; 
Jinfeng and Zhilong 2009). However, this approach has been 
criticised because of the lack of dimensionality and empiri‑
cal evidence to clearly differentiate brand equity from RBE 
(Pappu and Quester 2006).

Therefore, a consensus exists in the literature that brand 
equity is the general concept traditionally linked to prod‑
uct (e.g. Reinders and Bartels 2017), giving rise, in turn, to 
the concept of RBE applied to stores. Thus, following the 
conceptualizations of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) on 
brand equity, RBE refers to the differential effect or added 
value that a store brand has on consumer responses to the 
marketing actions undertaken by said store (Hartman and 
Spiro 2005; Jinfeng and Zhilong 2009; Gil et al. 2017b). In 
addition to this approach, the literature also offers a differ‑
ent perspective when considering the need to include the 
value of a retailer’s brand in the general concept of brand 
equity (e.g. Ferguson and Brown 2012). If certain product 
elements such as price, appearance or even global customer 
experience are associated with the brand, brand equity is 
not only achieved through the actions of the manufacturer 
but also through those of the retailer. This implies that the 
variables relating to the store’s environment will have a dif‑
ferential effect on the construction of the value of brand 
equity (Buchanan et al. 1999).

In addition to these unresolved conceptual questions, the 
RBE study also has operative limitations related to dimen‑
sionality and, therefore, the way of empirically measuring 
this concept. Various contributions have studied the factors 
of RBE. Levy and Weitz (2004), following Keller’s (1993) 
approach to brand equity, identify familiarity (or degree of 
awareness retained in the memory) and image (affective 
impression retained in the memory) as the most important 
dimensions of RBE. Hartman and Spiro (2005) also dif‑
ferentiate three dimensions of RBE: the differential effect 
(relative consumer knowledge based on the comparison of 
a given store in relation to others), knowledge of the store 
(perception of the associations with the name of the store 

individuals retain in their memories and which are deter‑
mined by awareness and image of the store) and consumer 
responses (evaluations, preferences, attitudes and consumer 
choice behaviour stemming from the store’s marketing activ‑
ities) (Keller 1993). According to Arnett et al. (2003), RBE 
dimensions are loyalty, awareness, service quality, product 
quality and perceived value (Gil et al. 2014). Pappu and 
Quester (2006) define RBE on the basis of the four dimen‑
sions from Aaker (1991)—awareness, associations, per‑
ceived quality and loyalty to the store—which have served 
as reference for various empirical studies in the retail context 
(e.g. Pappu and Quester 2008; Baldauf et al. 2009; Jinfeng 
and Zhilong 2009; Das et al. 2012; Choi and Huddleston 
2014; Gil et al. 2016; Bedman 2018).

Store perceived value

Value is a key element in a customer’s evaluation of a ser‑
vice. The construct has received particular attention in 
recent years (Gallarza et al. 2011; Prebensen et al. 2013; 
Fuentes et al. 2017). The literature proposes a wide variety 
of definitions of value (Gallarza and Gil 2006). One of the 
most widely accepted conceptualisations is that of Zeithaml 
(1988: 14) who defines it as “the consumer’s overall assess‑
ment of the utility of a product based on perceptions of 
what is received and what is given”. This relation between 
what is received and what is given considers that value is 
the comparison between the benefits obtained (e.g. quality) 
and the sacrifices made (e.g. price, risk and time) in a pur‑
chase experience. In general, it is widely agreed that value 
is subjective and relative (Woodruff 1997; Holbrook 1999) 
because it is a valuation a consumer makes in a comparative 
context. It can easily be confused with satisfaction; however, 
while that judgement is a post‑purchase cognitive and/or 
affective evaluation (Oliver 1997), value takes into account 
the sacrifices the customer makes in the exchange (Grace 
and O’Cass 2005) and may refer to different stages in the 
purchase process (Oliver 1981).

Academic research has proposed many typologies of 
value (e.g. Holbrook and Hirschman 1982; Babin et al. 
1994; Holbrook 1999) which have given rise to different 

Table 1  Main definitions of retailer brand equity (RBE)

Arnett et al. (2003: 168) “Set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a store brand, its name and symbol that add to or 
subtract from the perceived value of the store brand by its customers (or potential custom‑
ers)”

Hartman and Spiro (2005: 1114) “The differential effect of store knowledge on customer response to the marketing of the store”
Pappu and Quester (2006: 319) “The value associated by the consumer with the name of a retailer, as reflected in the dimen‑

sions of retailer awareness, retailer associations, retailer perceived quality and retailer 
loyalty”

Wu and Tian (2008: 760), Jinfeng and Zhilong 
(2009: 487)

“Incremental utility or value added to a retailer by its brand name”
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dimensions, from the most utilitarian or functional to the 
most hedonistic (Gallarza et al. 2016; Varshneya and Das 
2017). For example, Sweeney and Soutar (2001) identify 
emotional, social, quality and price value, whereas Gal‑
larza et al. (2011) differentiate between economic and psy‑
chological value. From the empirical perspective, studies 
on retailing have traditionally focused on the more utilitar‑
ian aspects of the shopping process, but the most recent 
literature indicates that consumers have motivations that 
reach further than product purchase (Sharma et al. 2012). 
Thus, the typologies of value can be grouped into the fol‑
lowing four approaches: (1) benefits versus sacrifices (Par‑
asuraman et al. 2005); (2) transaction value versus acqui‑
sition value (Monroe and Chapman 1987); (3) utilitarian 
value versus hedonist value (Holbrook and Hirschman 
1982); and (4) Holbrook’s typology (1999).

Although other typologies of value have been used in 
the retail context (e.g. Sweeney and Soutar 2001; Gal‑
larza et al. 2011), Holbrook’s typology is one of the most 
comprehensive and more easily applicable to multiple con‑
sumption experiences (Gallarza and Gil 2006). Holbrook 
proposes three dimensions: extrinsic–intrinsic, self‑ori‑
entation–other orientation and active–reactive. The com‑
bination of these dimensions gives rise to eight types of 
value: excellence (or quality), efficiency (or convenience), 
entertainment (or play), aesthetics (or beauty), esteem (or 
reputation), status (or success), ethics (or justice) and 
spirituality (or faith). Various empirical works have been 
based on this typology differentiating types of value with 
other terms like functional versus emotional value (e.g. 
Sweeney and Soutar 2001), extrinsic versus intrinsic value 
(e.g. Gallarza and Gil 2006) or utilitarian versus hedonic 
value (e.g. Babin et al. 1994; Babin and Kim 2001).

In the context of this study, Holbrook’s typology was 
selected to measure the effect of value on RBE for several 
reasons: firstly, because this approach has had important 
repercussions in the consumer behaviour literature (Oliver 
1999): secondly, because it has been applied to many con‑
sumer experiences, especially in services (Gallarza et al. 
2015, 2016); and thirdly, compared to other approaches, 
because it is the approach that encompasses most poten‑
tial sources of value (Sánchez‑Fernández et al. 2009). 
For example, in terms of the approach that differentiates 
between benefits and sacrifices (e.g. Zeithaml 1988)—the 
Holbrook approach, although it does not include nega‑
tive values or sacrifices, it enables the internal assessment 
made by consumers of their relationship with providers 
during the service experience to be analysed. In this sense, 
Oliver (1999) states that cost is irrelevant at higher lev‑
els of the consumer’s internal valuation process. This 
approach is therefore considered to be more appropriate 
for reflecting the different dimensions of value in retail 
shopping experiences.

Following the usual practice in the literature on services 
of selecting specific dimensions (e.g. Sánchez‑Fernández 
et al. 2009; Leroi‑Werelds et al. 2014), this study focuses 
on self‑oriented value, assessing the aspect of consumption 
through the effect it has on the consumer, not its effect on 
others. In the present study, the interest lies in analysing 
efficiency, excellence, entertainment and aesthetics as four 
dimensions of self‑oriented value, that is, the personal utility 
of the experience and not the utility being provided to third 
parties. These values are the most representative of consumer 
behaviour (Oliver 1999) and less complex than other‑oriented 
values (Smith 1999). Therefore, value is approached from the 
individual perspective, studying the effect of the consumer’s 
relationship with the service provider, without considering 
the social effect. This individual approach suitably reflects 
the utilitarian and hedonistic values of the experience in a 
store (Nsairi 2012). Although the distinction between the 
utilitarian and hedonic components of value was introduced 
in the 1980s (Holbrook and Hirschman 1982), recent research 
continues to employ this dichotomy (e.g. Pandža‑Bajs 2015) 
as it allows very diverse shopping and consumer experiences 
to be covered (Gill 2008).

The utilitarian component of value is expressed in the 
values of efficiency (active) and excellence (reactive), which 
are extrinsic values because they are associated with the util‑
ity or functionality of the experience. The hedonistic com‑
ponent of value is reflected in the values of entertainment 
(active) and aesthetics (reactive), which are both intrinsic 
because they relate to the appreciation of an experience as 
an end in itself regardless of the results (Holbrook 1999). 
Efficiency results from the “active use of a product or con‑
sumption experience as a means to achieve self‑oriented pur‑
pose. Convenience is a particular type of efficiency where 
the input is time”; excellence involves an “assessment of 
the reactive potential capacity of an object or experience to 
serve as means to achieve a personal goal”; entertainment 
corresponds to the “value resulting from an active manipu‑
lation of the offer being considered as a source of pleasure 
for the individual”; and aesthetics refers to a “passive and 
personal appreciation of the beauty of the object or place of 
consumption” (Nsairi 2012: 680). In this service context, 
efficiency is understood as the value linked to service ele‑
ments like convenience, opening hours and ease of purchase, 
among others; excellence refers to the perceived quality of 
products sold in the store; entertainment is consumer partici‑
pation associated with enjoyment; and aesthetics are related 
to the layout and beauty of the store.

Retail innovativeness

Innovation involves the application of new ideas that stimu‑
late economic performance (Townsend 2010). It can be clas‑
sified into administrative and technological innovation (Han 
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et al. 1998), and technological innovation may in turn be 
product or process innovation (Rennings and Rammer 2009). 
Generally, innovation is usually associated with technolog‑
ical change, but service innovation is less tangible, tends 
to be ongoing and is more difficult to define and measure 
(Tether 2005). Given this variety of types of innovation, 
different lines of research can be found in the literature on 
innovation. For example, some authors have investigated 
innovation in services from the standpoint of organisational 
strategy (e.g. Von Koskull et al. 2016), describing it as a 
rational and cognitive‑functional process, in which having 
a clear strategy is key to successfully managing innovation 
(Oke 2007). Other more consumer‑centric studies have stud‑
ied innovation as the tendency to adopt new products or to 
be pioneers in a technology (Parasuraman and Colby 2015; 
Kaushik and Rahman 2016).

This paper addresses innovation in the context of retailing 
and from the market perspective, in other words, consid‑
ering that innovation exists when the consumer perceives 
that it does (Lagnevik et al. 2003). In the retailing sphere, 
innovation is currently an emerging line of research (Gil 
et al. 2014; Christofi et al. 2015) and the literature on this 
topic is relatively fragmented (e.g. Wood et al. 2008; Musso 
2010; Djellal et al. 2013). In general, this topic has been 
approached from different angles, from an approach focus‑
ing on advances in technology linked to marketing channels 
(Musso 2010), to a focus more oriented to product innova‑
tion in commercial distribution companies (Castaldo 2001). 
Despite the intense competition and dynamism in the retail‑
ing sector, various authors criticise the lack of knowledge 
about the concept and measures of innovation applied to 
commerce (e.g. Hristov and Reynolds 2015).

Following recent studies on retailing innovation (e.g. Gil 
et al. 2014; Lin et al. 2013; Lin  2016), this study uses the 
term “retail innovativeness” to refer to innovation related to 
retailer marketing activities and practices. One definition of 
retail innovativeness is provided by Homburg et al. (2002: 
90), who contribute a general focus by conceptualising inno‑
vation in commerce as “the extent to which competitors in 
the local market adopt new merchandising or service ideas”. 
Attempts to classify this type of innovation are still scanty. 
For example, Ganesan et al. (2009) differentiate between 
innovations in supply (e.g. products and services mix) and 
in processes (e.g. logistics efficiency); Musso (2010) focuses 
the study of innovation from the technological, relational 
and structural perspective; and Hristov and Reynolds (2015) 
identify innovation in commercial formats, product develop‑
ment, packaging, pricing, promotion and logistics.

The literature review in the retail context shows that con‑
tributions which deal with retail innovativeness are mainly 
conceptual works, based on qualitative studies where the anal‑
ysis is from the perspective of store managers, not consumers. 
For example, Vernuccio et al. (2010) propose a conceptual 

framework for the influence of marketing, logistics and eth‑
ics in packaging innovation; Musso (2010) also provides a 
theoretical framework which identifies lines of research into 
innovation in distribution channels; Hellström and Nilsson 
(2011) examine innovation in all stages of the distribution 
logistics chain; Shankar et al. (2011) identify various areas of 
innovation in stores: technology, multichannel, atmosphere, 
merchandising, customer response measures, organisation and 
collaboration with manufacturers; and Grewal et al. (2011) 
review innovations in prices and promotions.

From the empirical point of view, investigations have 
been mainly qualitative and with a business approach. For 
example, Reynolds et al. (2007) analyse innovation in com‑
mercial formats and interview store managers to find out 
about the most significant changes in commercial distribu‑
tion; Beckeman and Olsson (2011) interview retail distribu‑
tors to analyse innovations in their relations with suppliers 
and customers; Hristov and Reynolds (2015) also study retail 
store managers’ perceptions of innovation and the measures 
they use. Finally, there are very few quantitative studies. 
For example, Anselmsson and Johansson (2009) analyse a 
sample of homes in relation to distributor brands and the 
degree of product innovation in food stores.

In short, study of innovation in the retail context pre‑
sents important challenges and areas to explore. One of 
those areas is the contribution of the retail innovativeness 
to consumer valuations and responses (e.g. Gil et al. 2014). 
Some works suggest that innovation‑related variables have 
some potential to influence consumer perception and, there‑
fore, value and satisfaction with the establishment (Ganesan 
et al. 2009; Beckeman and Olsson 2011). The importance 
of service innovation for loyalty and brand equity has also 
been highlighted but with a focus on the brand or product 
(Bagomolova 2010; Wu 2014).

Hypothesis

Value–retailer brand equity (RBE) relationship

Most contributions have studied RBE mainly from the per‑
spective of its conceptualisation and dimensions (e.g. Hart‑
man and Spiro 2005; Jara and Cliquet 2012), the identifica‑
tion of research lines (e.g. Grewal and Levy 2007) or the 
development of measures (e.g. Arnett et al. 2003; Pappu and 
Quester 2006). Regarding the analysis if its antecedents, 
whereas the literature on product‑oriented brand equity is 
more extensive (e.g. Calvo and Lévy 2014; Cai et al. 2015), 
there are fewer applied works on RBE (e.g. Gil et al. 2013). 
The most recent literature review points out that empirical 
evidence is difficult to compare due to the variety of ante‑
cedents, terms and measurement methods (Table 2).
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In general, works have analysed the influence of vari‑
ables related above all to the store’s marketing activities, 
like assortment, prices, promotions or service (e.g. Jinfeng 
and Zhilong 2009; Das 2015; Abril and Rodríguez‑Cáno‑
vas 2016). Empirical evidence in the line of Yoo et al. 
(2000: 197) although focused on product‑oriented brand 
equity highlights that “any marketing action has the poten‑
tial to affect brand equity because it represents the effect of 
accumulated marketing investments into the brand”. Thus, 
the contributions point to RBE formed on the basis of con‑
sumers’ favourable responses or evaluations of a store’s 
marketing actions in relation to competitors’ actions.

Considering the importance of marketing actions in RBE, 
some contributions have analysed the effect of value or differ‑
ent dimensions of value, like convenience, price or perceived 
quality (e.g. Jinfeng and Zhilong 2009; Bigné et al. 2013). 
Although some authors consider that value is a dimension 
of RBE (e.g. Arnett et al. 2003), others confirm it is a clear 
antecedent (e.g. Dwivedi et al. 2012; Gil et al. 2013, 2017a). 
These latest contributions show that a store’s perceived value 
positively influences consumer perception of RBE.

The effect of value on brand equity can be explained 
from the cue utilisation theory proposed by Richardson 
et al. (1994) according to which consumers base their 
decisions on elements of the marketing‑mix a firm designs. 
Given that value represents the consumer’s cost–benefit 
comparison (Zeithaml 1988), this value can be a key indi‑
cator of brand valuation (Teas and Agarwal 2000; Wood‑
ruff 1997) which can generate preference and positive atti‑
tudes and therefore influence brand equity. There is some 
empirical evidence to support this theory (Hellier et al. 
2003; Johnson et al. 2006). Following this approach and 
taking into account the findings for value‑related anteced‑
ents of RBE (Table 2), it is assumed that whether consum‑
ers perceive that a store provides superior value, thanks 
to investment in marketing actions (e.g. price reductions, 
longer opening hours, improved product quality, aesthet‑
ics, speedy service, etc.), they will feel more satisfied, 
show greater preference and more positive attitudes and all 

of that will increase perception of RBE. The value dimen‑
sions considered (efficiency, excellence, entertainment and 
aesthetics) will positively influence RBE. Therefore, the 
first group of hypothesis are established (Fig. 1):

H1 (H1a) efficiency,  (H1b) excellence,  (H1c) entertainment 
and  (H1d) aesthetics of the establishment are positively 
related to RBE.

Moderator effect of retail innovativeness

RBE formation can be improved by incorporating the mod‑
erator role of certain variables that can alter the influence 
of the antecedents. There is scanty empirical evidence 
in the retail context analysing the effects of moderators 
of brand equity, like level of involvement, type of store, 
knowledge of the brand or degree of development in the 
country of reference (e.g. Swoboda et al. 2009, 2014; Dol‑
bec and Chebat 2013; Bigné et al. 2013; Gil et al. 2016) 
(Table 2). However, no empirical evidence has been found 
for the moderator role of retail innovativeness.

In addition, the empirical evidence for the relationship 
between innovation and brand equity in retailing is scanty. 
For example, Gil et al. (2014) analyse the effect of store 
innovation on different dimensions of brand equity and 
they conclude that RBE is not always greater when con‑
sumers perceive the store to be very innovative, because 
the differences in that equity are very closely related to 
the type of product. Unlike the sphere of distribution, in 
the product and brand context it is easy to find empirical 
evidence on the relationship between innovation and brand 
equity. In fact, innovation has been considered as a signifi‑
cant determinant of brand equity (Staake et al. 2009). In 
this line, the results reported by Sriram et al. (2007) indi‑
cate that product innovations have a positive, significant 
effect on brand equity. Liao and Cheng (2014) report that 
the firm’s communication of innovation has a moderator 
effect on brand equity. Wu (2014) confirms that consumer 
perceived technological leadership has a positive influence 

Fig. 1  Proposed model
VALUE

Efficiency

Excellence

Entertainment

Aesthetics

Retailer brand 
equity 
(RBE) 

H1a

H1b

H1c

H1d

Retail innovativeness

H2a H2b H2c H2d
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on brand equity. However, Sinapuelas and Sisodiya (2010) 
argue that innovation in product line extensions does not 
affect brand equity. Thus, transferring this evidence to the 
retail sphere, the results suggest that retail innovativeness 
may have some effect on RBE process.

As regards the relationship between innovation and 
value, innovation in some aspects of the store has been 
positively associated with perceived value (Lin et al. 2013; 
Kang 2014). This relationship has been highlighted in 
some works that agree that the main objective of innova‑
tion is to create value for the customer, because other‑
wise innovation would be an expense (e.g. Linder et al. 
2003; Ganesan et al. 2009; Beckeman and Olsson 2011). 
Therefore, the store innovation is considered to boost the 
impact of value on RBE. Consumers who perceive the 
store as innovative in marketing (e.g. in assortment, prod‑
uct presentation, promotion, animation at point of sale, 
atmosphere, leisure services, etc.) will perceive that these 
innovative actions are more important in the valuation of 
RBE. In particular, it is assumed that the influence of the 
four value dimensions considered (efficiency, excellence, 
entertainment and aesthetics) on RBE will be greater when 
consumers perceive a high level of innovation in the store. 
In this sense, the second group of hypothesis are posited 
(Fig. 1):

H2 A high level of perceived retail innovativeness increases 
the effect of  (H2a) efficiency,  (H2b) excellence,  (H2c) enter‑
tainment and  (H2d) aesthetics on RBE.

Methodology

Questionnaire and data collection

A quantitative investigation has been carried out in the 
context of shopping experiences at retail establishments to 
evaluate the different study constructs. The questionnaire 
was designed from a set of scales carefully selected from 
the most recent literature and adapted to this type of ser‑
vice (Table 3). All the measures used 7‑point Likert‑type 
scales. Value was measured with self‑oriented dimensions 
from Holbrook’s (1999) typology. Efficiency and aesthetics 
come from Mathwick et al. (2001), and excellence and enter‑
tainment were adapted from Sweeney and Soutar (2001). In 
relation to the measurement of RBE, various authors con‑
sider that measures of brand equity from the product context 
can be used, and therefore, this variable can be evaluated 
from purchase intention or preference for a specific store 
in comparison with a fictitious store (Hartman and Spiro 
2005; Yoo et al. 2000). Following this approach, and in line 
with the work by Shen (2010), the scale proposed by Yoo 
and Donthu (2001) has been adapted to this study. Finally, 
the retail innovativeness scale is based on the contribution 
from Homburg et al. (2002) which represents one of the few 
attempts to develop a measurement of innovation in retailing 
context. This proposal contains three items which refer to the 
number of innovations adopted, when they are adopted and 
consistency of innovation over time. During the interview 

Table 3  Measurement scales
Value
Efficiency
Mathwick et al. (2001)

Shopping from this store is an efficient way to manage my time
Shopping from this store makes my life easier

Excellence
Sweeney and Soutar (2001)

The products of this store have consistent quality and are well made
The products of this store have an acceptable standard of quality
The products of this store perform consistently

Entertainment
Sweeney and Soutar (2001)

I enjoy shopping in this store
Shopping from this store make me feel good
Shopping from this store is pleasant

Aesthetics
Mathwick et al. (2001)

The way this store displays its products is attractive
I like the aesthetics of this store

Retailer brand equity (RBE)
Yoo et al. (2000); Yoo and Donthu 

(2001)

It makes sense to buy in this store instead of any other store, even if 
they are the same

Even if another store has same features as this store, I would prefer 
to buy in this store

If there is another store as good as this store, I prefer to buy in this 
store

If another store is not different from this store in any way, it seems 
smarter to purchase in this shop

Retail innovativeness
Homburg et al. (2002)

This store adopts a lot of new merchandising or services ideas rela‑
tive to others stores

This store adopts new merchandising or services ideas more quickly 
than others stores

This store consistently adopts new merchandising or services ideas 
over time relative to others stores
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process, the interviewer explained to interviewees that new 
merchandising and services ideas refer to novel marketing 
actions the store undertakes in aspects like product assort‑
ment, product presentation, promotions, animation at point 
of sale, atmosphere in the store, services, etc.

Personal ad hoc interviews were conducted in stores 
selling food, textiles (fashion/clothes), household goods 
(furniture/decoration) and electronics (electronics/white 
goods). The interviews were distributed throughout thir‑
teen chain stores representative of different store formats in 
a Spanish city and its metropolitan area. The selection was 
made on the basis of the type of products offered and posi‑
tioning in the European and Spanish market (Interbrand 
2014) (http://www.bestg lobal brand s.com/2014/ranki ng/). 
In the food sector, the stores chosen for the interviews were 
Mercadona, Carrefour, Alcampo, Lidl and Día; in textiles, 
the interviews were conducted in Zara, Mango and H&M; 
household goods in Ikea and El Corte Inglés‑Hogar; and 

finally, electronics in Fnac, MediaMarkt and Apple Store. 
Shoppers were chosen at random as they left the stores, 
from Monday to Saturday, morning and afternoon. A total 
of 820 valid questionnaires were collected. The distribution 
of stores according to type of products and interviewees 
according to socio‑demographic characteristics is shown 
in Table 4.

Dimensionality and reliability of measurement 
scales

The first approximation to scale dimensionality and reli‑
ability was carried out with maximum likelihood explora‑
tory factor analysis and the calculation of Cronbach’s 
alpha. Taking into account factor loads and the improve‑
ment in the reliability index, the third item was removed 
from the entertainment scale. These preliminary results 
were used to estimate a first‑order measurement model 
with robust maximum likelihood. The fit indexes (χ2

Sat‑Bt 
(df = 89) = 198.67; χ2

Sat‑Bt/df = 2.23; RMSEA = 0.039; 
CFI = 0.988; GFI = 0.962; AGFI = 0.943) were adequate. 
Internal consistency and reliability indexes were satisfac‑
tory for all the scales (Table 5). 

The measurement scales have: (1) convergent validity 
because all factor loadings are significant at 99% (t‑sta‑
tistic > 2.58) (Steenkamp and Van Trijp 1991) and (2) dis‑
criminant validity because the linear correlation between 
each pair of scales is less than the AVE square root of the 
scales involved (Table 5). The squared association between 
aesthetics and entertainment is slightly above the average 
variance extracted percentage for entertainment. To ensure 
this validity, the χ2 difference test was run between estima‑
tion of the model restricting the correlations between each 
pair of constructs to the unit and the unrestricted model, 
following the indications in Anderson and Gerbing (1988). 
The statistical value χ2 = 136.48 (df = 15) is significant at 
99% which indicates that each scale measures a different 
dimension.

Table 4  Sample profile

Distribution by retail sectors
 Grocery 36.5%
 Clothing 22%
 Furniture 19.5%
 Electronics 22%

Socio‑demographic characteristics
 Gender  Occupation
  Female 64.3%   Employed 55.1%
  Male 35.7%   Housewife 8.2%

 Age   Student 15%
  18–25 years 18.4%   Retired 9.3%
  26–35 years 19.7%   Unemployed 12.4%
  36–45 years 22.4%  Education
  46–55 years 20.1%   University 47.6%
  56–65 years 13.9%   Secondary/college 17.2%

  > 65 years 5.5%   Elementary 33.5%
Mean (± SD) = 41.37 (± 14.65)   No studies 1.7%

Table 5  Descriptive statistics, reliability indexes and measurement scales correlations

SD = standard deviation; α = Cronbach’s alpha (> 0.7); ρ = composite reliability (> 0.7); AVE = average variance extracted (> 0.5)
a Elements on the main diagonal are the square root of AVE

Mean SD α ρ AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Efficiency 4.28 1.66 0.891 0.892 0.806 0.650a

2. Excellence 5.57 1.15 0.918 0.922 0.799 0.480 0.638
3. Entertainment 4.34 1.54 0.888 0.890 0.803 0.614 0.520 0.645
4. Aesthetics 5.07 1.43 0.837 0.841 0.726 0.588 0.488 0.602 0.527
5. Retailer brand equity (RBE) 4.23 1.69 0.967 0.967 0.882 0.181 0.302 0.241 0.413 0.778
6. Retail innovativeness 4.180 1.57 0.948 0.947 0.857 0.535 0.434 0.594 0.477 0.224 0.734

http://www.bestglobalbrands.com/2014/ranking/
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Findings

After analysing the validity and reliability of the meas‑
urement scales, a hierarchical linear regression model 
was estimated in order to test the research hypotheses. 
This methodology has been applied following Cohen 
et al. (2003). According to the data in Table 5, RBE, the 
value dimensions which attempt to explain that RBE and 
the potential moderator effect of store innovation do not 
show a high linear correlation (< 0.7 in all cases). This 
finding indicates the absence of multicollinearity, a neces‑
sary assumption to specify the regression model correctly. 
In any case, to ensure compliance with this assumption, 
all the variables were normalised before the estimation 
process.

Firstly, a regression model was estimated only with the 
interviewees’ socio‑economic variables and the explana‑
tory control variables of RBE (age, employment situation 
and level of education). Secondly, the value dimensions 
were added as direct effect on the dependent variable. The 
third stage consisted in adding the direct effect of store 
innovation together with the above explanatory variables. 
And finally, in the fourth stage, the effects of interaction 
of the value dimensions with store innovation were intro‑
duced (Table 6).

According to the estimated coefficients in Model 2, 
the value dimensions (efficiency β = 0.245***, excellence 

β = 0.129***, entertainment β = 0.308*** and aesthetics 
β = 0.087***) directly and significantly influence RBE. 
These results mean the first group of hypotheses  H1 is 
accepted. Therefore, it can be confirmed that these four 
dimensions of value are positively related to RBE. The 
greater the consumer’s perception of efficiency, excel‑
lence, entertainment and aesthetics in the store, the higher 
the level of RBE.

Store innovation does not significantly influence RBE 
(Model 3: β = 0.043), but some of the effects of interaction 
with this variable are significant (Model 4: βEfficiency*Innovation 
= 0.064*; βAesthetics*Innovation = 0.076**). That is, store inno‑
vation has a pure moderator effect on the relations effi‑
ciency–RBE and aesthetics–RBE. The positive coefficients 
of the effects of interaction indicate that innovation in the 
store increases the positive effect of efficiency and aesthetics 
on RBE. For deeper exploration, these effects are shown in 
graph form in Fig. 2.

Figure 2 shows that the positive relationship between effi‑
ciency and RBE is strongest when the consumer perceives 
a high degree of innovation in the establishment (the slope 
of the straight line is steeper when innovation is considered 
low). Similarly, the intensity of the direct effect of aesthet‑
ics on RBE is more powerful when the degree of innova‑
tion is perceived to be high. Furthermore, innovation in the 
store positively moderates the relationship between excel‑
lence–RBE and entertainment–RBE, but is not significant 
(Model 4: βExcellence*Innovation = 0.039; βEntertainment*Innovation = 

Table 6  Hierarchical linear 
regression on retailer brand 
equity (RBE)

a Standardised coefficients
*Significant at 90%; **significant at 95%; ***significant at 99%

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Control variables
 Age − 0.016a − 0.046 − 0.044 − 0.041
 Occupation 0.007 0.026 0.027 0.024
 Education − 0.070 − 0.035 − 0.035 − 0.039

Independent variables
 Efficiency 0.245*** 0.247*** 0.244***
 Excellence 0.129*** 0.122*** 0.131***
 Entertainment 0.308*** 0.308*** 0.298***
 Aesthetics 0.087** 0.073** 0.087**
 Retail innovativeness 0.043 0.043
 Efficiency × retail innovativeness 0.064*
 Excellence × retail innovativeness 0.039
 Entertainment × retail innovativeness 0.055
 Aesthetics × retail innovativeness 0.076**

R2 0.005 0.385 0.387 0.396
Adjusted R2 0.001 0.380 0.381 0.387
ΔR2 0.005 0.002 0.009
F 1.355 72.129** 63.448** 43.794**
Durbin–Watson 1.913 1.956 1.954 1.963
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0.055). Thus, the results only permit acceptance of hypoth‑
eses  H2a and  H2d. Innovation only significantly moderates 
the relationship between efficiency and aesthetics and RBE. 
Therefore, it can be stated that when perception of innova‑
tion is high, the effect of efficiency and aesthetics on RBE is 
greater than if perception of innovation is low.

Finally, the factors for inflation of the variance (FIV) were 
below 2 in all cases and so it can be concluded that there 
is no multicollinearity between the explanatory variables 
for the models. In addition, the Durbin–Watson statistic is 
close to 2 which indicates the residuals from the model are 
independent. The nonparametric Kolmorogov–Smirnov test 
for residual normality shows that the null hypothesis must be 
accepted (Z = 0.787, p value = 0.565). Finally, the increase in 
adjusted R2 is not significant between the models analysed.

Theoretical implications

This work attempts to further the study of RBE by explor‑
ing the influence of consumer valuations in relation to value 
and innovation in the store. Although the concept of RBE is 
based on the added value of the store (Wu and Tian 2008; 
Jinfeng and Zhilong 2009), the literature on the relationship 
between the perception of value and brand equity in retail‑
ing is still limited (e.g. Dwivedi et al. 2012). The study of 
innovation in marketing practices is also a very recent line 
which requires greater theoretical investigation and empiri‑
cal evidence to clarify the type of contribution it makes to 
RBE (Gil et al. 2014).

The first theoretical implication is related to the close 
relationship that a store’s brand has with consumer perceived 
values. The empirical research carried out shows that per‑
ceived value of the store is a key antecedent of RBE. In 
particular, Holbrook’s (1999) self‑oriented value dimensions 
are positively and significantly related to RBE. Customer 

utilitarian valuations of the store, like efficiency and excel‑
lence, and hedonistic ones like entertainment and aesthet‑
ics, are strongly associated with perception of RBE. These 
results are in the line of previous empirical evidence that 
confirms that perceived value or certain value dimensions 
are antecedents of RBE (e.g. Jinfeng and Zhilong 2009; 
Dwivedi et al. 2012; Bigné et al. 2013; Gil et al. 2013).

In particular, the value dimension with the greatest con‑
tribution to RBE is entertainment, followed by efficiency. 
Excellence and aesthetics exert the least influence (Table 6). 
Thus, the active dimensions of value, entertainment and effi‑
ciency are the most important for RBE formation, whereas 
the reactive dimensions, excellence and aesthetics affect it 
least. The importance of active values over reactive values 
has also been highlighted in some works in the services 
context (e.g. Gallarza et al. 2013). There are also studies 
that confirm that efficiency has the greatest effect on RBE 
and on loyalty (e.g. Jinfeng and Zhilong 2009). Therefore, 
consumers’ active participation in the shopping experience 
generates functional benefits related to entertainment which 
are particularly relevant in RBE. However, the benefits of 
quality and beauty, stemming from more passive participa‑
tion from consumers who simply perceive, admire or appre‑
ciate the purchased product and the store, are less important 
for RBE. This finding suggests that the power of a brand in 
consumer responses depends mainly on factors associated 
with customer participation in the shopping experience.

The second theoretical implication is the contribution 
made by store innovation to the value of its brand. In this 
connection, this study has also shown that retail innova‑
tiveness has an interesting influence on the valuation of 
RBE. According to the results, innovation does not mod‑
erate the effect of all the dimensions of value on RBE, 
because it has only had a significant effect on efficiency 
and aesthetics (Table 6). In particular, when consumers 
perceive the store as more innovative, the influence of 

Fig. 2  Significant moderator effect of retail innovativeness on retailer brand equity (RBE)
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these two dimensions on RBE is stronger than if they per‑
ceive less innovation (Fig. 2). Therefore, it can be assumed 
that the benefits stemming from efficiency or conveni‑
ence (e.g. convenience, opening hours, ease of shopping, 
etc.) and beauty (e.g. atmosphere, lighting, smell, etc.) of 
the store are more significant in the valuation of RBE in 
more innovative stores than in traditional ones. Thus, the 
importance consumers assign to efficiency and aesthetics 
depends largely on the novelties that the store incorporates 
to improve the shopping experience. In addition, these two 
values influence RBE less in stores where the perception 
of innovation is lower (Fig. 2). A possible explanation for 
this result is that in less innovative establishments con‑
sumers may place more value on certain more utilitarian 
aspects of shopping like price or the price–quality ratio, 
with issues related to shopping time and point‑of‑sale aes‑
thetics disappearing from the forefront.

The results also show that the effect of excellence and 
entertainment on RBE does not vary in relation to the 
degree of innovation (Table 6). This finding suggests that 
consumers attach a similar importance to these values in 
both innovative and more traditional stores. The results for 
the value of excellence may be due to the fact that custom‑
ers assume that all stores offer appropriate levels of quality 
in products and services, and therefore, this value does not 
depend on perceived innovation. With the value of enter‑
tainment, consumers tend to seek enjoyment and enter‑
tainment regardless of the level of innovation in services. 
Considering that this type of value is the most influential 
factor in RBE, this finding highlights the fundamental role 
of entertainment in consumers’ positive valuations of the 
brand.

In summary, this work contributes to the literature on 
brand equity applied to retailing, offering results that dem‑
onstrate the importance of value and innovation of the 
store for the brand. The added value of store brand and the 
differential effect that brand has on consumer responses 
will depend both on utilitarian and hedonic values and 
on the perception of innovation. Bearing in mind that 
consumer responses can refer to purchasing behaviour, 
satisfaction judgements or subsequent responses in the 
form of loyalty, these results also contribute to satisfac‑
tion research since they improve and complete the pro‑
cess that leads to loyalty. Some authors have shown that 
brand equity enhances satisfaction levels (Huang et al. 
2014; Fuentes et al. 2017); hence, brand valuation should 
be taken into account when explaining loyalty in retail‑
ing. The incorporation of the RBE variable in the classic 
chain of relationships “value–satisfaction–loyalty” could 
shed light on certain questions being debated relating to 
the types of direct, indirect, nonlinear and asymmetric 
effects that still exist in the literature (Gallarza et al. 2015; 
Pomirleanu et al. 2016).

Practical implications

From the practical perspective, this paper highlights the 
important role of retailers in the brand equity building 
process. Without forgetting the dependency that exists 
between retailers and manufacturers (Ferguson and Brown 
2012), the marketing actions of retailers geared to creat‑
ing value and innovation will have a key influence on the 
formation of RBE.

Regarding consumer value, the results indicate that the 
influence of value dimensions on RBE is different and so 
stores have the opportunity to direct their efforts to the 
values that are most important for consumers. Given that 
active values, entertainment and efficiency are the most 
closely related to RBE, managers could promote these 
aspects through activities to animate points of sale in order 
to increase customer involvement and participation (e.g. 
draws, competitions, exhibitions, etc.), new services more 
tailored to the needs of the target audience to enable more 
satisfactory experiences than those offered by the com‑
petition (e.g. more benefits from loyalty cards, more pro‑
fessional treatment, personalised advisory services, etc.) 
and improvements in aspects related to shopping time and 
effort (e.g. appropriate signage of sections, correct label‑
ling of prices, speedy services, etc.).

All these advantages that stores can offer to improve per‑
ceived value for consumers would strengthen their brands 
with respect to others. To this end, it is crucial that retail 
brand managers know how to adequately inform about these 
advantages in order to connect with their target audience and 
transmit these entertainment and efficiency values, which 
are the elements that really strengthen brand value for con‑
sumers. These brand values should be transmitted not only 
through communication tools (advertisements in traditional 
media, sponsorship, viral marketing, etc.) or merchandis‑
ing activities within stores, but also through any market‑
ing action that allows the values or benefits of the brand to 
be represented explicitly or implicitly. In this line, recent 
studies on retailing highlight the need to analyse the overall 
consume experience, taking into consideration every single 
point of contact that the consumer has with the service pro‑
vider, and therefore, with the brand (e.g. Kumar et al. 2017). 
Following this approach, for example, setting higher prices 
than competitors also transmits a value or benefit associ‑
ated with differentiation with respect to other consumers, the 
desire for social promotion, the exclusivity of the store, the 
novelty of the entertainment services, etc. Similarly, strategi‑
cally selecting the people who will represent and promote 
the brand (e.g. influencers) or make an appropriate design 
of the store’s website, are decisions that may be key to cre‑
ating, modifying or improving the values associated with 
the brand.
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The practical implications stemming from the influence 
of innovation on RBE focus on the consideration of con‑
sumer perceived innovation in strategy design. Regardless of 
innovation in the store, managers should maintain levels of 
quality in accordance with the target public and differentiat‑
ing entertainment elements. They also need to understand 
customers’ perception of innovation in the store to identify 
which aspects should be promoted. In stores that are more 
innovative from the customer perspective, the introduction 
of novelties in sales promotion, loyalty building, technolo‑
gies, communication methods, services, among others, could 
improve customer evaluations of efficiency and aesthetics 
to strengthen the store’s brand. For example, the fashion 
industry employs new and innovative technologies, such as 
digital mirrors, new smartphone payment systems or tech‑
nological applications such as the digital personal shopper, 
which substantially improve customer experience and may 
consequently help to enhance brand value. In short, if con‑
sumers think that a store with a certain brand is innovative 
in aspects related to convenient shopping and the beautiful 
appearance of the establishment, they will perceive greater 
advantages in that brand compared to other competing stores 
and this will reinforce the brand’s equity.

In short, retailing firms should be concerned with increas‑
ing value for the customer and pay particular attention to 
innovation to improve the power of the brand and promote 
positive responses from consumers. The more stores are 
able to generate and transmit the values of the brand sought 
by the consumer, the more likely it is that consumers will 
respond more favourably to that brand: more positive atti‑
tudes, more recommendations to others, greater repeat pur‑
chases, greater sensitivity to price, greater predisposition to 
make cross purchases, etc.

Limitations and future research

Finally, to advance in this line of research, the limitations of 
this work are noted below with proposals for improvements 
to deepen the study of value and innovation and their contri‑
bution to RBE. Firstly, the scale used to measure store inno‑
vation in marketing practices is too general. In future works, 
we propose the use of a more precise scale to reflect different 
dimensions of this construct for a more in‑depth exploration 
and to discover new relations with RBE. For example, fol‑
lowing Musso (2010), innovation in technologies, innovation 
in customer relations and structural or strategic innovation 
could be differentiated. The contribution from Ganesan et al. 
(2009) could also serve to measure innovations in the offer 
of products and services and innovations in service provi‑
sion processes.

Secondly, this work has analysed the moderator effect 
of innovation on RBE formation; however, it could be 

interesting to study innovation as an antecedent using causal 
methodology. This approach would provide greater rigour 
for understanding which type of contribution, direct or mod‑
erating, is more important in brand equity. Similarly, further 
work could be done to analyse the consequences of RBE 
investigating the influence of this variable on satisfaction 
and subsequent behaviours. In this line, given that communi‑
cations between consumers through Internet‑based technol‑
ogy are becoming increasingly important for consumer deci‑
sions (King et al. 2014), a new approach would be to study 
the effect of brand equity one‑word‑of‑mouth behaviour.

And thirdly, this study could be replicated in other 
services contexts where retail innovativeness is acquir‑
ing an important role in business strategy, like restaurants 
and hotels. Similarly, in order to establish comparison, 
it would also be interesting to analyse more traditional 
service contexts or where innovations are less relevant 
for consumers, such as stores that mend and alter cloth‑
ing or repair footwear. Finally, given that this study has 
been conducted in a given geographical area, the proposal 
is to extend the study of brand equity to other provinces 
of Spain or even others countries (e.g. across Europe) in 
order to generalise and/or compare the results.
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