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Brand equity is perhaps the most important marketing concept in both academia and
practice. The term came into use during the late 1980s; and the importance of conceptualizing,
measuring, and managing brand equity has grown rapidly in the eyes of practitioners and
academics alike. This has resulted in several often-divergent view-points on the dimensions of
brand equity, the factors that influence it, the perspectives from which it should be studied, and
the ways to measure it.

Many different definitions and ways to measure brand equity have been proposed, and
most of them are based upon the definition: the added value with which a given brand endows a
product. The two most influential conceptualizations of brand equity are Aaker and Keller.
Aaker defines brand equity 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. Keller defines consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) as the differential

effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand.

Currently, all research on brand equity has used the same conceptualization of the
construct based on previously determined dimensions with no attempt to argue their validity.
Given the importance of the concept of brand equity in marketing, as well as the need for the
measurement of brand equity, the literature lacks an empirically based consumer-perceived
brand equity scale. Since the brand is the consumer’s idea, the consumer is an active participant
in the creation of equity for the brand. So if we want to understand and manage the intangible

equity directly, we have to have the consumer’s help.



This dissertation enriches and strengthens the current knowledge on brand equity by
developing a new conceptualization and scale determined by dimensions that consumers
perceive. The new Consumer-Perceived Consumer-Based Brand Equity Scale is made up of five
dimensions: quality, preference, social influence, sustainability, and leadership. Previous
conceptualizations of brand equity have discussed dimensions that are consumer descriptors.
Since perceived brand equity is the value that consumers perceive in the brand, this
conceptualization presents dimensions that are brand characteristics.

The new robust scale contributes both to the theoretical understanding of consumer-
based brand equity measurement, as well as assisting managers, or brand ambassadors, in
measuring brand equity and developing successful brand strategies. The value of a
consumer-perceived, consumer-based brand equity scale suggests a number of new
directions for study and elaboration in what is certain to be a compelling stream of research

with vast implications for both theory and practice.



Copyright 2012
by

Sally Samih Baalbaki

1



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Looking back, I am very grateful for all I have accomplished throughout these years in
the PhD program. It has certainly shaped me as a person and led me to where I am now.

My heartfelt gratitude and appreciation goes to my dissertation committee. To my chair,
Dr. Francisco Guzman, I express my thanks for mentoring and encouraging me from my very
first semester as a doctoral student and guiding my development as an educator and a scholar. I
have been very blessed with Dr. Guzman’s patience, encouragement, support, and guidance. |
also thank my committee members, Dr. Audhesh Paswan, Dr. Charles Blankson, and Dr. James
Conover for their helpful insights and guidance throughout this process. My thanks also go to Dr.
Jeff Sager and all the other faculty members in the Department of Marketing & Logistics for
their mentorship and stewardship during my time at the University of North Texas.

It was a pleasure to share these years with wonderful colleagues, and I would like to
sincerely thank them for having helped and encouraged me in various ways.

My sincere thanks also goes to my family for always being there. I thank my mom for her
never-ending love, support, and encouragement. Special thanks for my dad, who always believed
in me and supported all my decisions. I dedicate this dissertation to both my parents, without
them I would not be the person I am today. Finally, I want to thank my sisters who have been
there for me throughout the years.

Last, but not least, I would like to thank my husband for always being there for me
through all the good and bad times. Without his patience, support, strength, and love, I would not
have been able to successfully get through the program. I am grateful for having you in my life,

Omar, and for our amazing gift from God, our daughter Jana.

i1



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...ttt ettt et ettt ettt enteeneesaeenseeneenes iii
LIST OF TABLES. ...ttt ettt ettt ettt et e st esbeente st e nseenseeneesseenseeneenes vi
LIST OF FIGURES ...ttt sttt ettt et et e e s eseeneesneenee vii
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION ......oiiiiiiiieiieieeie ettt sttt eee st ente s ese e sseeseeneenes 1
Ll INEOAUCTION ..ttt st ettt et s e b 1

1.2, Brand EQUILY .....coooouiiiiiieiiie ettt ettt e eae e et e e e envae e eeaeeennveeenneas 2

1.2.1. Definition of Brand EQUILY ........ccceeviieriiiiiiiiiieeiieiece e 2

1.2.2. Perspectives of Brand EQUItY.......cccoooviieiiiiiiiie e 3

1.2.3. Brand Equity Perspective of this DisSertation .........c..cceceevveeverienerieneenns 4

1.2.4. Principal Conceptualizations of Brand Equity..........ccccccoeeviiiiiiiiiieieennnnnn, 5

1.3.  Research Questions and Potential Contribution.............cccceeeeuveeecieeecieeeciieeeiee e, 5

| S \Y 11 Vo Ta (o] o} e RSP 7

1.5, Outline of DiSSEItation.......c.eeviruieiuiriieniienieeie ettt sttt 8

1.6, COMNCIUSION ...ttt ettt et e sttt e st e et e sateenbeesaaeebeens 8
CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW ....coiiiiiiiiieeie ettt 10
2.1 INEFOAUCTION ..ottt ettt et sb et e nes 10

2.2 Brands and Branding..........ccccecouieieiiiieiie e 12

2.2.1 Definition of @ Brand ...........coccovieiiiiiniiiiiiieeeeceeeee e 12

2.2.2  The Evolution of Branding ..........ccccceeevieeeiiieeiieeeiee e 14

23 Brand EQUILY .....ccouioiiiiiieiecee et 14

2.3.1 Definition of Brand EQUILY ......c.ccoocuiieiiiiiiiiieieeceeeeeee e 14

2.3.2. Perspectives of Brand EQUItY........cccccoevieiiiiiiiiniiiieieeeeeee e 16

2.3.3. Brand Equity Perspective of this Dissertation ..........c.ccceeeevveeecieeenieeenneenns 19

2.3.4. Principal Conceptualizations of Brand Equity..........ccccocevieniiiiiniencnnene. 19

2.4, Brand Equity MEasuremMeNt ..........cceeerieeiiiieeiiieeiieeeiieeereeeeneeesveeesveesseveeensneeens 22

2.4.1. Consumer-1evel MEASUIES........cceevuerierierrieriienieeieeitenie ettt 22

2.4.2. Company-1evel MEaSUIES.........c.ceeruieerieeeiiieeiieeeieeeeieeeereeeeveeeseveeenaneeens 23

2.4.3. Financial-level MEaSUIes .........ccceevuerieriiinienieniieieeienie et 23

2.4.4. Customer Equity and Brand EQUity ........ccccooviiiiiiiiiinciiecieeeeeecee e 24

v



2.4.5. ACAAEIMIC MOUELS .ooeeiiiiiieiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt e e eeeeeeeeeeees 25

2.4.6. INAUSLIY MOAEIS ...c.evvieiiiieiiie ettt 27
2.5. Brand Equity Scale Developments ...........ccoccieriiiiieniieiiienieciiecee e 29
2.5.1. Direct APPIOACHES .....ccviieeiiieeciiieeiiee et et ete e eree e ere e s e e saveeesaseeens 30
2.5.2. Indirect APProaches .........cccveviieiiiiiiieiieeieeieeee e 33
2.6, Gap and ContribULION.......cccuiieiiieeiiieeciee e et e et e et e e ereeeereeeebeeesaeeesaseeensseeens 37
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSES ...t 44
3.1 INEOAUCHION ...ttt sttt b et e 44
3.2.  Stages in the Development and Validation of a Scale Measuring Consumer-
Perceived Brand EQUILY .......ccooviiiiiiiiiiciieie et 44
3.2.1. Step 1: Identification of Dimensions of Brand Equity..........c.cccccvvveunennee. 45
3.2.2. Step 2: Generation of Items Representing the Dimensions ....................... 47
3.2.3. Step 3: Collection of Consumer Perceptions ..........ccccceeeevveercreeenireeenveeenne. 49
3.2.4. Step 4: Scale Development and Purification............ccceeeveerieniieniieniennnen. 50
3.2.5. Step 5: Final Collection of Consumer Perceptions............ccccvvevveeenneennee. 51
3.2.6. Step 6: Assessment of Reliability and Validity of the Scale...................... 51
3.2.7. Step 7: Identification of Consumer-Perceived Brand Equity Scale........... 60
CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS ..ottt 62
410 INEOAUCTION ...ttt sttt ettt et sa et enes 62
O U TR O 11 F:1 11 2SS UR SRR 62
4.1.2. PIEEIONCE ..oouviiiiiiiiieiieeeeee et 63
4.1.3. Social INfIUNCE ......ccuiiiiiiiiiie e 64
4.1.4. SuStaAINADIIILY...c..eiiiiiiiieie e 65
4.1.5. LeadershiP......cccuieiciieeiie ettt e 66
4.2.  Theoretical ContribULIONS ........ccueevuirieriiienieteeie et 67
4.3. Managerial CoNtribDULIONS ......cccueeeiivieeiiieeiieeecieeeeeeeieeeereeeereeeeaeeesreeeseaeeenaaeeens 70
4.4. Methodological CONtribULIONS .......ccueeriieriiieiienieeiieeie et ettt 71
4.5.  Limitations and Future Research Directions............cceceeiieniiiiiiniieencenieeicenee 72
APPENDIX A: MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENT (1 STUDY)...c.vovevveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeee 75
APPENDIX B: MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENT (2™ STUDY) ... 78
REFERENCES ...ttt ettt et ettt et e et esbeenteeseenteenseeneenseenseenaees 84



2.1.

2.2.

3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

3.6.

3.7.

3.8.

3.9.

3.10.

3.11.

3.12.

3.13.

3.14.

3.15.

3.16.

LIST OF TABLES

Functions of the Brand for the Consumer.............cccooieiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 13
List of Brand EQUity SCales .........cociiiiiiiiiiiieieie et 41
Perceived Dimensions from Qualitative Study.........ccccveeeiiiieiiiiiiiiecieeceee e 46
Original TtemMS 1N SUIVEY ....ccvieiiiiiiieiieeie ettt ettt et e e ebeesebeesbeesnnas 48
Composition Of the SAMPIES ......ccceiiviiiiiiiiecieece e e 51
Descriptive Statistics (student SAMPLE) ......cceeevvieriiiiiieniieiieeieeeeee e 52
Exploratory Factor Analysis — iPhone (student sample).........ccccceevveeeiiieiiieniieesiieeeiens 53
Exploratory Factor Analysis — Blackberry (student sample)..........cccceecverienenienceniennenne. 54
Exploratory Factor Analysis — HTC (student sample).........ccoccveereiieiciieeniieeniie e 55
Descriptive Statistics (CONSUMET SAMPLE) .....eevvieriiieiieiiieiieeie et 56
Reliability and Factor Structure (LISREL) Diagnostics.........ccceeevuiieriiieeniiieeniie e 57
Evidence of Discriminant Validity — iPhone (consumer sample)..........cc.ccoeeeeeieeniiennnnnne. 58
Evidence of Discriminant Validity — Blackberry (consumer sample)..........cccceevveeennennns 59
Evidence of Discriminant Validity — HTC (consumer sample)...........ccceeeveeviienieenieennnnnne. 59
Evidence of Discriminant Validity — iPhone (student sample)...........cccceevvveeriieincieeennenns 59
Evidence of Discriminant Validity — Blackberry (student sample)..........ccccceevveeiiennnnnne. 59
Evidence of Discriminant Validity — HTC (student sample)..........cccccveeviieeniiieincieeenienns 60
The New Consumer-Perceived Brand Equity Scale .........ccoooeeviiiiiiniiiiniiiiicieieeeeee, 61

vi



1.1.

2.1.

3.1.

LIST OF FIGURES

OULHNE OF the DISSEITATION - .eeeeeeeeeee et e e e e e e e e e e e e aaeeeeeeeeenenns 9
Brand EqQuity DIiagram .........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeieee ettt ettt e 18

Steps in Developing and Validating a Scale Measuring Consumer-Perceived Brand

vil



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

A product is something that is made in a factory; a brand is

something that is bought by a customer. A product can be copied

by a competitor; a brand is unique. A product can be quickly

outdated; a successful brand is timeless.

- Stephen King, WPP Group London
1.1. Introduction
The concept of branding is centuries old. In ancient Egypt brick-makers would “brand”

their bricks as a form of identification. Traders would “trademark” their products to guarantee
quality to consumers. Brands, however, first appeared in the early sixteenth century. They were
used by whiskey distillers to “brand” their barrels when being shipped. The “brand” evolved in
the eighteenth century when producers’ names were replaced with names and pictures of places
of origin, animals, and famous people (Farquhar, 1989). This allowed for the strengthening of the
association of the brand name with the product. Consumers were able to remember products as
well as differentiate between competitor products. Then, in the nineteenth century, brands were

used to enhance a product’s perceived value using associations. Branding evolved even further in

the twentieth century with new purposes and strategies.

Why then are twenty-first century consumers willing to pay a premium for a product that
is branded versus a non-branded one? Why are they loyal to and love their brands? Consumers
actually develop feelings and associations with brands and then become loyal to them due to
their “added value,” (i.e., their brand equity) (Barwise, 1993). Brands have become valuable
assets to companies, and therefore, learning and understanding how to build, measure, and

manage brand equity is of utmost importance (Kapferer, 2005).

Aaker’s (1991) and Keller’s (1993) conceptualizations of brand equity are the most well-



known and commonly adopted. Neither author, though, operationalized a scale for measurement.
Therefore, many academics took to the task of quantifying this intangible asset. However, these
academics use Aaker (1991) and Keller’s (1993) conceptualizations without coming up with
their own or taking into account what mental resources consumers tap into in order to determine
what characteristics of a brand are important to them (i.e., brand equity dimensions). Given the
importance of the concept of brand equity in marketing, as well as the need for the measurement
of brand equity, the literature lacks an empirically based consumer-perceived brand equity scale
(i.e., a marketing-oriented brand equity scale). Since the brand is the consumer’s idea, the
consumer is an active participant or partner in the creation of equity for the brand (Blackston,
2000). Therefore, taking into account the consumer’s perspective in developing dimensions will

allow us to understand, manage, and measure the intangible equity directly.

The aim of this dissertation will be to develop and validate a new consumer-perceived
consumer-based brand equity scale. This scale will provide a new conceptualization of brand
equity (other than Aaker’s (1991) and Keller’s (1993) conceptualizations) and will use a
comparison of a student and nationwide consumer sample in the development. Pursuant to the
aim of the dissertation, a robust consumer-perceived consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) scale

is proposed.

1.2. Brand Equity
1.2.1. Definition of Brand Equity

Brand equity is, if not the most, one of the most important marketing concepts for both
academia and practice. Academics want to understand how brand equity is measured and what it

means for a company, while practitioners want to understand how to influence consumer



decisions with respect to different brand purchases in order to increase their brand equity. The
term came into use during the late 1980s; and the importance of conceptualizing, measuring and
managing brand equity has grown rapidly both for practitioners and academics alike (e.g. Aaker,
1991, 1996; Aaker and Keller, 1990; Ailawadi et al., 2003; Erdem et al., 2006; Keller, 1993,
2003; Netemeyer et al., 2004). This has resulted in “several often-divergent view-points on the
dimensions of brand equity, the factors that influence it, the perspectives from which it should be
studied, and the ways to measure it” (Ailawadi et al., 2003 p. 1).

Many different definitions and ways to measure brand equity have been proposed (see
Chapter 2), and most of them are based upon Farquhar’s (1989) definition: “the added value with
which a given brand endows a product” (p. 24). Brand equity is an important concept in business
practice as well as in academic research because it can be used by marketers to gain competitive
advantages through successful brands. Strong brand equity leads to opportunities for successful
brand extensions, resilience against competitors’ promotional efforts, and the creation of barriers

to competitive entry (Farquhar, 1989).

1.2.2. Perspectives of Brand Equity

Brand equity can be seen as emanating from three different perspectives. The first is the
cognitive psychology perspective, which defines brand equity as the differential consumer
response to a brand’s marketing mix that results from consumer associations for a brand (Aaker,
1991; Keller, 1993). This perspective takes into account the fact that brands for which consumers
have more favorable brand associations, or brands with higher brand equity, will be able to
generate more positive marketing mix responses from their consumers than brands with less
favorable brand associations. Therefore, in terms of the cognitive perspective, brand equity is the

result of consumer responses to marketing activities, influenced by consumers’ brand



associations (Anderson, 2007).

The second perspective of brand equity is the information economics perspective, which
views brand equity as the increased utility that a brand name gives to a product (Erdem and
Swait, 1998; Wernerfelt, 1988). In this perspective, the brand name is a signal to consumers of
product quality; it is derived from perceived firm costs or investments, and this perceived quality
reduces information costs for the consumer, thereby increasing utility. This perspective is
important in that it introduces the firm perspective into brand equity (Anderson, 2007).

The third perspective of brand equity is the financial markets perspective, which defines
financial-based brand equity (FBBE) as a financial measure of a firm’s market value minus the
tangible asset value (Simon and Sullivan, 1993). The importance of this perspective lies in its
forward-looking measurement of brand equity.

Although brand equity can be seen from three different perspectives, in general, it can be
classified into two broad categories: financial and consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) (Keller,
1993). In addition, since brand equity affects and brings value to many stakeholders of a
company, a third category of brand equity has been recently proposed; employee based brand
equity (EBBE) (King and Grace, 2009). King and Grace (2009) define EBBE as “the differential
effect that brand knowledge has on an employee’s response to their work environment” (p. 130).
Overall, the term consumer-based brand equity is usually used to refer to brand equity in general

(Rajasekar and Nalina, 2008).

1.2.3. Brand Equity Perspective of this Dissertation
This dissertation will focus on the consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) perspective and

will not discuss FBBE or EBBE, as these two perspectives lie outside the scope of the proposed



study. The rationale behind this decision is based on the following: the financial value of brand
equity is ultimately the outcome of consumer response to a brand name. CBBE, on the other
hand, is the driving force of increased market share and profitability of the brand since it is based
on the market’s perceptions (Christodoulides and de Chernatony, 2010). The financial-based
perspective thus measures the outcome of customer-based brand equity; and therefore, we must

first understand CBBE in order to understand the other perspectives of brand equity.

1.2.4. Principal Conceptualizations of Brand Equity

The two most influential conceptualizations of brand equity are Aaker’s (1991) and
Keller (1993). Aaker defines brand equity 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” (p.15). Aaker then proposes four dimensions of
brand equity: brand awareness, brand loyalty, brand associations, and perceived quality. Keller
(1993) develops the customer-based brand equity model (CBBE), which is the most widely used
model today. Keller defines CBBE by stating that the power of a brand rests on what the clients
have learned, felt, seen, and heard about it through time, that is, rests in their minds. Hence,
CBBE is “the differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of
the brand” (p. 2). Keller’s (1993) definition of CBBE is used in arguing that brand equity is
positioned based on what consumers feel, see, and hear about the brand through time, therefore,

the meaning of brand equity rests in the consumers’ minds.

1.3. Research Questions and Potential Contribution

Currently, all research on brand equity has used the same conceptualization of the



construct based on previously determined dimensions (i.e., based on the theoretical models of
either Aaker, 1991 or Keller ,1993). A review of Aaker’s (1991) work expresses his
conceptualization of brand equity; and then, comments on the dimensions that Aaker discusses
by stating “they are accepted largely on the basis of face validity and no attempt is made to argue
their relative importance or possible interrelation” (Shocker,1993, p. 257). Therefore, developing
a new conceptualization of CBBE, that focuses on the meaning of brand equity as it rests in the
consumers’ minds, is an opportunity to contribute to the field of marketing literature.

This dissertation will enrich and strengthen the current knowledge on brand equity by
developing a conceptualization and scale determined by dimensions that consumers actually
perceive. In other words, the aim of this dissertation is to develop the first Consumer-Perceived,
Consumer-Based Brand Equity Scale. To date, there has not been an extensive examination of
the consumer perceived dimensions that make up brand equity. Towards this end, this
dissertation attempts to answer the following key research questions:

1. Which dimensions identified by consumers are critical to the development of the
consumer perceived brand equity construct?
2. How can these dimensions be interrelated to measure brand equity effectively?

By answering these questions, this dissertation will contribute both to the theoretical
understanding of consumer-based brand equity measurement, and assist managers, or brand
ambassadors, in measuring brand equity and developing successful brand strategies.

This thesis maintains that, given the importance of the concept of brand equity in marketing, as
well as the need for the measurement of consumer perceived brand equity, the literature lacks an
empirically based consumer-derived/perceived brand equity scale. Since the brand is the

consumer’s idea, the consumer is an active participant or partner in the creation of equity for the



brand (Blackston, 2000). We thus need to understand what lies in consumers’ minds with
respect to brand equity. This leads us to the need for qualitative research to help unearth the
secrets of the “intangibility” of brand equity. In understanding the consumers’ real perceptions of
brand equity, we will close the gap between what consumers perceive and what we currently

measure as brand equity.

1.4. Methodology

This dissertation is a scale development piece. It builds upon previous research on brand
equity that has used the same conceptualization of the concept based on previously determined
dimensions (i.e., based on either the Aaker 1991 or Keller 1993 theoretical models). A new
conceptualization of brand equity based on consumer perceived dimensions will be presented. In
order to develop a conceptualization and a scale determined by dimensions that consumers
actually perceive, (i.e., the first consumer-perceived, consumer-based brand equity scale,) the
first step was by determining these consumer-based dimensions using qualitative data from a
student sample and a nationwide sample of the U.S. population.

This preliminary qualitative research was used to determine the most important
consumer-based dimensions or constructs (Gummesson, 2005). The responses were analyzed
using a frequency count; and the most commonly found words are grouped together to form
dimensions for perceived brand equity. The results indicate that the dimensions for perceived
brand equity may have some commonalities with the existing conceptualizations (Aaker, 1991
and Keller 1993), but also add new critical dimensions to the brand equity conceptualization that
depicts brand equity as consumers perceive it today. The new perceived brand equity dimensions

from this preliminary study are: quality, loyalty, sustainability, and value.



An online questionnaire was then used to measure the dimensions found using a
combination of existing scales and newly developed items. Experts in the field ensured the face
and content validity of the survey. The first study was conducted on a student sample in order to
validate the items in the survey. After refining the instrument, the survey was then tested using
both a student sample and a nation-wide consumer sample. Finally, after analysis of reliability

and validity, the new consumer-perceived brand equity scale is presented.

1.5. Outline of Dissertation

In order to address the proposed research questions, following Perry’s (1998) structured
approach for presenting a thesis, this dissertation is organized into four chapters. First, an
introduction of the entire dissertation is presented. Second, the extant literature regarding brand
equity and its measurement is reviewed in-depth and the gap in the literature is revealed. Third,
the full-fledged scale development process is presented and analyzed. Finally, the research

implications and suggestions for future research are discussed (see Figure 1.1.).

1.6. Conclusion

This chapter laid the foundation for the dissertation. It introduced the research problem
and questions, justified the research, presented some definitions, and briefly discussed and
justified the followed methodology. After having presented this outline, and based on these
foundations, the dissertation can proceed with a detailed description of the extant literature in

chapter 2.



Figure 1.1.
Outline of the Dissertation
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

A brand is the consumer’s idea of a product.
- David Ogilvy

Factories rust away, Packages become obsolete, Products lose
their relevance. But great brands live forever.
- Backer Spelvogel Bates
2.1. Introduction

Market orientation is an important concept in the marketing discipline, and is generally
understood as the implementation of the marketing concept, which has served as the discipline’s
philosophy since its formulation (McCarthy 1960). The marketing concept posits that marketing
is the principal function of the firm, because the main purpose of any business was to create a
satisfied customer (Levitt, 1960). It also emphasizes customer orientation and need satisfaction,
as well as integration of all marketing activities with the goal of achieving higher financial
performance for the firm. Recently, the marketing concept emphasizes the idea that the customer
is at the heart of everything (Gunay, 2001).

There are two major points of view on market orientation. The first is behavior oriented.
Narver and Slater (1990) discuss the three behavioral components of market orientation: (1)
customer orientation: the sufficient understanding of one’s target buyers to be able to create
superior value for them continuously, (2) competitor orientation: to understand the short-term
strengths and weakness and long-term capabilities and strategies of both the key current and
potential competitors, and (3) inter-functional coordination: the coordinated utilization of

company resources in creating superior value for target customers. The second point of view is

10



culture oriented. Kohli and Jaworski (1990) define market orientation as being composed of
three sets of activities: organization-wide generation of market intelligence pertaining to current
and future customer needs, dissemination of the intelligence across departments, and
organization wide responsiveness to it.

The two major points of view on market orientation resonate with each other. Combining
the two gives us a more complete picture of market orientation. First, firms must be able to
generate intelligence on their customers (i.e., be customer focused). Second, they need to
generate intelligence on their competitors (i.e., be competitor focused).

Third, firms must be able to efficiently and effectively disseminate intelligence throughout the
organization via formal and informal channels. This approach provides the entire organization
access to necessary resources. Finally, the firm must be responsive to the information, which
will lead them to a strategic advantage.

Our marketing paradigm guides us to first go to the consumer and be customer-focused.
To date, however, we have not followed our marketing paradigm in developing measures for
brand equity. The two most poignant conceptualizations of brand equity Aaker’s (1991) and
Keller (1993) have led to the development of many scales to measure brand equity that are
supposed to capture what people perceive. However, the conceptualizations were actually
developed by what two experts believed made up brand equity, and the subsequent constructs
and measurements were developed without first doing what marketers say should always be done
first: talk to consumers. Hence, this dissertation fills this gap by understanding the consumer’s
perspective of brand equity through qualitative research and then developing a scale that

measures what consumers actually perceive.
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2.2. Brands and Branding
2.2.1. Definition of a Brand

A product offers the consumer a functional benefit (e.g., a car, or shampoo, or health
insurance). How is a brand any different? What is a brand? Many different definitions of what a
brand is have been proposed. The American Marketing Association (AMA) defines a brand as a
name, term, sign, symbol, design, or a combination, which is intended to identify the goods and
services of a firm in order to differentiate them from competition. A brand has also been defined
as “a product offer from a known source” (Kotler, 2000). Keller (2003) defines a brand as a
product that adds other dimensions that differentiate it from other products and services designed
to satisfy the same need. Kapferer (1997) says that a brand exists when there is certain perceived
risk. Without it, a brand would simply be the name of a product. Therefore, a brand makes life
simpler and less risky (Barwise et al., 1990) and is a source of value for the consumer (Kapferer,
1997). A brand is also an “intangible but critical component of what a firm means; a set of
promises” (Davis, 2002). Finally, Bedbury and Fenichell (2002) say that “a brand is, if it is
something, the result of a synaptic process in the brain. They are sponges for content, images,
feelings, sensations, and experiences; psychological concepts inside consumers’ minds.” Hence,
brands enhance the value of a product beyond its functional purpose (Farquhar, 1989). The many
definitions that have been developed for a “brand” are based upon consumer perceptions of
brands due to their own feelings, associations, and relationships with them. As different people
may have different perceptions of the same brand, therefore, a brand can be defined as a

collection of many meanings.
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Table 2.1.
Functions of the Brand for the Consumer

Function Consumer Benefit

To be clearly seen, to make sense of the offer, to quickly identify the

Identification
- sought-after products.

To allow savings of time and energy through identical repurchasing

Practicality and loyalty.

To be sure of finding the same quality no matter where or when vou

Ciuarantee .
' - buy the product or service.

To be sure of buying the best product in its category, the best

Optimization : . ; S
performer for a particular purpose.

To have confirmation of vour self-image or the image that yon
® =2 2

Characterization | i
present to others.

Satistaction brought about through familiarty and intimacy with the

Continuity B
Y brand that vou have been consuming for vears.

Satistaction linked to the attractiveness of the brand, to its logo, to

Hedonistic . .
its communication.

Satisfaction linked to the responsible behavior of the brand in its
relationship towards society.
Source: Adapted from Kapferer (1997)

Ethical

A brand can be a physical product such as a detergent—Tide or Gain; a service such as an
airline—Southwest or American Airlines; a store or distributor—Wal-Mart or Target; a person—
Oprah or Michael Jordan; a place—Walt Disney World or Las Vegas; a sport organization—
Dallas Cowboys or New York Yankees; an organization—Livestrong Foundation or Greenpeace;
and even an animal-——Shamu the whale or Knut the German polar bear. According to Kapferer
(1997), brands have many different functions for consumers (see Table 2.1.). They play the roles
of identification to allow consumers to clearly see the brand; practicality in saving time and
energy; a guarantee of product or service quality; optimization in assuring the best buy within a
category; characterization in being the confirmation of your self-image; continuity in satisfaction

with familiarity and intimacy; hedonistic in satisfaction linked to brand attractiveness; and
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finally, an ethical function in satisfaction linked to a responsible behavior. Based on individual

consumer perception, a brand may have one or more of these functions.

2.2.2. The Evolution of Branding

Branding has changed and evolved over time, as have the consumers of brands (Aaker
and Joachimsthaler, 2000; Davis, 2002). Traditionally, branding was seen as part of a company’s
operations, and thus, when budgets were cut, branding expenditures were the first to get dropped
from the budget (Aaker and Joachimsthaler, 2000; Davis, 2002). Companies had a short-term
focus that emphasized retaining consumers, deriving benefits from the product, and increasing
market share. Currently, branding is seen as the most important function within an organization
because a brand is now considered a company’s most important asset (Aaker and Joachimsthaler,
2000; Davis, 2002). Modern branding focuses on creating loyalty to the brand, building long-
lasting relationships through a long-term focus, and having every functional area manage the
brand—for a more detailed description of brands and branding see Keller and Lehmann’s (2006)
literature review. Since brands have become the most important assets firms own, measuring the

strategic value of a brand—brand equity—has become of paramount importance.

2.3. Brand Equity
2.3.1. Definition of Brand Equity

Brand equity is perhaps the most important marketing concept in both academia and
practice (Christodoulides and de Chernatony, 2010; Keller and Lehmann, 2006). Academics want
to understand how brand equity is measured and what it means for a company, while

practitioners want to understand how to influence consumer decisions with respect to different
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brand purchases in order to increase their brand equity. The term came into use during the late
1980’s; and the importance of conceptualizing, measuring, and managing brand equity has
grown rapidly in the eyes of practitioners and academics alike (e.g. Aaker, 1991, 1996; Aaker
and Keller, 1990; Ailawadi et al., 2003; Erdem et al., 2006; Keller, 1993, 2003; Netemeyer et al.,
2004). This has resulted in “several often-divergent view-points on the dimensions of brand
equity, the factors that influence it, the perspectives from which it should be studied, and the
ways to measure it” (Ailawadi et al., 2003, p. 1). Consumers actually develop feelings and
associations with brands and then become loyal to them due to their “added value” (i.e., their
brand equity) (Barwise, 1993). Brands have become valuable assets to companies; and therefore,
learning and understanding how to build, measure, and manage brand equity is of utmost
importance (Kapferer, 2005).

Many different definitions and ways to measure brand equity have been proposed, and
most of them are based upon Farquhar’s (1989) definition: “the added value with which a given
brand endows a product” (p. 24). Aaker (1991, 1996) defines it as a group of brand assets and
liabilities that either add or subtract value to a brand. Srivastava and Shocker (1991) define it as
the incremental value a brand name gives a product. Holbrook (1992) and Simon and Sullivan
(1993) define it in terms of the financial impact of a brand. Keller (1993, 2003) perceives it as
the differential effect that brand knowledge has on consumer response to the marketing of a
brand. Park and Srinivasan (1994) define it as the incremental consumer preference for a brand.
Kapferer (1997) further defines brand equity by stating “the brand has an economic function, the
value of a brand (brand equity) derives from its capacity to generate an exclusive, positive, and
prominent meaning in the minds of a large number of consumers” (p. 25). Berry (2000)

conceptualizes it as the differential effect of brand awareness and meaning combined with
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customer response to the marketing of the brand. Yoo et al. (2000) define it as the difference in
consumer choice between a branded and an unbranded product given the same level of product
features. Clow and Baack (2005) define it as a set of characteristics that make a brand unique in
the marketplace, allows the company to charge a higher price and retain a greater market share
than would be possible with an unbranded product. For a more thorough discussion on the
definition of brand equity, see Wood (2000). Although there is no universally accepted definition
of brand equity, most authors agree that brand equity denotes the added value endowed by the
brand to the product. This dissertation adopts Farquhar’s (1989) definition of brand equity: “the
added value with which a given brand endows a product” (p. 24).

Brand equity is an important concept in business practice as well as in academic research
because it can be used by marketers to gain competitive advantages through successful brands.
Strong brand equity leads to opportunities for successful brand extensions, resilience against

competitor’s promotional efforts, and creation of barriers to competitive entry (Farquhar, 1989).

2.3.2. Perspectives of Brand Equity

Brand equity can be seen as emanating from three different perspectives. The first is the
cognitive psychology perspective, which defines brand equity as the differential consumer
response to a brand’s marketing mix that result from consumers’ associations to a brand (Aaker,
1991; Keller, 1993). This perspective takes into account the fact that brands for which consumers
have more favorable brand associations, or brands with higher brand equity, will be able to
generate more positive marketing mix responses from their consumers than brands with less
favorable brand associations. Therefore, in terms of the cognitive perspective, brand equity is the

result of consumers’ responses to marketing activities, influenced by consumer brand
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associations (Anderson, 2007).

The second perspective of brand equity is the information economics perspective. This
perspective views brand equity as the increased utility that a brand name gives to a product
(Erdem and Swait, 1998; Wernerfelt, 1988). In this perspective, the brand name is a signal to
consumers of product quality, which is derived from perceived firm costs or investments, and
this perceived quality reduces information costs for the consumer, thereby increasing utility. This
perspective is important in that it introduces the fact that firms make investments and incur costs
to market their brands, which should be taken into account when measuring brand equity
(Anderson, 2007).

The financial markets perspective is the third perspective of brand equity, which defines
brand equity as a financial measure of a firm’s market value minus its tangible asset value
(Simon and Sullivan, 1993). The problem with this perspective is two-fold: first, it emphasizes
the fact that the only intangible value for a firm is the brand (not taking into account other
intangible assets such as human capital), and second, it measures equity for firm-level
(corporate) brands only—not a firm’s product-level brands, e.g. Coke Zero for Coca-Cola.
However, the importance of this perspective lies in its forward-looking measurement of brand
equity (Anderson, 2007).

Although brand equity can be seen as evolving from three different perspectives, in
general, it can be classified into two broad categories: the financial perspective—(i.e. the value of
the brand for the firm)—firm-based brand equity (FBBE), and the consumer- based
perspective—(i.e., the value of the brand for the client)—consumer-based brand equity (CBBE)
(Keller, 1993). Therefore, Kapferer’s definition - brand equity has an economic function, for

example - follows through with the financial perspective. Farquhar’s definition, on the other hand
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- the added value which a given brand endows a product - follows with the consumer-based
perspective (see Figure 2.1.). In addition, since brand equity affects and brings value to many
stakeholders of a company, a third category of brand equity has been recently proposed,
employee-based brand equity (EBBE) (King and Grace, 2009). King and Grace (2009, p. 130)
define EBBE as “the differential effect that brand knowledge has on an employee’s response to
their work environment.” It is worth noting, however, that the term consumer-based brand equity

is frequently used to refer to brand equity in general (Rajasekar and Nalina, 2008).

Figure 2.1.
Brand Equity Diagram
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It is also worth noting that brand equity has also been studied from different business
areas. From the marketing side, brand equity is seen as the added value that a brand endows a
product. From the financial side, brand equity is the incremental cash flow that accrues to the
company as a result of owning a brand. Finally, from the accounting side, brand equity is
replaced by trademark and associated goodwill, since accountants see the world in terms of

assets not brands (Knowles, 2008).

2.3.3. Brand Equity Perspective of this Dissertation

This dissertation will focus on the consumer-based brand equity perspective and will not
discuss FBBE or EBBE, as these two perspectives are outside the scope of this study. The
rationale behind this decision is based on the following: The financial value of brand equity is
ultimately the outcome of consumer response to a brand name. CBBE, on the other hand, is the
driving force of increased market share and profitability of the brand since it is based on the
market’s perceptions (Christodoulides and de Chernatony, 2010). The financial-based
perspective thus measures the outcome of customer-based brand equity; and it is therefore

expedient to first focus on CBBE.

2.3.4. Principal Conceptualizations of Brand Equity

The two most influential conceptualizations of brand equity are Aaker’s (1991) and
Keller’s (1993) conceptualizations. Aaker defines brand equity 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” (p.15). Aaker then proposes
four dimensions of brand equity: brand awareness, brand loyalty, brand associations, and

perceived quality.
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Brand awareness refers to “the ability of a potential buyer to recognize or recall that a
brand is a member of a certain product category” (Aaker, 1991, p. 61). When consumers are
exposed to a brand, the result is brand awareness. Therefore, the first step in building brand
equity is building brand awareness. In order to measure brand awareness, we have to measure
brand recognition and recall (Keller, 1993; Aaker, 1996).

Brand loyalty is the heart of brand equity. It is defined as “a deeply held commitment to
rebuy or repatronize a preferred product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing
repetitive same-brand or same-brand set purchasing despite situational influences and marketing
efforts having the potential to cause switching behavior” (Oliver, 1997). Gil et al. (2007) have
shown that loyalty is an important dimension of equity; and if brand loyalty is established, then
brand equity will be the result. They conceptualize brand loyalty on the basis of consumer
perception. Brand loyalty adds considerable value to a brand or firm because it creates a group of
buyers that will be loyal for a long time and will less likely switch to a competitor due to price.

Brand associations are representations of what a brand means for a consumer and are
“anything linked in memory to a brand” (Aaker, 1991, p. 109). Any contact or experience a
consumer has with a brand can create, change, or reinforce certain favorable or unfavorable
associations (Keller, 2003). In order for associations to have a positive effect on brand equity,
they must be unique, strong, and favorable (Keller, 2003).

Finally, perceived quality is related to a consumer’s judgment of a product or brand’s
overall superiority or excellence (Zeithaml, 1988). Therefore, firms have to genuinely increase
the real quality of their brands and then communicate this quality through their marketing actions
in order to affect perceived quality in a positive manner. High perceived quality allows for

consumers to be convinced about buying the brand; for differentiation of the brand from
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competition; and for the firm to charge a premium price and then extend the brand (Aaker, 1991).
Keller (1993) developed the customer-based brand equity model (CBBE), which is the
most widely used model today. Keller defines CBBE by stating that the power of a brand rests on
what the clients have learned, felt, seen, and heard about it through time, that is, rests in their
minds. Hence, CBBE is “the differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the
marketing of the brand” (p. 2). He defines brand knowledge in terms of two components: brand
awareness and brand image. Brand awareness is easy to measure in terms of recognition and
recall. Recognition is the consumers’ ability to confirm prior exposure to the brand when given
the brand as a cue. Therefore, it is consumers’ ability to recognize the brand when they see a
picture of the logo for example. Recall is consumers’ ability to retrieve the brand when given the
product category. For example, if you ask someone to list the first three fast food restaurants off
the top of their head, then they are recalling the “top of mind” brands for them. Brand image, on
the other hand, is difficult to measure because it is made up of the perceptions about a brand as
reflected by the brand associations held in consumer memory related to attributes, benefits, and
attitudes. Therefore, the objective is to create unique, strong, and favorable associations in
consumers’ minds that lead to a stronger brand image. These associations can be partially
controlled with marketing mix tools. However, total control of a brand’s image is not possible
given that many brand associations depend on aspects that are out of a firm’s control, e.g.
external brand information, word-of-mouth, experience consumers have directly with the brand,
consumers’ identification of a brand with a firm, country, place, event, or person that is not

necessarily the one intended by the company, amongst many others.
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2.4. Brand Equity Measurement

In order to assess brand performance and properly manage brands, it is essential that
marketers understand their brands’ value or equity (Keller and Lehmann, 2006). Therefore,
marketers must be aware of two aspects of brand performance: the measurement of brand equity;
and the relationship between customer equity and brand equity (Leone et al., 2006). In terms of
measurement, brand equity has been measured according to the three previously discussed
perspectives: at the customer level (Aaker and Joachimsthaler, 2000; Baker et al., 2005;
Bendixen et al., 2003; Chen, 2001, Keller, 1993; Lassar et al., 1995; Shocker et al., 1994; Tong
and Hawley, 2009), the company or firm level (Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995; Doyle, 2001; Dyson
et al., 1996; Farquhar et al., 1991; Kapferer, 1997; Kim et al., 2003), and the financial market
level (Aaker and Jacobson, 1994; Barth et al., 1998; Simon and Sullivan, 1993). Many authors
have also developed models that encompass all aspects of brand equity (Epstein and Westbrook,

2001; Keller and Lehmann, 2003; Srivastava et al., 1998).

2.4.1. Consumer-level Measures

Consumer-based brand equity refers to consumers’ feelings of a particular product due to
associations that are not necessarily related to specific product attributes, that is, associations that
exist independent of the product itself (Keller and Lehmann, 2006). The customer level
measurement perceives the value of a brand to originate entirely from the consumers (what they
buy, how they buy, why they buy, etc.). Therefore, consumers assign levels of equity to brands
when they favor one over the other. From the consumers’ point of view, brand equity is part of
their attraction to or repulsion from a product (Keller and Lehmann, 2006). This perspective

allows marketing managers to use an effective strategy in understanding and influencing

22



consumer attitudes and behaviors. Consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) focuses on
understanding consumers’ state of mind in brand selections and identifying the sources of brand
values (Baker et al., 2005; Lassar et al., 1995; Yoo and Donthu, 2001). According to Keller
(1993) and Srivastava and Shocker (1991), CBBE can be measured directly or indirectly. The
direct approach looks at brand equity as the value that a brand adds to a product and uses
consumers’ responses to understand the effects of branding activities. The indirect approach is
based on Keller’s (1993) view of identifying the antecedents of brand equity that exist in

consumers’ minds and influence their purchase decisions.

2.4.2. Company-level Measures

Company or firm based brand equity is the added value a company receives from a
branded product that it would not have if the product were unbranded (Cobb-Walgren et al.,
1995; Doyle, 2001; Dyson et al., 1996; Farquhar et al., 1991; Kapferer, 1997; Kim et al., 2003).
A company benefits from a strong brand with respect to advertising and promotion effectiveness,
brand extensions insulation from competition, and strong distribution (Hoeffler and Keller,
2003). According to Hoeffler and Keller (2003), there have been numerous measures, including
increased advertising elasticity, decreased sensitivity to competitor prices, price premiums, and
the ability to secure and maintain distribution channels, that assess the impact of brand equity in

the product market.

2.4.3. Financial-level Measures
From a financial-based perspective, brands are assets that can be bought and sold for a
certain price; this price is the financial worth of a brand. Several authors have looked at

measuring brand equity based on financial market performance (Simon and Sullivan, 1993;
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Aaker and Jacobson, 1994; and Barth et al., 1998). Simon and Sullivan (1993) define brand
equity as “the incremental cash flows which accrue to branded products over and above the cash
flows which would result from the sale of unbranded products” (p. 29). The authors measure a
firm’s brand equity by deriving financial market estimates from brand-related profits. They do
this by using the financial market value of the firm as a base and then extract the firm’s brand
equity from the value of the firm’s other tangible and intangible assets. This then results in an
estimate based on the firm’s future cash flows. Doyle (2001) contends that brand equity is
explained by the ability of brands to create value by accelerating growth and enhancing prices.
Therefore, brands function as an important driver of cash flow. These different measures have
allowed for a different understanding of why and how companies or brands have been able to

create or maintain high brand equity.

2.4.4. Customer Equity and Brand Equity

As for the relationship between customer equity and brand equity, Rust et al. (2000) look
at the antecedents and consequences of developing and maintaining strong ties with consumers.
Furthermore, the value of a customer to the firm (customer equity) is shown to be the sum of the
profit from the sale of generic products and the additional value from the sale of branded
products—brand equity (Ambler et al., 2002). Therefore, customer equity is perceived as the sum
of lifetime values of all customers, or customer lifetime value (CLV) (Rust et al., 2004).
Customer loyalty to a brand affects both brand equity and customer equity and allows companies
to charge consumers higher prices. Hence, both brand equity and customer equity are equally

important (Leone et al., 2006).
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2.4.5. Academic Models

Since the rise of the value-based management philosophy, there has been a development
of a wide range of different brand equity models (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993; Berry, 2000;
Srinivasan et al., 2005). Some of these models focus on the perspective of the buyer (e.g., Aaker
and Joachimsthaler, 2000), some focus on the perspective of the company and/or employees
(e.g., King and Grace, 2009) and some focus on an integrated external and internal approach
(e.g., Burmann et al., 2009). From these different models, academics have developed different
ways in which to measure brand equity.

Many different methods to measure brand equity have been proposed. There are two
basic, complementary approaches to measurement: (1) an indirect approach which assesses
potential sources of customer-based brand equity by identifying and tracking customers’ brand
knowledge structure and (2) a direct approach which measures customer-based brand equity
more directly by assessing the actual impact of brand knowledge on customer response to
different marketing elements.

Examples of the direct approach include the financial or market-outcome-based measures
of brand equity such as revenue premium (Ailawadi et al., 2003), brand equity as a price
premium measure (Holbrook, 1992; Randall et al., 1998), and brand equity as a measure of brand
extendibility (Randall et al., 1998). In terms of financial measurement, Anderson (2007) argues
that brand equity is the financial value that a firm derives from customer response to the
marketing of a brand, and brands are an infinitely-lived asset. He continues to suggest that the
financial term for an infinitely-lived asset is a perpetuity; and therefore, brand equity should be

measured as total revenue minus total marketing cost, divided by periodic interest rate.
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Netemeyer et al. (2004) presents a model containing four core or primary facets of
consumer based brand equity: perceived quality, perceived value for cost, brand uniqueness,
which would influence purchase intention and behavior through the mediation of a fourth
construct, the willingness to pay a price premium. The model also includes secondary facets of
consumer based brand equity, such as brand awareness, familiarity, and popularity. The authors
conducted four empirical investigations to test different aspects of the model, including its
predictive validity with respect to purchase behavior. Their results indicate that the best
predictors of future behavior are perceived quality of the brand, which could not be distinguished
from perceived value for cost, and brand uniqueness, whose influence on purchase behavior was
found to be mediated by the willingness to pay a price premium.

Examples of the indirect approach include the measurement of brand equity that takes an
overall picture of the brand and looks at it through its manifest dimensions. Most authors that
have used the indirect approach have developed scales to measure brand equity at different levels
and using different contexts. For example, Lassar et al. (1995) use survey data from consumers
collected in two product categories (TV monitors and watches) to develop a 17-item scale that
has adequate levels of internal consistency and validity. Vazquez et al. (2002) develop a 22-item
scale that is easy to administer and sheds light on the measurement of consumer-based brand
equity at the individual level. There are also various studies that develop category or industry
specific measures of consumer-based brand equity (e.g., de Chernatony et al., 2004;
Christodoulides et al., 2006). Finally, Yoo and Donthu (2001) use the four components of
customer-based brand equity put forth by Aaker’s (1991) and Keller (1993) in developing a

multidimensional scale to measure brand equity.
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2.4.6. Industry Models

There are many industry models currently used by companies to measure brand value.
Young and Rubicam’s BrandAsset Valuator (BAV) model profiles brands according to four key
dimensions: differentiation, relevance, esteem, and knowledge. Differentiation is about a brand’s
ability to create a sustainable competitive advantage and it is the engine of the brand. Relevance
is the brand’s ability to be personally meaningful. Esteem is the extent to which consumers like
and respect a brand; it measures loyalty and how well a brand fulfills its promise. Knowledge
measures the level of intimacy a consumer has with the brand. Differentiation and relevance
form a measure of brand strength which is a leading indicator of future growth value; whereas
esteem and knowledge form a measure of brand stature, which is a current indicator of current
operating value. According to BAV, leadership brands excel on both strength and stature
(BrandAsset Consulting, 2010). Coopers and Lybrand evaluate brand equity by comparing the
premium price paid for a branded product with the price of unbranded products. Arthur Young
Australia assess profitability of a branded versus unbranded product by accounting for things
such as advertising, trademark registration, and other branding expenses.

Millward Brown Optimor’s BrandZ defines the brand value as being equal to the branded
intangible earnings multiplied by the brand contribution multiplied by the brand multiple (or
projected earnings). What the company does is summarize the strength of a brand’s relationship
with consumers using two key measures: presence and voltage. Presence measures how many
people know about a brand and what it offers. Therefore, brands with high presence will be top
of mind and in consumers’ consideration sets. Voltage is a measure of how efficiently a brand
converts people from presence to higher levels of loyalty. Therefore, a brand with high voltage

will be in a good position to grow its share of sales in the category. They then plot brands
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according to presence and voltage to create a map of brand equity made up of four quadrants.
The estimation of total brand value is found by focusing on the strength of a brand’s relationship
with consumers, making it possible to put a value on the current and future contribution that
branding makes to a company’s bottom line (Millward Brown Optimor, 2010).

The Interbrand Group has developed a model to formally estimate the dollar value of a
brand. Their approach is consistent with the notion that brand equity is the discounted cash flow
from the future earnings stream of the brand. There are three aspects that are vital to their
assessment: the financial performance of the branded products or services; the role of brand in
the purchase decision process; and the strength of the brand (Interbrand, 2010).

Financial performance measures the organization’s financial return to its investors.
Interbrand calculates this using economic profit (i.e., operating profits minus taxes). The role of
brand is the part of the decision to purchase the product that is attributable to the brand. The
strength of the brand is evaluated using ten dimensions of brand activation. Specifically, these
ten dimensions are: commitment, which is the extent to which the brand receives support in
terms of time, influence, an investment; protection, which is how secure a brand is across a
number of dimensions; clarity, which the brand values, positioning and proposition must be
clearly articulated and shared across the organization; responsiveness, which looks at the brand’s
ability to adapt to market changes, challenges, and opportunities; authenticity, which is about
how soundly a brand is based on an internal capability; relevance, which estimates how well a
brand fits with customer needs, desires and decision criteria; understanding, which is that
customers recognize and have an in-depth understanding of the distinctive qualities and
characteristics of the brand and its owner; consistency, which measures the degree to which a

brand is experienced without fail across all touch points and formats; presence, which measures
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the degree to which a brand feels omnipresent and how positively consumers, customers and
opinion formers discuss it in both traditional and social media; and differentiation, which is the
degree to which customers perceive the brand to have a positioning that is distinct from the
competition (Interbrand, 2010). In order to then calculate overall brand value, Interbrand
calculates economic profit, and then multiplies it by the role of brand to arrive at the amount of
branded earnings that contribute to the valuation total. These branded earnings are then
discounted back to a present value (multiplied by a brand strength discount rate) to arrive at a
final brand value (Interbrand, 2010).

However, since these types of brand valuations are making assumptions about different
dimensions that they believe make up brand value (or equity) without asking the consumer about
their opinion, they are in a way taking a guesstimate of different aspects that may or may not, as
a whole, impact a brand’s equity. Therefore, a more practically oriented method in taking into
account experiences and comparative research to judge the validity and usefulness of brand

valuation methods is needed (Farquhar, 1989).

2.5. Brand Equity Scale Developments

Although Aaker’s (1991) and Keller (1993) are most recognized for their
conceptualization of brand equity, they never operationalized a scale for its measurement.
Therefore, many academics took to the task of quantifying this intangible asset. Most
methodologies employ complex statistical procedures (e.g. Park and Srinivasan, 1994;
Leuthesser et al., 1995) and are difficult to understand and use, especially for practitioners. To
recap, empirical undertakings to operationalize CBBE can be classified based on their direct or
indirect approach to measurement—direct approaches to brand equity measurement attempt to

measure the phenomenon by focusing on consumers’ preferences (e.g., Srinivasan, 1979; Park
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and Srinivasan, 1994) or utilities (e.g., Kamakura and Russell, 1993; Swait et al., 1993), while
indirect approaches measure brand equity through its demonstrable dimensions (e.g., Yoo and

Donthu, 2001; Pappu et al., 2005).

2.5.1. Direct Approaches

The multi-attribute model was used by Srinivasan (1979), Park and Srinivasan, (1994),
and Jourdan (2002) to measure consumer-based brand equity. Srinivasan (1979) calls brand
equity a “brand-specific effect” and defines it as “the component of a brand’s overall preference
that is not explained by the multi-attribute model” (p. 12). Srinivasan (1979) measures brand
equity by actual choice behavior with those implied by utilities obtained through conjoint
analysis with product attributes, but no brand names. Then the difference between overall
preference and the preference estimated by the model is quantified into a monetary scale. The
limitation of this method is that it provides only segment-level estimates of brand equity. This
type of direct measurement of brand equity does not shed light on the sources of brand value.
After more than a decade, Park and Srinivasan (1979) developed a new survey-based method for
measuring and understanding a brand’s equity in a product category. They operationalize brand
equity as “the difference between an individual consumer’s overall brand preference and his or
her multiattributed preference based on objectively measured attribute levels” (p. 273). Park and
Srinivasan (1979) obtain a measurement of brand equity at the individual level by dividing brand
equity into attribute-based and nonattribute-based components. However, their method does not
break down the non-attribute based component of brand equity.

Jourdan (2002) improves the reliability and validity of the measurement of brand equity
proposed by Park and Srinivasan (1994). He notes that Park and Srinivasan’s calculation of

differences of utilities includes an error term. Aside from the brand name effect, there are two
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other reasons why overall preference may not correspond with the preference based on
objectively measured product attributes. First, a consumer may have positive evaluations for all
product attributes yet still choose a different brand due to other reasons (random error). Second,
preference based on objective evaluations of a brand’s attribute levels is estimated using the
multi-attribute model, which may cause a systematic error. Therefore, Jourdan (2002) uses a
repeated measures experimental design to show that an error component is not negligible in this
case. Although this method has advantages over its predecessors, the complex experimental
design used makes it difficult to put into practice.

Other types of direct approaches include Leuthesser et al. (1995) who begin with the
assumption that personal evaluation of a given brand on a number of attributes is always biased
since consumers are predisposed toward brands they know. This predisposition is manifest
through the psychological “halo effect” what the authors believe is the basis of brand equity. In
order to isolate the outcome of the “halo effect” the authors use two techniques: “partialling out”
and “double centering.” One weakness of this method is that it does not indicate what the
underlying dimensions of consumer-based brand equity are. Also, this method measures equity at
the aggregate level rather than at the individual level. Finally, this method does not overcome
limitations of previous techniques, and it is difficult to use by brand managers.

Kamakura and Russell (1993) use a segment-wise logit model to examine consumers’
actual purchase behavior. They measure consumer-based brand equity as “the implied utility or
value assigned to a brand by consumers” (p. 10). The authors use real purchase data from
supermarket checkout counters in their empirical estimation of a model of Brand Value. They go
on to identify two major sources of brand equity: Brand Value (which provides a good diagnostic

for a brand’s competitive position) and Intangible Brand Value (which isolates the utility
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associated with intangible factors such as brand associations and perceptual distortions). This
approach, however, evaluates consumer-based brand equity at the aggregate level, similar to
Srinivasan (1979) and can only be used when scanner data is available.

Swait et al. (1993) build on the information economics paradigm by using the entire value
attached to a brand rather than isolating specific parameters. They argue that any measure of
brand equity should reflect total utility because the effect of brand equity occurs throughout the
components of the utility function. Hence, they propose a measure of consumer-based brand
equity called “Equalization Price” (EP) which is “the monetary expression of the utility a
consumer attributes to a bundle consisting of a brand name, product attributes and price” (p. 30).
EP is a measure of the implicit value to the individual consumer of the brand in a market in
which some degree of differentiation exists vis-a-vis its implicit value in a market characterized
by no brand differentiation. This model can be used for both existing products and proposed
brand name extensions, so it can also be used as a product-concept screening tool. Swait et al.
(1993) propose a method that permits the calculation of consumer-based brand equity at the
individual level, identifies the sources of brand associations, and determines importance weights
in the function of consumer utility. Nevertheless, the model assumes that all consumers have
identical preferences, so unless it is being tested in homogeneous consumer choice markets this
method is inappropriate.

Shankar et al. (2008) develop a model of brand equity based on customer survey and
financial measures. They describe two parts to brand equity, offering value and relative brand
importance. Offering value is the net present value of a product or product range carrying a brand
name and can be estimated through financial measures such as margin ratios and forecast

revenues. Relative brand importance is a measure that seeks to isolate the effect of brand image
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on consumer utility relative to the effect of other factors that also affect consumer choice. The
authors propose certain drivers of brand image that can be captured through a consumer survey:
brand reputation, brand uniqueness, brand fit, brand associations, brand trust, brand innovation,
brand regard, and brand fame. This method combines both financial and consumer data, but does
not take into consideration that some companies’ financial measures may be unavailable at the
brand level. In addition, this is an aggregate measure of brand equity because only relative brand
importance is measured at the individual level. However, Shankar et al.’s (2008) method does

allow for estimating brand equity for multi-category brands.

2.5.2. Indirect Approaches

Indirect approaches to the measurement of brand equity take an overall picture of the
brand and look at it through its manifest dimensions. For example, Lassar et al. (1995) define
consumer-based brand equity as “the enhancement in the perceived utility and desirability a
brand name confers on a product” (p. 10). The authors propose five CBBE dimensions based on
a previous study by Martin and Brown (1990): performance, value, social image, trustworthiness,
and commitment. Lassar et al. (1995) use survey data from consumers collected in two product
categories: TV monitors and watches. Their 17-item Likert scale has adequate levels of internal
consistency and discriminant validity. However, the scale does not include any behavioral
components of brand equity such as loyalty. Also, the authors do not report any tests on the
scale’s external validity.

Vazquez et al. (2002) also follow a holistic definition of brand equity and define it as “the
overall utility that the consumer associates to the use and consumption of the brand; including

associations expressing both function and symbolic utilities” (p. 28). They develop a
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measurement instrument of brand equity that has four basic dimensions of brand utilities: product
functional utility, product symbolic utility, brand name functional utility, and brand name
symbolic utility. Their 22-item scale shows a reasonable degree of reliability and validity for the
sports shoes sector. A positive aspect of the Vazquez et al. (2002) scale is that it is relatively easy
to administer, and it sheds light on the measurement of consumer-based brand equity at the
individual level. However, it was only tested in the sports shoes sector and, therefore, may need
to be adapted for other contexts. Kocak et al. (2007) try to replicate the results of Vazquez et al.
(2002) in a different cultural context (i.e., Turkey). They use the exact same 22-item scale, which
was originally developed and tested in Spain, in the sports shoes sector as well. Kocak et al.
(2007) find that the original scale does not work for the Turkish sample, so they adapt it to 16
items. The authors conclude that the differences between Vazquez et al.’s (2002) study and their
replication are due to cultural differences—consumers in different cultures have different
evaluations of brands. Rajh (2002) also developed a scale for measuring customer-based brand
equity using Keller’s (1993) framework for CBBE. His 14-item scale measures four dimensions:
brand awareness, strength of brand associations, favorability of brand associations, and
uniqueness of brand associations. However, this scale is weak due to two reasons: first, the
awareness dimension is made up of only two items, which makes it a weak dimension (Churchill,
1979); and second, the scale was only tested using undergraduate students at one university in
one cultural setting (i.e., Croatia).

There are also various studies that develop category or industry specific measures of
consumer-based brand equity (e.g., de Chernatony et al., 2004; Christodoulides et al., 2006). The
study by de Chernatony et al. (2004) develops a brand performance measure for financial brands.

The authors depict three dimensions of CBBE that are specific to financial services brands: brand
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loyalty, satisfaction, and reputation. Christodoulides et al. (2006) measure brand equity in an
online context and look into the unique characteristics of the internet that render consumers as
co-creators of brand value. By conducting interviews with experts in the field, they identify five
dimensions of e-tail brand equity (emotional connection, online experience, responsive service
nature, trust and fulfillment) that make up their Online Retail/Service (ORS) 12-item brand
equity scale. Both studies use consumer surveys with items to measure brand equity’s different
dimensions.

Davis et al. (2009) develop a measure of brand equity in the logistics services context and
offer a foundation for future logistics branding research. Boo et al. (2009) further develop a
model of consumer-based brand equity applicable to different destinations. Their framework
includes five dimensions of CBBE: destination brand awareness (DBA), destination brand image
(DBI), destination brand quality (DBQ), destination brand value (DBV), and destination brand
loyalty (DBL). They conclude, using two destinations (Las Vegas and Atlantic City), that
destination-specific items should be considered when developing a destination brand model.
Rajasekar and Nalina (2008) have looked specifically at one destination or country in measuring
CBBE. Their study measures brand equity in the Indian environment using five factors, namely
performance, social image, value, trust-worthiness, and attachment. The results indicate that the
components of brand equity that have a significant influence on overall equity of the brand for
consumers are performance, trust-worthiness, and attachment.

The most influential brand equity scale is the Yoo and Donthu (2001) multidimensional
brand equity scale. Yoo and Donthu (2001) use the four components of customer-based brand
equity put forth by Aaker’s (1991) and Keller (1993) in developing a multidimensional scale to

measure brand equity. They define the four components as follows: brand loyalty is loyalty to a
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brand, measured by the intention to purchase the brand. They adopt Aaker’s (1991) definition of
brand awareness, which is the sum of brand recall and recognition, and it is when a buyer can
recognize or recall a brand in a specific category. They define perceived quality as a consumer or
user’s subjective evaluation of product quality. For the final dimension, they use both Keller’s
(1993) and Aaker’s (1991) definition that brand associations are specific links in consumer’s
memory to the brand. The resulting scale measuring brand equity, “the multi-dimensional brand
equity” scale (MBE) is made up of three dimensions: brand loyalty; brand perceived quality and
brand awareness/associations. The authors also developed a separate scale to measure overall
brand equity in order to assess the multi-dimensional brand equity scale’s convergent validity.

Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) scale is perhaps the most robust scale in the literature due to the
fact that they used a comprehensive approach to scale development (Christodoulides and de
Chernatony, 2010). They used samples from multiple cultures making their scale culturally valid.
Also, their scale is applicable to various product categories unlike other scale developments.
Third, the scale is parsimonious and easy to administer which makes it easy for brand managers
to find out the equity of their brands quickly and efficiently. Finally, the scale measures brand
equity at the individual level and has gone through rigorous validation.

However, this scale is not without limitations. First and foremost, the three-factor MBE
scale collapsed two distinct constructs of brand equity, brand awareness, and brand associations
into one dimension. Both constructs are clearly correlated, but both Aaker’s (1991) and Keller
(1993), whose frameworks are used as a basis in this scale development, distinguish between
awareness and associations. Pappu et al. (2005) are able to distinguish between brand awareness
and brand associations, but they operationalize brand awareness using one item and brand loyalty

using two items, making the psychometric properties of their scale questionable. Pappu et al.
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(2005) and Yoo and Donthu (2001) both use student samples to develop and validate their brand
equity scale. Although using student samples to develop the scale is acceptable, the scale should
be validated using a general consumer sample in order to gain effective generalizability.
Netemeyer et al. (2004) use an adult consumer population in developing and validating measures
of facets of CBBE. The facets or dimensions they use are perceived quality, perceived value for
the cost, uniqueness, and the willingness to pay a price premium for a brand. In addition,
although Yoo and Donthu (2001) use three different brands for their survey, they use only
product brands (camera film, athletic shoes, and color televisions) and fail to include service
brands, which is a limitation because service brands rank high in terms of brand equity
nowadays.

Finally, Yoo and Donthu (2001) use samples consisting of Koreans, Korean Americans,
and Americans, which makes their study based on specific country cultures. Buil et al. (2008)
provide evidence about the dimensionality of brand equity and its measurement invariance across
two samples of UK and Spanish consumers. The four dimensional structure of brand equity
(brand awareness, perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand associations) was supported in
both countries. Due to the above limitations, it is necessary for future scale development to allow
researchers and practitioners to try to come up with a universally accepted measure of consumer-

based brand equity (Washburn and Plank, 2002).

2.6. Gap and Contribution

“Brand Equity is nice — until you have to use it” was stated by by Amoroso and Kover
(1992). The authors comment, “the search for brand equity sometimes feels like whacking at a
pinata. It is blind; it is hit or miss.” This is the current situation in the marketing literature—the

brand equity scales are nice, until you have to use them. The problem is that the majority of
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research on brand equity has used the same conceptualization of the construct based on
previously determined dimensions (i.e., based on the theoretical framework of either Aaker 1991
or Keller 1993). A review of Aaker’s (1991) book discusses his conceptualization of brand
equity and then comments on the dimensions that Aaker discusses by saying that “they are
accepted largely on the basis of face validity and no attempt is made to argue their relative
importance or possible interrelation” (Shocker, 1993). Therefore, we need a new approach of
measuring CBBE by tapping into the minds of consumers.

This dissertation will enrich and strengthen the current knowledge on brand equity by
developing a conceptualization and scale determined by dimensions that consumers actually
perceive. In other words the aim of this dissertation is to develop the first consumer-perceived,
consumer-based brand equity scale. As noted earlier, to date, there has not been an extensive
examination of the consumer perceived dimensions that make up brand equity. Towards this end,
this dissertation attempts to answer the following research questions:

1. Which dimensions identified by consumers are critical to the development of the

consumer perceived brand equity construct?

2. How can these dimensions be interrelated to measure brand equity effectively?

By answering these questions, this dissertation contributes both to the literature, by providing a
theoretical understanding of consumer-based brand equity measurement, and assisting managers
or brand ambassadors, in measuring brand equity and developing successful brand strategies.

This thesis maintains that, given the importance of the concept of brand equity in
marketing, as well as the need for the measurement of brand equity, the literature lacks an
empirically based consumer-derived/perceived brand equity scale. Since the “brand is the

consumer’s idea” (David Ogilvy), the consumer is an active participant or equity partner in the
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creation of equity for the brand (Blackston, 2000). Therefore, we need to delve inside
consumers’ minds in order to understand and manage the intangible equity directly. This leads
us to the need for qualitative research to help unearth the secrets of the “intangibility” of brand
equity. In understanding consumers’ real perceptions of brand equity, we will close the gap
between what consumers perceive and what we currently measure as brand equity.

More specifically, the review of the literature reveals that some of the most widely
referred to conceptualizations (e.g., Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993) are in fact purely conceptual (see
Table 2.2. for a summary of extant brand equity scales). The above statements raise certain
pertinent issues that have provided the motivation for this research and which are worth
mentioning:

1. Several scholars including the following authors, have actually cited the Aaker’s (1991)
and Keller (1993) conceptualizations without questioning their validity (e.g. Leuthesser
et al., 1995; Lassar et al., 1995; Washburn and Plank, 2002; Zeugner-Roth et al., 2008;
Davis et al., 2009; Boo et al., 2009; Atilgan et al., 2009) let alone suggesting a method
for its operationalization or embarking upon one themselves.
2. With regards to specific scale developments, four authors (i.e., Yoo and Donthu, 2001;
Netemeyer et al., 2004; Pappu et al., 2005; Guizani et al., 2008; Rajasekar and Nalina,
2008) have used the Aaker’s (1991) and Keller (1993) conceptualizations without
suggesting their own operationalization.
From the previous discussion, the following weaknesses have been identified and have provided
the impetus for this research:
- Most scale developments, including Yoo and Donthu (2001), do not develop their own

conceptualization of brand equity, but rely on either Aaker’s (1991) or Keller’s (1993)
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conceptualizations.

- Most scale developments use students alone to test and validate their scales (i.e., lack

methodological rigor and applicability).

- While all authors claim that input from consumers is important in the development
of a scale, there is scant evidence of the above being adopted and becoming part of
their development.

- To the best of our knowledge, so far, no attempt has been put forward for the
development and validation of a consumer-perceived brand equity scale.

Therefore, the aim of this dissertation will be to develop and validate a consumer-
perceived, consumer-based brand equity scale. This scale will provide a new conceptualization of
brand equity (other than the Aaker’s (1991) and Keller (1993) conceptualizations) and use a
comparison of students and nation-wide consumers in the development. Therefore, this study will
serve as a building block for measuring consumer-perceived, consumer-based brand equity, and
will benefit brand research in several ways. A new conceptualization and scale for consumer-
perceived brand equity can be used to investigate the antecedents and consequences of brand
equity. Furthermore, nomological relationships between consumer-perceived brand equity and
new relevant variables could be studied. Finally, this new consumer-perceived brand equity scale

will provide practitioners with a robust CBBE scale derived from the minds of consumers.
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Table 2.2.
List of Brand Equity Scales

Base

# Author Year Description Conceptualization Dimensions Definition of Brand Equity
"brand-specific effect" is the component of a brand's
| Srinivasan 1979|  uses the multi-attribute model to na na overall preference that is not explained by the
measure consumer-based brand equity multiattribute model
look at perceived quality and brand . . . . the implied utility or value assigned to a brand by
2 |Kamakura & Russell| 1993 intangible value of CBBE n.a perceived quality, brand intangible value consumer
propose a measure of consumer-based brand equity
called “Equalization Price” (EP) which is the
) Equalization Price as a measure of monetary expression of the utility a consumer
3 Swait et al 1993 brand equity n.a n.a attributes to a bundle consisting of a brand name,
product attributes and price
the difference between an individual consumer's
L. achieves measurement of brand equity attribute-based brand equity, non-attribute- mulg;:trraigult)ézndrggf:z:gazgg ihrisol(;relcl:(t:irvel
4 | Park & Srinivasan | 1994 at the individual level n.a based brand equity P . ) Y
measured attribute levels
from Keller: brand equity represents the value to a
the halo effect measure of brand Thorndike 1920 consumer of a prgduc_t, abvove that WhiCh. would
5| Leuthesseretal |1995 equity and Keller 1993 na result for an otherwise identical product without the
brand's name
brand equity stems from the greater confidence that
consumers place in a brand than they do in its
measure customer-based brand performance, social image, value, trust competitors. This confidence translates into
6 Lassar et al 1995 equity Keller 1993 worthiness, and attachment consumers' loyalty and their willingness to pay a
premium price for the brand
Aaker 1991, 1996 | brand loyalty, perceived quality and brand consumers' different response befween a focal brand
oy . . 4 4 Salt and an unbranded product when both have the same
7| Yoo & Donthu 2001} multidimensional brand equity scale | ~and Keller 1993 awareness/associations level of marketing stimuli and product attributes.
amendment and improvement of the
Park & Srinivasan measurement Park & Srinivasan | attribute-based brand equity, non-attribute- | the difference between the subjective preference and
8 Jourdan 2002 model using experimental design 1994 based brand equity the objective preference vis-a-vis the product
Kamakura & product utility (product functional utility, | the overall utility that the consumer associates to the
develop and validating a measurement| Russell 1991 and | product symbolic utility) and brand name use and consumption of the brand; including
9 Vazquez et al 2002| instrument for consumer- based brand | Cobb-Walgren et al| utility (brand name functional utility, brand | associations expressing both functional and symbolic
equity 1995 name symbolic utility) utilities
10| Washburn & Plank | 2002 modifications of the Yoo & Donthu | Aaker 1991, 1996 | brand loyalty, perceived quality and brand Z?ff;;niﬁb rjfizzerﬁr;f;i?n;eh ;et&i;nhzvf:iﬁi 2:?22

(1997) scale

and Keller 1993

awareness/associations

level of marketing stimuli and product attributes.
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Base

# Author Year Description . L. Dimensions Definition of Brand Equity
Conceptualization
. . revenue premium is the difference in from various authors: the marketing effects or
propose and validate revenue premium . -
11l Ailawadictal |2003 " £ brand . Keller 2003 revenue (net price X volume) between a outcomes that accrue to a product with its brand
W as an outcome measure of brand equity et branded good and a corresponding private [ name compared with those that would accrue if the
label same product did not have the brand name
Marketing Science Institute (MSI) definition: a set of
associations and behaviors on the part of a brand's
develon a brand performance consumers, channel members and parent corporation
12| de Chernatony et al | 2004 P .p . In-depth brand loyalty, satisfaction, reputation that enables a brand to earn greater volume or greater
measure for financial services brands | . . . . . .
nterviews margins than it could without the brand name and, in
addition, provides a strong, sustainable and differentia,
advantage
S erceived quality, perceived value for the from Keller: CBBE occurs when the consumer is
develop and validating measures of Aaker 1991, 1996 P V quality, p V. .V 3 o . oS W 4
13] Netemeyeretal |2004 . cost, uniqueness, and the willingness to pay | familiar with the brand and holds some favorable,
facets of customer-based brand equity | and Keller 1993 . . . S .
a price premium for a brand strong, and unique associations in memory
. brand awareness, brand associations
an improvement to the measurement | Aaker 1991, 1996 . - aw > . . from Farquhar: value endowed by the brand to the
14 Pappu et al 2005 . (including brand personality), perceived
of consumer-based brand equity and Keller 1993 . product
quality, and brand loyalty
. . . . Online Retail/Service (ORS) Brand equity is defined
conceptualize and measure the emotional connection, online experience, as a relational type of intangible asset that is co
15|Christodoulides et al| 2006| “"°P qualitative research responsive service nature, trust, and P &

equity of online brands

fulfillment

created through the interaction between consumers
and the e-tail brand.

16

Kocak et al

2007

replicate of the consumer-based equity
scale developed by Vazquez et al
2002 revised it from 22 items to 16
items when cross-cultural

Vasquez et al 2002

product utility (product functional utility,
product symbolic utility) and brand name
utility (brand name functional utility, brand
name symbolic utility)

from Vazquez et al: overall utility that consumer
associates to the use and consumption of the brand,
including associations expressing both functional and
symbolic utilities

17

Guizani et al

2009

working paper on the development of
a scale for consumer brand equity
using French consumers (non-
students)

Aaker 1991, 1996
and Keller 1993

brand loyalty, perceived brand quality, brand
knowledge (brand recognition and brand
awareness), and social value (related to
consumption of the brand)

from Farquhar: value added by the brand name to the
product

18

Shankar et al

2008

a multicategory brand equity model
and its application

offering value (net present value or financial
worth of an offering carrying a brand name)
and RBI (relative brand importance derived
from consumer brand choice and determined
by brand image and other marketing-mix
elements)

from Shocker & Weitz 1988: the net present value of]
the incremental cash flows attributable to a brand
name and to the firm owning that brand relative to an
identical product with no brand name or band-
building efforts
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Base

# Author Year Description . L. Dimensions Definition of Brand Equity
Conceptualization
comprehension (presence, awareness, and
knowledge), comparative advantage
(difference, esteem, performance, advantage,
L and acceptability), interpersonal relations | brand performance can be thought of in terms of four
suggest a parsimonious set of brand . . . K R . . .
Keller & Lehmann | (caring, prestige, service and innovation), | stages: awareness, image and associations (which
19| Lehmannetal [2008| measures that can be used to measure . . . - -
2003 history (heritage and nostalgia), preference | encompasses comparative advantage, interpersonal
brand performance . . . . .
(bonding, loyalty, intention, value for relations, and history), preference, and attachment.
money, overall attitude, and extension
potential) and attachment (persistence and
activity)
f customer-based | . 2T 1996 & f ial i lue, trust | from Farquhar: value endowed by the brand to th
20| Rajasckar & Nalina| 2008 a new measure of customer-base Brucks & Zeitham]| Performance, social image, value, trus tom Farquhar: value endowed by the brand to the
brand equity in India 1991 worthiness, and attachment product
. . . Brand awareness, perceived quality, brand | from Aaker: a set of brand assets and liabilities linked}
new brand equity scale including . . .
. o . . loyalty, and brand associations (perceived to a brand, its name and symbol that add to or
21 Buil et al 2008 personality dimensions (items from Aaker 1991 . . .
. value, brand personality and organizational subtract from the value provided by a product or
many different authors) e . ,
associations) service to a firm and/or to that firm's customers
Yoo & Donthu trv brand Tovalt ived ‘ from Farquhar: define country brand equity as the
29| Zeuener-Roth et al | 2008 trv brand it ) 2001 (i.e., Aaker, cour;gn drarlllalitoyaari/(’i E (e)::ﬁcwebrz(r):(lin Yy value-added brought forth by the association of a
cugher-toti € country branc equity sca'e 1991 and Keller a qaren};’ss /associatil;)yns product or brand with a given country name, as
1993) W perceived by the individual consumer
from Aaker: a set of brand assets and liabilities linked]
23 Davis et al »009| measure brand qulty for logistics Keller 1993 brand awareness, branq image, overall brand to a brand, its name and smbol that add to or
services equity subtract from the value provided by a product or
service to a firm and/or to that firm's customers
L destination brand destinati -
develop a destination brand scale CSUNATION BIATC aWaTeness, destnation g ) de Chernatony & McDonald 2003: overall utility
L Aaker 1991, 1996 brand image, destination brand quality . .
24 Boo et al 2009 (used Las Vegas and Atlantic City as . L . . that customers place in a brand compared to its
L and Keller 1993 [ (image & quality = experience), destination .
destinations) . competitors
brand value, and destination brand loyalty
from Yoo & Donthu 2001: difference in consumer
choice between the focal branded product and an
25 Atilgan et al 2009| cmergence of brand trustas anew | Aaker 1991, 1996 perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand unbranded product given the same level of product

dimension instead of brand awareness

and Keller 1993

associations, and brand trust

features and Keller 2003: brand with equity provide
an ownable, trustworthy, relevant, distinctive
promise to consumers
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSES

3.1. Introduction
Winters (1991) states, “if you ask ten people to define brand equity, you are likely to get
ten (maybe 11) different answers as to what it means” (p. 70). Although many studies have been
published on brand equity since the 90s, Winters’ statement is even more relevant today than it
was in 1991. Brand equity is a complex concept and the diversity of its conceptualizations and
measurements in the literature are evidence of that. Due to the fact that all research on brand
equity to date has used the same conceptualizations of brand equity, based on previously
determined dimensions (i.e., based on either the Aaker 1991 or Keller 1993 theoretical models), a
new conceptualization of the construct based on consumer perceived dimensions is warranted.
The aim of this research is the development and validation of a scale measuring consumer-
perceived, consumer-based brand equity. More specifically, the objectives of the study are:
1. To generate a pool of items that consumers perceive to determine brand equity;
2. To synthesize and reduce these items into constructs or dimensions that will form the
basis of the scale; and

3. To validate the proposed brand equity scale.

3.2. Stages in the Development and Validation of a Scale Measuring Consumer- Perceived Brand
Equity

In order to achieve the research aim, a multi-step process, where thorough attention is to
be paid to every step of the process (DeVellis, 1991), has been adopted. This is a modified
version of the frameworks proposed by Parasuraman et al. (1988) and Churchill (1979); it is

presented in Figure 3.1. Each of the steps is now discussed in detail.
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Figure 3.1.
Steps in Developing and Validating a Scale Measuring Consumer- Perceived Brand Equity

Step 1: Identification

of the dimensions of S_tep 2: Generatic_)n Step 3: Collection of
consumer-perceived of items representing consumer
brand equity the dimensions perceptions
Step 4: Scale ?:galll:;clzjt:iolzr:noafl Step 6: Assessment
develo_;]zmept and consumer of t_h(_a reliability and
purification perceptions validity of the scale

\/

Step 7: Identification
of the new
Consumer-

Perceived Brand
Equity Scale

Source: Adapted from (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1988) and (Churchill, 1979).

3.2.1. Step 1: Identification of the Dimensions of Consumer-Perceived Brand Equity

In order to develop a conceptualization and a scale determined by dimensions that
consumers actually perceive (i.e., the first “consumer-perceived, consumer-based brand equity
scale”), qualitative data was collected from 423 marketing students at a University in the
Southwest of the United States (Gummesson, 2005). The data were collected from April 5 to
April 30, 2010. These students provided answers to an open-ended question: “In 5-10 words
please state what first comes to your mind when you think of a brand that is important to you.”
Frequency count was used to group the most commonly reported words together into consumer-
perceived dimensions (Gummesson, 2005). The results indicate there are four dimensions of
consumer-perceived brand equity: perceived quality, perceived value, brand loyalty, and

sustainability.
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In order to further validate these student responses, additional qualitative data were
collected from a nationwide sample of the U.S. population using an omnibus survey. The data
were collected from September 20 to September 27, 2010. A sample of 1,000 consumers
provided answers to the question: “In 5-10 words please state what first comes to your mind
when you think of a brand that is important to you.” This preliminary qualitative research also
helped identify the most important consumer-based dimensions or constructs based on a
frequency count (Gummesson, 2005). The results confirmed our previous findings and indicate
there are indeed four dimensions of consumer-perceived brand equity: perceived quality,
perceived value, brand loyalty, and sustainability (see Table 3.1). These dimensions were named
based on the adjectives that consumers delineated.

Table 3.1.
Perceived Dimensions from Qualitative Study

Perceived Quality Perceived Value Brand Loyalty Sustainability

» quality * price * loyalty « safety

« reliable * cost e trust e sustainable
 consistent « affordable  honesty ¢ healthy

« works well  value » likeable « reputation
 durable « ease of use » comfortable » environmentally
« long-lasting « available » dependable responsible

» performance

Perceived quality and brand loyalty are dimensions that have similar items to Aaker and
Keller’s conceptualizations. However, perceived value incorporates aspects of brands that
consumers find important in their evaluation of a brand (i.e., price, value, ease of use, and

availability). In addition, sustainability brings to light a current perspective that consumers have
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towards their brand choices today. Consumers are aware of the level of responsibility they expect
from a brand and perceive this in terms of how safe, sustainable, healthy, reputable and
environmentally responsible the brand is. Overall, the dimensions for perceived brand equity
may be somewhat similar in nature to the existing conceptualizations (Aaker, 1991 and Keller,
1993), but the two new critical dimensions that were identified fall in line with how consumers

perceive brand equity.

3.2.2. Step 2: Generation of Items Representing the Dimensions

The four dimensions of brand equity that were identified are perceived quality, perceived
value, brand loyalty, and sustainability (see Table 3.1.). Items were developed for the attributes
within these dimensions (see Table 3.2.). For perceived quality the two items used by Yoo and
Donthu (2001) were adapted. In addition, four items were generated to cover the attributes found
in the qualitative research that were not expressed in the Yoo and Donthu (2001) study. The
Sweeney and Soutar (2001) consumer perceived value scale was adapted and modified to fit the
context of this thesis. The three items used by Yoo and Donthu (2001) for brand loyalty were
adapted, as well as one item on commitment from Berry (2000). Four additional items were
generated to cover the remaining attributes that consumers perceived in the qualitative research.
Finally, in addition to the Brown and Dacin (1997) social responsibility scale that was adapted

for the sustainability dimension, five new items were generated.
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Table 3.2.
Original Items in Survey

ORIGINAL ITEMS IN SURVEY

Author

Loyalty

[ consider myself to be loval to {X).

(X} would be my first cholce.

[ will mist buy other brands if (X) 15 available at the store.
[ feel that (X) is trustworthy.

(X} 1= an honest brand.

[ feel comfortable when 1 buy (X).

{X) is a dependable brand.
| am comiatted to buyving (X)

Yoo & Donthu 20001
Yoo & Donthu 20001
Your & Dhonthu 20010
qualitative research
qualitative research
qualitative research
qualitative research
Berry 2000

Dualiiy

The guality of (X) is extremely high.
The functionality of {X) 1s very high.
The relability of (X 15 very high.

{X) is consistent in the quality it offers.
The durability of (X 15 very high.

The performance of (X) is very high.

Yoo & Donthu 2001
Yoo & Donthu 201
qualitative research
qualitative research
qualitative research
qualitative research

Value

{X) has consistent quality.

(X} 1= well made.

{X) has an acceptable standard of quality.

{X) has poor workmanship.

(X} would mot last a long time.

{X) performs consistently.

(X} 1= a brand 1 would enjoy.

(X would make me want to use It

(X} 1= a brand that [ would feel relaxed about using.
(X} would make me feel good.

(X} would be economical.

(X} is reasonably priced.

(X} offers value for money.

(X} is a good product for the price.

(X} would help me to feel acceptable.

{X) would improve the way 1 am perceived.

{X) would make a good impression on other people.
{X) would give its owner social approval.

Sweeney & Soutar 2001
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 200
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 2001
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 200
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 2000
Sweeney & Soutar 2000

Sustainability

(X} i= an environmentally safe brand.

(X} 1= a sustwnable brand.

(X} 1= a healthy brand.

{X) is a brand with a good reputation.
{X) is an environmentally responsible brand.
{X) is a socially responsible brand.

(X} is more beneficial to society s welfare than other brands.

(&) does not contnbute something to society.

qualitative research
qualitative research
qualitative research
qualitative research
qualitative research
Brown & Dacin 1997
Brown & Dacin 1997
Brown & Dacin 1997
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Based on suggestions by Tull and Hawkins (1994), Bliss et al. (1987), Aaker and Day
(1990) and De Vellis (1991), the data were given to two academic experts on scale development
and brand equity for their perusal and comments. This, as noted by Parasuraman et al. (1988),
was designed to ensure the elimination of ambiguous statements prior to the first stage of data
collection. The result of this step added one item, suggested by an expert, to the loyalty

dimension “I am committed to buying (X)” from Berry (2000).

3.2.3. Step 3: Initial Collection of Consumer Perceptions

The initial data collection was composed of undergraduate university students using a
survey. The self-administered online survey was carried out using a non-probability convenience
sample of 90 students attending a large University in the Southwest of the United States. The
data were collected between September 19 and September 26, 2011. For each statement, the
participants were requested to indicate the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with the
statement. The 40 statements were measured on a 7-point Likert scale where 1 indicated strongly
disagree and 7 strongly agree. The product category purposely chosen for this survey was
electronics, specifically cellular phones. This product category is widely understood and valued
by both students and non-students. Furthermore, consumers have well-established perceptions
regarding this product category. In addition, three widely known, heavily advertised brands, with
clearly established brand identities are used. These specific brands were tested and chosen, due
to high brand recognition: iPhone, Blackberry and HTC.

Researchers suggest that the use of student subjects in measurement development
research threatens the external validity and generalizability of findings due to the non-

representativeness and unique characteristics of the population (e.g., Burnett and Dunne, 1986;
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Wells, 1993). However, students have been effective surrogates for non-students or adults
(consumers) in various empirical studies that have examined, for example, country of origin,
attitude toward advertising, the attitude-preference relationship (Yavas, 1994) and self-identity

acculturation (Owenbey and Horridge, 1998).

3.2.4. Step 4: Scale Development and Purification

The data collected in step 3 was analyzed and used as a basis for step 4. According to
Churchill (1979), Parasuraman et al. (1988), Tull and Hawkins (1994), Dabholkar et al. (1996), and
Fabrigar et al. (1999), exploration of the underlying structure of the data was carried out through
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) (Hair et al. 2006). Principal component analysis (Nunnally, 1978)
using varimax rotation was used. An eigenvalue greater than 1 and a cumulative percentage of
variance explained greater than 50% were used as criteria in determining the number of factors.
Based on these criteria, six factors were extracted (quality, loyalty, social influence, perceived
value, sustainability, and durability). This, collectively, accounted for an average variance explained
of 85% between the three brands.

At this point, only initial testing of the internal reliability of the extracted factors was
performed in the form of Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (o). The cut-off value adopted was 0.70 and
all factors were above the cut-off point (see Parasuraman et al. 1988; Spector 1992; Churchill 1979).

Following the examination of the EFA results and analysis of the reliability and conceptual
coherency of the indicated factors, it is suggested that the six factors below tentatively represent
potentially robust factors underpinning consumer-based brand equity. The six factors are as follows:

quality, loyalty, sustainability, social influence, durability, and perceived value.

50



3.2.5. Step 5: Final Collection of Consumer Perceptions

In order to test and validate the initial factors identified, a second survey using two different
samples; a student sample and a consumer sample, was used. Data were collected simultaneously
from the two samples, (477 students and 403 consumers), using an online survey on Qualtrics. The
data were collected between October 24 and October 31, 2011. The consumer group was a nation-
wide representative sample and data was collected using an omnibus survey. Care was taken to
make sure that each of the three brands (iPhone, Blackberry, and HTC) received equal responses in

both population groups (see Table 3.3.).

Table 3.3.
Composition of the Samples
. 4 of Crender Age t.{dm'utmn .
rand Sample | respondents | Male | Female <=30 30 potin v

iPhone CONSUMETS 13K T4 K] 14 104 14 104
Blackberry | consumers 13K St T 4 L4 42 Yiy
HTC CONSUMETs 127 i) Bl Itk bt 27 LK)
iPhone students 163 75 Lt 150 13 1] 153
Blackberry students 12 [ W] 153 4 13 144
HTC studenis 152 Gl s 143 f) . 144
LAt 46%0 4% 2% 18% 15%% B5%

Similar to the initial data collection, on a scale of 1 to 7 (where 1 indicated strongly
disagree and 7 strongly agree), the respondents were requested to indicate their perception of the
statements for a specific brand (iPhone, Blackberry, HTC). The process recommended by
Anderson and Gerbing (1988), and Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) was followed for conducting a

series of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses on the data.

3.2.6. Step 6: Assessment of the Reliability and Validity of the Scale
This step involved the assessment of the proposed dimensions in terms of reliability and

validity (Spector 1992). The analysis for all three brands yielded a 24-item factor structure made

51



up of five factors: quality, preference, sustainability, social influence, and leadership. The

student sample will be discussed first, followed by the consumer sample.

For the student sample, the descriptive statistics can be found in Table 3.4, and the

reliability coefficients for the resulting factors is high for all three brands (see Tables 3.5, 3.6 and

3.7.). In addition, the inter-item correlations for the 24 items are acceptable with each item above

the cut-off point of .30.

Table 3.4.
Descriptive Statistics (student sample)
Blackberry - N iPhone -
students HTC - students ctudents
Std. Std. Std.
Mean Deviation raan Daviation Mean Daviation

The reliabilivy of (Brand X) is very high. 4.17 1.48 4.39 1.447 5.42 1.427
(Brand X} is consistent in the quality it offers. 4.2 1.483 4.54 1.451 5.55 1.419
The performance of {Brand X} is very high. 4.09 1.485  4.56 1.473 5.7 1.384
The guality of (Brand X) is extrermely high. 4.22 1.49% 451 1.483 5.63 1.379
The functicnality of (Brand X) is very high. 4.19 1.541 4.62 1.509 5.77 1.283
(Brand X} has consistent guality. 4.19 1.526 4.6 1.348  5.42 1.503
(Brand X} performs consistently. 4.15 1.443 | 4.42 1.379 | 5.37 1.401
(Brand X} has an acceptable standard of quality. 4.4 1.463 4.73 1.395 5.63 1.41
(Brand X} is well made. 4.34 1.467  4.75 1.42 5.53 1.48
(Brand X} would be my first choice. 1.98 1.506 @ 2.B5 1.76 4.73 2.261
I consider myself to be loyal to (Brand X). 1.98 1.594 | 2.B4 1.791 | 4.7 2.364
I will not buy other brands if (Brand X) is available at the store, | 183 1.336 2.55 1.508  4.07 2.267
I am committed to buying (Brand X). 2.14 1.544  3.06 1.484  4.33 2.241
(Brand X} is an environmentally safe brand. 3.96 1.065 | 4.08 1.077 | 4.37 1.324
(Brand X} is an environmentally respensible brand. 4.03 1.106  4.16 1.101 4,52 1.326
(Brand X} is a sustainable brand. 4.07 1.298  4.39 1.213 4.56 1.488
(Brand X} is a healthy brand. 4.02 1.182  4.24 1.276 4.7 1.424
(Brand X} improves the way 1 am perceived by others. 3.05 1.637 | 3.62 1.474 | 3.79 2.044
(Brand X} would make a good imprassion on other people, 3.35 1.68 3.89 1.555 4,23 1.936
(Brand X} would give its owner secial approval. 3.36 1.74 3.78 1.569  4.18 1.595
(Brand X} helps me feel accepted. 3.01 1.60% 361 1.532 3.5 1.546
(Brand X} would last a long time. 4.53 1.488 467 1.316 5.06 1.733
(Brand X} has good workmanship. 4.57 1.392 481 1.326 5.39 1.509
(Brand X} contributes something ko society. 4.33 1.125 4.2 1.181  4.64 1.458
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Table 3.5.
Exploratory Factor Analysis —iPhone (student sample)

Social
uality Influence Preference Sustainability | Leadership

iPhone has poor workmanship (reversed) 0809
iPhone would not last a long time (reversed) 0.786
iPhone does not contribute something to society (reversed) 0.762

Total Variance E:ilaiu::l =R1.822 51.551 11.92 T A0 5.932 4.95
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Table 3.6.
Exploratory Factor Analysis — Blackberry (student sample)
Social
uality Preference Sustainability Influence Leadership

Total Variance E:ilm.u:d = &0 146t 45767 115908 G967 0662 f_138
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Table 3.7.
Exploratory Factor Analysis — HTC (student sample)
Social
wality Infloence Preference Sustainability Leadership

HTC would not last a long time (reversed) 0856
HTC has poor workmanship {reversed) 0544
HTC does not contribute something to society (reversed) 0.62%
Total Variance Explained = 80.38% 50,125 9149 BHG3 7.2 5.051

The EFA for the student sample was used as a basis of the factor structure for both

samples; and therefore, with the consumer sample confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used
directly. The descriptive statistics for the consumer sample can be found in Table 3.8.
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was employed for both samples to test the measurement
structure and examine how well the data set fits the hypothesized measurement structure (see
Dabholkar et al. 1996). This was undertaken via the Lisrel structural equation modeling (SEM)
approach. In line with Hair et al. (2006), model goodness-of-fit was evaluated through (a)

absolute-fit measures, (b) incremental-fit measures, and (c) parsimonious-fit measures.
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Individual indices examined for the first fit measures were likelihood-ratio chi-square (p-value),
goodness-of-fit index (GFI), and root of mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) value;
for the second fit, the adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI), normed fit index (NFI), and non-
normed fit index (NNFI) were examined. As for the third fit, the comparative fit index (CFI),
incremental fit index (IFI), relative fit index (RFI) and root mean square residual (RMR) were
examined (see Hair et al. 2006).

Table 3.8.
Descriptive Statistics (consumer sample)

MPEE NI T D ENIS I SV W PERTED Lo o

[ L

I comnsicder mmysolf o b Doswrml mes f 30 ey M eesmvthaen 200k 0
Ay erould e oy firse chorboe Tewer K [Deamvthaen 2OHN D
I il mast barw covther bramds if (23X 0s aavailable ot the store. ey M Toesmvthaon 20N 0
I fol chund 5 3 is trasawwosctbaae agrralitatiwe rescarc b
AP s o haonnest Broamd . Agualitative ressanrckh
I Fool commfortabele wlserm 1 o o0 FETRETE BT ETE R Repeee————
AP oi= o dependable bearscl . gualitative roscarnck
I sannrrn cosrmantecl e banw i ¢ B3 w0 MO

W ranalEE

The gu=anlizy of (3 is exsremneely hismh. Wy K s muthuen 2N D
Thee fumcescrm@alsey of (35 is wvory hish o Ty oM e rvthaen 24N E

Thee relimbility of (01 85 wory hagh . gualitative research

TP is consistornt im the gualaty it affors. aguralitati roscarch
The durmbility of (30 85 wory hizh. gualitative rescarckh
The gprorborrmmoarce ook (1 s wreas Fuszts ualitative roscanc kb
Nl e e

A Inms comesisbormt oquemlita Srearccrme M Sotar 20HR L
A i e ]l rmescde Soearcaoreoew Sr Sooutar 20HFE
A3 has mn acoocpt=able standacc ofF oguea it Searccrme s M Sontar 20HR L
I p has peoor worbomanship ST s S S aountar 2R L
A ol rreor Bmase = boamsr s@smse Searccrme s M Sontar 20HR L
1M p porforms comsistontly Srearcoree sy &S Soutor 20F L
Ay i= e rasscd I oweeaonlol cmjarse S e K Sootar 200k
A erowuld makc e wemamt Eor anse bBE BNearcorec w & Souatar 20HFE
L3P i= m Erand that 1 would feel relaxed aboun usines Soeascerne s S Sooutoanr 2000k
A F o ld make e Bocl e Seascasrec W o Soouatar 20 E
4 wrould be ccossormacal Soeascerne s S Sooutoanr 2000k
TP i= rcasonably praccad_ B e Tee s e Saotar 200 I
Ly offers wvalwe for mmeoreey . Soeascerne s S Sooutoanr 2000k
AP = m greovesd] pacsddarct Fooer slee oo S cree e Me Sootar 200k L
AP mrould helpr me to foeol acceptable . ST s S S aountar 2R L
A romld pmnmprosves the waeasy 1 s e cces wedl o Searccrme s M Sontar 20HR L
AP mrould mabke o gmoced ampression on other peop e Srearcoree sy &S Soutor 20F L
A romlad s ibs arvese s ssvciml agpraeswsl Searccaee e e Seowtar 2OHR L
Sorstoaimmessbralat

AP i= s environemental by safe oo gualitative rescarck

I P i= o sustainable brarsd gualitative rescarckh

P i= a hroalthy bramsd _ gualitative rescarckh

T is= o Braredd wweath o smesesol Cepo bt beean_ gualitative roescarckb

I3 P i= oan environumentally responsible bomoed gualitative rescarckh

AP i= @ soci@ally rospronsiile brasmsd o Erawe e Se Do aan §Se97F
L3P i= more bencficial to society fs wrelfmre than other brands. | Brown & Deoacinn §Sea
A r adorc=s anort corntralbuabte sormuctirine ey Sovs e b ER s e M e aan 0 <@ 7F

The results of the analysis of the model goodness-of-fit for the student sample are shown
in Table 3.9. Although the chi-square (%) values were statistically significant at the 0.05 level (a
common occurrence, given the well-known sensitivity of this statistic) (Bagozzi and Yi 1988),
other structure diagnostics (i.e., NFI, NNFI, CFI, IFI, and RFI) were generally supportive and

appeared to fall within the acceptable ranges (Hair et al. 2006). Reliability was assessed by using
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Cronbach’s alpha, which ranged from 0.939 to 0.952, and therefore, all samples have a reliability
that was greater than .70 (Nunnally, 1978). Consequently, the results indicate appreciable
goodness-of-fit; and hence, it is judged that the structure is well supported for iPhone,
Blackberry, and HTC for both the student and consumer samples.

Table 3.9.
Reliability and Factor Structure (LISREL) Diagnostics

Cronbach's Chi

. RMSEA GFI AGFI NFI NNFI CF1 IFI RFI BEMR
Alpha  Square

Brand = Sample

iPhone  consumer (h.u44 624,14 0108 072 066 (085 09 097 097 094 0059
Blackberry  consumer U4y LT L A T GO T S L LU U 5 R LR
HTC CONSUMEr hus] 20590 128 06T 059 (082 004 095 095 091 009

iFhone student hhs2 43565 0 0072 O0E2 077 Ote 088 0UE 0UE 095 4]
Blackberry  student (IR 574 ml 0TE 072 08 0%e 08T 08T 083 0071
HIC student L850 L R L O R O I R R O R R U R RN

The validity of the research constructs/factors was assessed through content, converegent,
predictive, nomological, and discriminant validity.

Content validity: The measures developed for the consumer-based brand equity factors
were derived from an exhaustive systematic approach that commenced with examination of the
relevant literature, a qualitative data collection process, and followed with the generation of
statements. The measures underwent detailed evaluations by both academicians and experts in
the industry thus providing the confirmation for content validity. Furthermore, during the
refinements of the questionnaires, a pre-test was conducted among a group of undergraduate
students. The results of these approaches indicated that the content of the factors was well
represented by the measurement items. It must however be mentioned that although the judgment
of content validity is subjective, the procedures used in this research are consistent with good
practice in the literature (see DeVellis 1991; Churchill 1979).

Convergent validity: In this study, convergent validity was examined through EFA where
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the extracted latent factors can be seen as a set of common underlying dimensions of the research
construct,( i.e., factors explaining consumer-perceived consumer-based brand equity) (see Tables
3.5.,3.6.and 3.7.).

Predictive validity: The considerable degree of inter-factor correlations and evidence of
internal reliability (see Cronbach’s alpha for all scales in Table 3.9.) attest to the stability of this
scale in terms of predictive validity. Thus, overall, the five factors identified are statistically
significant.

Nomological validity: This refers to the way the measurements correlate in a theoretically
predictable way with measures of different but related constructs. Given that this scale uses a
combination of items from the extant literature and the qualitative research, the resulting
consistency with extant scales in brand equity gives indication of nomological validity.

Discriminant validity: Evidence of discriminant validity is presented (Tables 3.10., 3.11.,
3.12,,3.13,, 3.14., and 3.15.) where average variance extracted and construct reliabilities are
contrasted with the square of the correlations between the constructs. The average variances
extracted and construct reliability for each construct were satisfactory (Fornell and Larcker
1981). All phi’s squared were consistently lower than the reliability estimates. This procedure
satisfies the requirement of discriminant validity (Hair et al 2006).

Table 3.10.
Evidence of Discriminant Validity — iPhone (consumer sample)

Social  Sustai
Preferemce  CQuality  Leadership Inlll::il:t aIJtr!,iil?t]: AVE CR

Preference l 11444 (RIS S 410 03sy LR b
Duality LR l LR R 0.356) 656 =4 UK
Leadership (200 | - l LU L S I B 06T 1L Hb
Social Influence .64 1580 -(0. 270 I 0444 a3 .
Sustainability 630 LU 3R -(0. 3500 LR l 095 0492
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Table 3.11.

Evidence of Discriminant Validity — Blackberry (consumer sample)

. . Social  Sustain _—
Prefe lity Leadersh AVE CR
reference  Quality | Leadership Influence  ability
Preference 1 0372 LRI 02492 0325 L
Duality el l LRLIRY 357 004 =2 4R
Leadership UL LR VR R 1 13 0123 056 079
Social Infloence 0544 1630 - 36L0 1 0462 o s
Sustainability .57 1l -(h.350 LR l =3 045
Table 3.12.
Evidence of Discriminant Validity — HTC (consumer sample)
. : Social  Sustain o | o
Prefe lity Leadersh AVE CR
reference ﬂl.lﬂ Iy CAUCTrsSnurp Infimence | ahility
Preference | 0347 oz 0221 0242 LU R
Ouality .63 1 LRIE b lsd o4ld LU0
Leadership =1L 0.2 1 s D002 074 s
Social Influence .47 1444 -Lh. 240 | 0504 QT
Sustainability 05440 164 -Lh () 0.7 1 QT
Table 3.13.
Evidence of Discriminant Validity — iPhone (student sample)
. . Social  Sustain |
Preferemce  CQuality  Leadership Influence  ability AVE CR
Preference 1 1504 0176 0314 027 QT
Ouality a7 1 a2z 0250 0.AT2 LU |
Leadership .42 .52 | e o4 5% K]
Social Influence 0560 1500 LIS 1 02441 Qs g
Sustainability .52 61 0200 .44 1 .65 (8K
Table 3.14.
Evidence of Discriminant Validity — Blackberry (student sample)
. ; Social | Sustain N
Preferemce  Quality  Leadership Influence ability AVE CR
Preference | 144 LRI uss 144 LU R
Ouality 0380 1 144 0303 0360 LU 1 )
Leadership 00340 LU A 1 Q0 o0 .44 072
Social Influence 0244 0550 a1 1 027 LU R
Sustainability 0380 16 0250 .52 1 Q.67 .89
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Table 3.15.
Evidence of Discriminant Validity — HTC (student sample)

Social  Sustai
Preference Quality  Leadership In"'ui:z“ qu:il?tT AVE CH

Preference l 1325 LRIE S 021 212 LRI e
Duality .57 l LR 410 0533 75 0
Leadership {210 11251l l ald 2 .56 0L76
Social Influence .46l 1.6 0120 1 314 LRI e
Sustainability .46l 17350 0150 1560 1 0700 050

3.2.7. Step 7: Identification of the New Consumer-Perceived Brand Equity Scale

Given the fact that the 24-item scale has acceptable fit, with acceptable discriminant and
convergent validity, internal consistency reliability and parsimony, the new Consumer-Perceived
Brand Equity Scale is now presented (see Table 3.16.). The leadership dimension items have
been reversed and are shown below in a positive light. This consumer-perceived brand equity
scale is made up of five dimensions: quality, preference, social influence, sustainability, and

leadership.
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Table 3.16.
The New Consumer-Perceived Brand Equity Scale

The reliability of (Brand X) 15 very high.

{Brand X} 15 consistent in the quality it offers,

The performance of (Brand X) 15 very high.

The guality of {Brand X 15 extremely high.
Quality The functionality of {Brand X) 15 very high.

{Brand X} has consistent quality.

{Brand X} performs consistently.

{Brand X} has an acceptable standard of guality.

{Brand X} 15 well made.

{Brand X} would be my first choice.

[ consider myself to be loval to { Brand X,

Preference i i
[ will not buy other brands if { Brand X 15 available at the store.
[ am commuitted to buying (Brand X).
{Brand X} 15 an environmentally safe brand.
{Brand X} 15 an environmentally responsible brand.
Sustainability

{Brand X} 15 a sustainable brand.

{Brand X 15 a healthy brand.

{Brand X} improves the way | am perceived by others.

{Brand X} would make a good impression on other people.
Social Influence i )

{Brand X} would give its owner social approval.

{Brand X} helps me feel accepted.

{Brand X} would last a long time.
Leadership  {Brand X) has good workmanshap.

{Brand X} contributes something to society.
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
4.1. Introduction
This study has developed and validated a scale measuring consumers’ perceived
consumer-based brand equity. Adhering to good practices in the literature, this research started
by generating a pool of statements which consumers use in their evaluations of brand equity.
Following this, the statements were synthesized and then reduced to form key determining
factors. The new consumer-perceived consumer-based brand equity scale is made up of five
dimensions (quality, preference, social influence, sustainability, and leadership) supported by
items ranging from three to nine. Previous conceptualizations of brand equity discuss dimensions
that are actually consumer descriptors (e.g. perceived quality, perceived value, brand
associations, brand loyalty). For example, consumers are loyal to a brand when they believe it
has certain characteristics. Since perceived brand equity is the value that consumers perceive in
the brand, brand characteristics will be discussed rather than consumer descriptors. The five
dimensions that will be discussed in the ensuing sections are different characteristics of the

equity of the brand.

4.1.1. Quality

Quality for this conceptualization describes how consumers perceive the quality of a
consumer technology brand (product) in terms of its consistency, acceptable standards,
performance, reliability, functionality, and being well made. Consumers perceive that a brand
(product) should perform highly on all of these aspects. This dimension includes two items

adapted from the Yoo and Donthu (2001) scale, “The quality of (X) is extremely high” and “The
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functionality of (X) is very high”. It also includes four items adapted from the Sweeney & Soutar
(2001) consumer perceived scale, “(X) has consistent quality”, “(X) performs consistently”, “(X)
has an acceptable standard of quality”, and “(X) is well made”. Finally, this dimension has three
additional items generated through qualitative research in this study, “The reliability of (X) is
very high”, “(X) is consistent in the quality it offers”, and “The performance of (X) is very high”.
It is interesting to note that although four of the items came from a perceived value scale in the
marketing literature, they represent quality when perceived by consumers. This signifies that
value may entail characteristics of quality, and the two can be interrelated. Quality in this study
entails characteristics of functionality, reliability, performance, and being well made, which
could also all be characteristics of value. Consumers perceive a brand (product) to have high
quality if it is reliable, consistent, functional, has good performance, has an acceptable standard
of quality, and is well made. Although quality as a dimension was included in the previous
conceptualizations of Aaker’s (1991) and Keller (1993), the quality dimension in this new scale
includes consumer perceived items that have never before been included together in any brand
equity scale. Also, quality is “the consumer’s judgment about a product’s overall excellence or
superiority” (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 3). Therefore, it is based on consumers’ or users’ (i.e., not

managers’ or experts’) subjective evaluations of product quality, fitting the above definition

perfectly as it is truly a consumers’ perception of quality.

4.1.2. Preference
A preferred brand commands loyalty. For this consumer-perceived scale, preference
describes how a brand (product) is a consumer’s first choice, how they are loyal to the specific

brand (product), how they will not buy other brands if that specific brand (product) is available at
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the store, and how they are committed to buying that brand (product). This dimension includes
the three loyalty items used by Yoo and Donthu (2001), “(X) would be my first choice”, “I
consider myself to be loyal to (X)”, and “I will not buy other brands if (X) is available at the
store”. It also includes one item from Berry (2000), “I am committed to buying (X)”. Although
the items under the preference dimension are actually loyalty items, since brand characteristics
are being discussed, it is expedient for this dimension to be labeled preference. Loyalty is a
factor that was previously included in the Aaker’s (1991) and Keller (1993) conceptualizations.
Aaker (1991, p. 39) defines brand loyalty as “the attachment that a customer has to a brand.”
Yoo and Donthu (2001, p. 3) define brand loyalty in their study as “the tendency to be loyal to a
focal brand, which is demonstrated by the intention to buy the brand as a primary choice.”
However, this dimension merges the above definitions, and items used in the Yoo and Donthu
(2001) scale (which uses the Aaker’s (1991) and Keller (1993) conceptualizations) as well as an
additional item from Berry (2000) to create a new conceptualization of the loyalty dimension, as
preference. Therefore, preference is perceived by consumers to mean that the brand will always

be “number one” on their list and they will always prefer to purchase this brand no matter what.

4.1.3. Social Influence

Social influence is a dimension that has never been included in any brand equity scale. It
arose as a result of consumer perceptions of the definition of brand equity. Consumers perceive
that a brand (product) improves the way they are perceived by others, would make a good
impression on other people, would give its owner social approval, and would help them feel
accepted. The four items that make up the dimension of social influence came from the Sweeney

and Soutar (2001) consumer perceived value scale. However, in this study the four items became
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a factor on their own and were labeled social influence. Although these items do in fact signify
value to the consumers, in this case, the value comes in the form of gaining social approval,
feeling accepted, making a good impression, and being perceived by others in a specific way.
Consumers today are bombarded with thousands of brand messages in the marketplace. A lot of
brands have a vague identity for the average consumer, but brands that are able to create this
social influence will prove to be valuable to the consumer. Therefore, this dimension describes
ways in which consumers use (purchase) a brand in order to achieve social approval. An example
could be the Starbucks brand where consumers pay a premium price for the brand (coffee) in
order to achieve a specific status among their peers, colleagues, friends, and family (Thompson

& Arsel, 2004).

4.1.4. Sustainability

The sustainability dimension is made up of items that were developed from the attributes
found in the qualitative research of this study. The items are: “(X) is an environmentally safe
brand”, “(X) is an environmentally responsible brand”, “(X) is a sustainable brand”, and “(X) is a
healthy brand”. From a consumer perspective, sustainability is an important factor to take into
account when analyzing the brand equity of a brand today because we are more conscious of
sustainability issues than ever before. Consumers are aware of brands and companies that are
environmentally safe, environmentally responsible, sustainable, and healthy. A consumer is more
loyal to a brand and believes it is of higher quality if it is sustainable. A growing number of
consumers today think about recycling, going green, and worry about the environment (Huang
and Rust, 2010; Sheth et al., 2011). This is a concept that is being incorporated into the brand

equity of products and the brands that consumers purchase on a daily basis as it provides added
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value to today’s consumers. Sustainability is thus a new dimension that has not been included in

any brand equity scale before, and the items are newly developed in this study.

4.1.5. Leadership

From a consumer perspective, leadership is seen through a brand that lasts a long time,
has good workmanship, and contributes something to society. The leadership dimension includes
two items from the Sweeney and Soutar (2001) scale as well as one item from the Brown and
Dacin (1997) scale. This dimension provides evidence that consumers want a brand that will
function well for a long period of time; they do not want to have to re-purchase a new product
every six months (cellular phones, in this case), since that will cost them a lot of money. They
want to know that the brand (cellular phone) has good workmanship, which in turn will allow it
to last a long time. Finally, they want the brand to contribute something to society so they can be
proud of the brand they use. These aspects create a leader brand, which will enable a consumer
to gain value out of it.

Given that no additional items are needed (e.g., other sub-factors), it is inferred that this
scale is simple to use and will be valued by academics and practitioners, alike. The confirmatory
factor analysis supports the goodness-of-fit of the data set and the hypothesized structure. It is
therefore inferred that the five identified factors in this study (quality, preference, social
influence, sustainability, and leadership) reflect the basis of the new consumer-perceived
consumer-based brand equity scale. Although some of the dimensions in this scale are
dimensions found in previous conceptualizations, it is important to note that the items that make
up these dimensions are very different in nature. This delineates the fact that consumers’

perception of brand equity can lead to a new conceptualization of the construct. In addition, this
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scale introduces new dimensions that prove to be important to consumers in how they perceive

the brand equity of the brands they use every day.

4.2. Theoretical Contributions

This research identified consumer-perceived factors that make up consumer-based brand
equity; and hence, the study contributes to the literature and adds to the broad discussion on
current conceptualizations and measures of brand equity. The proposed set of factors may be
helpful to both practitioner and academic researchers in the marketing industry with interest in
brand equity. It is worthy to mention that while previous studies have provided results of
consumer-based brand equity, mostly from a student perspective (see Table 2.1.), these studies
are based on Aaker’s (1991) and Keller’s (1993) conceptualizations and use students (or
convenience samples) to test their scales (leading to a lack in methodological rigor). This is the
first study that develops a consumer-perceived conceptualization and contributes to the
marketing literature with a comparison of a student sample and a consumer sample to test and
validate the new scale.

With regard to theoretical implications, this study serves as the building block for
measuring consumer-perceived, consumer-based brand equity. The study benefits brand research
in several ways. First, brand equity’s potential antecedents (e.g. brand knowledge, purchase
experience, consumption experience, marketing activities, corporate image, and environmental
factors) can be used to see how brand equity results. Also, this new consumer perceived brand
equity scale can be used to investigate the consequences of brand equity and see if they change
using new dimensions. In specific, the impact of each dimension of this scale on consequent

variables needs to be identified. Therefore, nomological relationships between consumer-
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perceived brand equity and new relevant variables could be studied.

Furthermore, this new measure of brand equity can be used to aid in studies of brand
value, brand extensions, and marketing activities, to name a few. Therefore, we can use this scale
to re-assess and measure the equity of brands now seen from the perspective of consumers. For
example, we can measure the equity of co-brands by measuring the equity of each brand
separately, then measuring the brand equity as a co-brand. Furthermore, we can try to understand
how consumers perceive the equity of brand extensions and how it affects the equity of the
parent brand before and after the extension (Sullivan, 1998). In the same light, the equity of a
brand can be measured before it is perceived as sustainable and the equity after it is considered
sustainable.

Consumers are also interested in a brand’s sustainability when considering widely
adopted, well-understood technology products, such as cellular phones. Sustainability in this case
includes being environmentally safe, responsible, sustainable, and healthy. Reverting back to the
product category at hand (cellular phones), consumers perceive iPhone, Blackberry, and HTC as
having these sustainability characteristics. This new measure can be used in testing the
sustainability of different brands in different product categories. We could also possibly segment
different groups of consumers based on their perceptions of the sustainability of brands. This
could in turn lead to new positioning strategies for many brands.

Also, there may be a potential causal order among the dimensions of brand equity.
According to Levidge and Steiner (1961), the hierarchy of effects model suggests that perceived
quality precedes brand loyalty. In this study this turns out to be true as quality always has a
higher variance explained than any of the other dimensions (see Tables 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6).

Consumer perception of high product quality actually leads to loyalty since it is the basis of
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consumer satisfaction (Oliver, 1997). Hence, if there is a strong order among the dimensions,
then in order to manage resources more efficiently, managers should consider strategies that
focus on the different timings of each of the five dimensions.

Another important use for this scale is that it can possibly be used to rank brands based
on their perceived consumer value. In other words, a brand equity index can be determined to
rank brands according to the five dimensions (i.e., a brand might be high or low on each of the
dimensions). This is similar to Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions in that a culture can be
high or low on any specific dimension. Ranking brands could allow for new segmentation
strategies as some brands may find that they are not perceived by consumers to be where they
think they are in terms of the dimensions. This may also have an impact on the brands’
competitors in the market as they are also ranked on the dimensions. New clusters of competitors
may lead a brand to have new positioning strategies.

Given that the products from the category used, cellular phones, are expensive, and have
short useful lives (from a branding perspective), this study has created a scale that is capable of
measuring the brand equity of any luxury good whose value has been widely established in
consumer markets. Therefore, this scale can be used to measure “brand equity effectiveness”
relative to benchmarks established prior to a change in a branding strategy for many electronic
products such as HDTV’s, cameras, computers, web cameras, flash cards, USB devices, printers,
etc. Furthermore, this scale could also be used to measure the brand equity in consumer personal
accessories and luxury goods, ranging from clothing to consumer beverages and furniture to

automobiles.
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4.3. Managerial Contributions

In order to enhance the measurement of brand equity from a consumer perspective, the
findings of this study encourage managers to re-assess their brand equity with respect to quality,
preference, social influence, sustainability, and leadership. Consumers, as well as students, are
now looking for new aspects of brand equity, namely, social influence and sustainability. They
have expectations that a brand will help them socially in terms of making a positive impression
on their peers, helping them feel accepted, and gaining social approval and acceptance.
Especially with respect to the product category used in this study, cellular phones, the social
influence dimension plays a key role. Think about the iPhone today and how it has changed
consumers’ lives forever. People and businesses are able to communicate in a faster more
efficient and effective way using the iPhone. The same applies to HTC and Blackberry,
especially with businesses due to the high level of security provided by these networks.

This consumer perceived brand equity scale is valid, reliable and also parsimonious. Most
firms, due to a lack of availability of a good scale, have been measuring brand equity using
unidimensional measures. However, this parsimonious scale will provide practitioners with an
easy way to understand and measure brand equity using five dimensions that consumers
perceived. Its ease of use will allow managers to track the brand equity of brands on a regular
basis. Therefore, using this measure to track the brand equity of a brand over time will allow
practitioners to understand if a brand is succeeding or failing in certain areas. This will then
allow them to efficiently allocate resources to create a successful balance of the dimensions of
consumer perceived brand equity. In turn, this may allow managers to better understand the long-
term effect of marketing efforts on brand equity, which will lead to successful building of brand

equity. Also, this measure will aid in the effective study of the relationship between brand equity
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and market/business consequences such as sales, profits, market share and others.

4.4. Methodological Contributions

This scale development piece not only follows the proper scale development method
(Churchill, 1979), but also enhances this method by including a new approach of merging
qualitative data with quantitative data from the consumer. Although quantitative methods for
scale development can contribute to raise the scientific status of marketing, they are not
sufficient on their own (Gummesson, 2005). Quantitative methods cannot achieve scientific
excellence without a clear awareness of their qualitative dependency. Therefore, “...a merger of
the best of both worlds — rather than a one-sided acquisition - will add substantial synergy to
research in marketing” (Gummesson, 2005, p. 2). This study has merged the best of both
quantitative and qualitative methods in a scale development that resulted in a new
conceptualization and scale for consumer-perceived, consumer-based brand equity.

Finally, it is inferred from the findings that consumers and students alike perceive
consumer-based brand equity to include five dimensions: quality, preference, social influence,
sustainability, and leadership. Consumers want a brand (product) to have high quality and
preference in order to be loyal to it. They want the brand (product) to be a positive influence on
their social life, as well as the environment. Finally, they want the brand (product) to be a leader
in order to work well, last a long time, and contribute to society. The identification and
validation of these five dimensions and the resulting scale represent an important methodological

contribution.
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4.5 Limitations and Future Research Directions

Although the study described to this point makes a substantial contribution to the
marketing literature and holds much promise as a springboard for future research, some
considerations are in order. First, although a consumer sample was used in the study, a student
sample was also employed as a comparison sample. This student sample encompasses all of the
requisite caveats regarding representativeness and generalizability. Also, respondents from this
student sample were geographically concentrated in the Southwestern United States, and they
were younger than the population at large. However, students of this age group do represent a
segment of consumers who purchase cellular phones (i.e., iPhone, Blackberry, and HTC).

There was also a limitation in the sample size as the consumer sample and student sample
were limited in the number of respondents (student sample = 477, consumer sample = 403).
These limitations pose generalizability questions without further replication and validation.
Although the attempt is consistent with the literature and directions from academic experts, it is
acknowledged that there is a lack of (true experimental) control over the identified factors. One
exception to this is the use of a consumer sample in addition to the student sample to test and
validate the scale. However, a larger sample would be more appropriate for future studies to re-
validate the scale.

Several measurement/correlation issues were encountered in the course of this research.
In the consumer sample, the value measures employed had a negative correlation with the
remaining four factors. Future research should determine if this factor is truly negatively
correlated with the remaining factors, or if it even holds up as a dimension in the scale when
using other product categories and samples.

Another limitation of this study is that only one product category was used. As a result,
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participants saw one of three brands, again limiting generalizability. This research should
encourage researchers to revise and revalidate the scale. It would be desirable to replicate this
study using additional product categories and brands. However, limiting the study allowed the
research to limit, and better control for, extraneous and confounding variables.

In addition to replication studies with other product categories and brands, this study
points to a number of interesting directions for future research. Some research directions include:

1. Testing and validating the scale using a larger nation-wide sample and comparing

that to nation-wide samples in various other countries (cross-cultural study).

2. Testing and validating the scale using other product categories and brands including

services and industrial goods.

3. Testing the dimensions to see if they may be extended into sub-dimensions.

4. Testing the relationship between dollar-metric brand equity and this consumer

perceived brand equity.

In summary, this study fully answers the research questions - which dimensions identified
by consumers are critical to the development of the consumer perceived brand equity construct;
and how can these dimensions be interrelated to measure brand equity effectively. There are five
dimensions to the consumer-perceived brand equity scale: quality, preference, social influence,
sustainability, and leadership. These dimensions clearly measure brand equity effectively with a
total explained variance of at least 80% and very high reliability and validity using both a student
sample and a nation-wide consumer sample. The scale that is developed and validated in this
study not only contributes to the marketing discipline’s body of knowledge, but it also provides a

springboard for future research into brand equity. The value of a consumer-perceived brand
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equity scale suggests a number of new directions for study and elaboration in what is certain to

be a compelling stream of research with vast implications for both theory and practice.
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University of North Texas: Dept of Marketing & Logistics

This survey is intended to measure your attitude towards brands. Please circle the number that most closely matches your attitude/opinion. Your
identity and response will be kept confidential.

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? Please circle the number that most closely matches your opinion.

circle the number that most closely matches your opinion Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
| consider myself to be loyal to (X). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) would be my first choice. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| will not buy other brands if (X) is available at the store. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel that (X) is trustworthy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) is an honest brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel comfortable when | buy (X). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) is a dependable brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| am committed to buying (X). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
To what extent do you agree with the following statements? Please circle the number that most closely matches your opinion.
circle the number that most closely matches your opinion Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
The likely quality of (X) is extremely high. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The likelihood that (X) would be functional is very high. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The likelihood that (X) is reliable is very high. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) is consistent in the quality it offers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The likelihood that (X) is durable is very high. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The likelihood that (X) would perform well is very high. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
To what extent do you agree with the following statements? Please circle the number that most closely matches your opinion.
circle the number that most closely matches your opinion Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
(X) has consistent quality. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) is well made. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) has an acceptable standard of quality. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) has poor workmanship. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) would not last a long time. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) would perform consistently. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) is a brand | would enjoy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) would make me want to use it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) is a brand that | would feel relaxed about using. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) would make me feel good. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) would be economical. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) is reasonably priced. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) offers value for money. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) is a good product for the price. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) would help me to feel acceptable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) would improve the way | am perceived. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) would make a good impression on other people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) would give its owner social approval. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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University of North Texas: Dept of Marketing & Logistics

4, To what extent do you agree with the following statements? Please circle the number that most closely matches your opinion.
circle the number that most closely matches your opinion Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
| consider (X) to be a safe brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Itis important that (X) is a sustainable brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| find it important that (X) be a healthy brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The likelihood that (X) has a good reputation is very high. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| consider it important that (X) is environmentally responsible. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| consider (X) as a socially responsible brand. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) is more beneficial to society’s welfare than other brands. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(X) does not contribute something to society. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Categorical Questions - something about yourself:
1. Your gender? [ Male | Female |
2. Your age? Less than 21 yrs 21-25yrs 26-30 yrs 31-35yrs 36-40 yrs
41-45 yrs 46-50 yrs 51-55 yrs 56-60 yrs More than 60 yrs
3. Your House Hold | Less than $20,001 $20,001-40,000 $40,001-60,000 $60,001-80,000 $80,001-100,000
income? $100,001-120,000 $120,001-140,000 $140,001-160,000 More than $160,000
4. Employmentstatus | Student [ Homemaker | Parttime | Fulltime | Retired | Self-employed |
5. Your last completed High School or less Some Completed Graduate School | Professional degree —
Educational level? College College degree Law, Medicine, etc.

6. If not a student, your work status

7. Ethnic background

| Work for a small firm

| Work for a large firm

| Own my own business |

| Caucasian | African American | Hispanic/Latin | Native American | Asian

Others |

We thank you for your time and effort
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Your gender?

[ Male

() Female

Your age?

_Less than 21 years [_41-45 years
[_121-25 years (_46-50 years

[ 126-30 years (_151-55 years
(_131-35 years [_156-60 years

[ 136-40 years [ More than 60 years

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? Please choose the answer that most closely matches
your opinion.

MNeither
Strongly Somewhat  Agree Mor  Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

| consider myself to be loyal to
HTC.

HTC would be my first choice.

| will not buy other brands if
HTC is available at the store.

| feel that HTC is trustworthy.
HTC is an honest brand.

| feel comfortable when | buy
HTC.

HTC is a dependable brand.

| am committed to buying HTC.

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? Please choose the answer that most closely matches
your opinion.

Meither
Strongly Somewhat  Agree Mor Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
The quality of HTC is
extremely high.
The functionality of HTC is
very high.

The reliability of HTC is very
high.

HTC is consistentin the
quality it offers.

The durability of HTC is very
high.

The performance of HTC is
very high.
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To what extent do you agree with the following statements? Please choose the answer that most closely matches
your opinion.

Meither
Strongly Somewhat  Agree Nor  Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

HTC has consistent quality.
HTC is well made.

HTC has an acceptable
standard of quality.

HTC has poor workmanship.
HTC would not last a long time.
HTC performs consistently.
HTC is a brand | would enjoy.

HTC would make me want to
use it.

HTC is a brand that | would feel
relaxed about using.

HTC would make me feel good.
HTC would be economical.
HTC is reasonably priced.

HTC offers value for money.

HTC is a good product for the
price.

HTC helps me feel accepted.

HTC improves the way lam
perceived by others.

HTC would make a good
impression an other people.

HTC would give its owner social
approval.
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To what extent do you agree with the following statements? Please choose the answer that most closely matches
your opinion.

Neither
Strongly Somewhat  Agree Nor  Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

HTC is an environmentally
safe brand.

HTC is a sustainable brand.

HTC is a healthy brand.

HTC is a brand with a good
reputation.

HTC is an environmentally
responsible brand.

HTC is a socially responsible
brand.

HTC is more beneficial to
society's welfare than other
brands.

HTC does not contribute
something to society.

To what extent would you purchase HTG? Please choose the circle closest to the adjective that most closely
matches your opinion.

Never | (0 () (0 (0 (0 (0 (0 () Definitely
Definetely do notintendtobuy () () () () () (0 () () () ()| Definitely intend to buy
Verylowinterest () () (0 () (0 () () () () ()| High purchase interest
Definitely notbuyit | (0 (0 (0 (0 () (0 (0 () (0 () Definitely buy it
Probablynot | () (0 (0 () () (0 (0 () () ()| Probably buyit

Have you purchased an HTC before?

| Yes

) No

If yes, how much did you pay for the HTC?

Ideally how much would you pay for an HTC?
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Your household income?

()Less than $20,001 ()$100,001-$120,000
()$20,001-540,000 ()$120,001-$140,000
()$40,001-560,000 ()$140,001-$160,000
()$60,001-580,000 ()More than $160,000

(_)$80,001-$100,000

Your employment status?

() Student
() Homemaker
) Part-time job
) Full-time job
) Retired

) Selfemployed

Your last completed level of education?

1 High school or less
) Some college
) Completed college degree
) Graduate school

| Professional degree - Law, Medicine, etc.

Your wark status?

() Work for a small firm/organization (50 or less employees)
{ ' Work for a large firmforganization (51 or more employees)

() Own my own business

Are you Spanish/Hispanic/Latino? (choose "No" if not Spanish/Hispanic/Latino)

() No, not Spanish/Hispanic/Latino
1 Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano
) Yes, Puerto Rican
1 Yes, Cuban

I Yes, other Spanish/Hispanic/iLatino
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Your ethnic background is?

) Caucasian/White
| African American
I American Indian or Alaska MNative
| Asian

) Other

Thank you for completing the survey.

83



REFERENCES

Aaker, David A. (1991), Managing Brand Equity. New York: Free Press.
Aaker, David A. (1996), Building Strong Brands. New Y ork: Free Press.

Aaker, David A. (1996), “Measuring Brand Equity across Products and Markets,” California
Management Review, 38 (Spring), 3, 102-20.

Aaker, David A. and Day, G. S. (1990), Marketing Research, 4™ ed, Toronto: John Wiley &
Sons.

Aaker, David A. and Erich Joachimsthaler (2000), Brand Leadership. New York: Free Press.

Aaker, David A. and Robert Jacobson (1994), “The Financial Information Content of Perceived
Quality,” Journal of Marketing Research, 31(May), 191-201.

Aaker, David A. and Kevin Keller (1990), “Consumer Evaluations of Brand Extensions,”Journal
of Marketing, 54(1), 27-41.

Ailawadi, K., Lehmann, D., and Neslin, S. (2003), “Revenue premium as an outcome measure of
brand equity,” Journal of Marketing, 67(4), 1-17.

Ambler, Tim, C.B. Bhattacharya, Julie Edell, Kevin Lane Keller, Katherine N. Lemon, Vikas,
Mittal (2002), “Relating Brand and Customer Perspectives on Marketing Management,”
Journal of Service Research, 5(1), 13-25.

Amorso, Michael and Arthur Kover (1992), “Brand equity is nice — until you have to use it,”
Marketing News, 26(20), 4.

Anderson, Justin (2007), “Brand Equity: The Perpetuity Perspective,” Winter 2007 Proceedings
of the American Marketing Association.

Anderson, JC and D. Gerbing (1988), “Structural modeling in practice: a review and
recommended two-step approach,” Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411-423.

Atilgan, Eda; Serkan Akinci; Safak Aksoy and Erdener Kaynak (2009), “Customer-Based Brand
Equity for Global Brands: A Multinational Approach,” Journal of Euromarketing, 18,
115-132.

Bagozzi, Richard P., and Youjae Yi, (1988) “On the Evaluation of Structural Equation Models,”
Journal of Academy of Marketing Science, 16(Spring), 74-94.

Baker, Colin, Clive Nancarrow, and Julie Tinson (2005), “The Mind versus Market Share Guide
to Brand Equity,” International Journal of Marketing Research, 47(5), 525-42.

Barth, Mary E., Michael B. Clement, George Foster, Ron Kasznik (1998), “Brand Values and
Capital Market Valuation,” Revenue of Accounting Studies, 3, 41-68.

84



Barwise, P. (1993), “Introduction to the Special Issue on Brand Equity,” International Journal of
Research in Marketing, 10(1), 3-8.

Barwise, P., Higson, C. ,Likierman, A. and Marsh, P. (1990), “Brands as separable Assets, ”
Business Strategy Review, 1(2), 43-59.

Bedbury, Scott and Stephen Fenichell (2002), 4 New Brand World: 8 Principles for Achieving
Brand Leadership in the 21°' Century, New York: Viking Penguin.

Bendixen, Mike, Kalala A. Bukasa, and Russell Abratt (2003), “Brand Equity in the Business-to-
Business Market,” Industrial Marketing Management, 33, 371-380.

Berry, Leonard (2000), “Cultivating Service Brand Equity,” Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 28(1), 128-37.

Blackston, Max. (2000), “Building Brand Equity by Managing the Brand’s Relationships,”
Journal of Advertising Research, 32(3), 101-105.

Bliss, J., Monk, M. and Ogborn, J. (1987) (eds.), Qualitative Data Analysis for Educational
Research, London: Croom Helm.

Boo, Soyoung; James Busser and Seyhmus Baloglu (2009), “A Model of Customer-Based Brand
Equity and its Application to Multiple Destinations,” Tourism Management, 30, 219-230.

BrandAsset Consulting (2010), “Four Pillars: The Sequence of Brand Developme
www.brandassetconsulting.com.

Brown, Tom J. and Peter A. Dacin (1997), “The Company and the Product: Corporate
Associations and Consumer Product Responses,” Journal of Marketing, 61(January), 68-
84.

Buil, 1., de Chernatony, L. and Martinez, E. (2008), “A Cross-National Validation of the
Consumer-Based Brand Equity Scale,” Journal of Product and Brand
Management,17(6), 384-392.

Burmann, Christoph, Marc Jost-Benz and Nicola Riley (2009), “Towards an Identity-Based
Brand Equity Model,” Journal of Business Research, 62, 390-397.

Burnett, JJ. And PM Dunne (1986), “An Appraisal of the Use of Student Subjects in Marketing
Research, Journal of Business Research, 14, 329-343.

Chen, Arthur C.H. (2001), “Using Free Association to Examine the Relationship Between
Characteristics of Brand Associations and Brand Equity,” Journal of Product and Brand
Management, 10 (7), 439-451.

Christodoulides, George and Leslie de Chernatony (2010), “Consumer-Based Brand Equity

Conceptualization and Measurement,” International Journal of Market Research, 52(1),
43-66.

85


http://www.brandassetconsulting.com/

Christodoulides, George., Leslie de Chernatony, Furrer, O., and Abimbola, T. (2006),
“Conceptualising and Measuring the Equity of Online Brands,” Journal of Marketing
Management, 22(7/8), 799-825.

Churchill, G.A., Jr. (1979), “A Paradigm for Developing Better Measures of Marketing
Constructs”, Journal of Marketing Research, 16, 64-73.

Clow, Kenneth E. and Donald Baack (2005), “Brand and Brand Equity”, Concise Encyclopedia
of Advertising, Haworth Press, Inc.

Cobb-Walgren, Cathy J., Cynthia Ruble, and Naveen Donthu (1995), “Brand Equity, Brand
Preference, and Purchase Intent,” Journal of Advertising, 24(3), 25-40.

Dabholkar, P. A., Thorpe, D. 1., and Rentz, J. O. (1996), “A Measure of Service Quality for
Retail Stores: Scale Development and Validation,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 24(1), 3-16.

Davis, Scott M. (2002), Brand Asset Management, San Francisco, CA: Josey Bass.

Davis, Donna F.; Susan L. Golicic and Adam Marquardt (2009), “Measuring Brand Equity for
Logistics Services,” The International Journal of Logistics Management, 20(2), 201-212.

de Chernatony, Leslie; Harris, F.J. and George Christodoulides (2004) “Developing a Brand
Performance Measure for Financial Services Brands,” Services Industries Journal, 24(2),
15-33.

DeVellis, Robert F. (1991), Scale Development: Theory and Applications, Newbury Park, CA:
Sage.

Doyle, Peter (2001), “Shareholder-Value-Based Brand Strategies”, Journal of Brand
Management, 9 (1), 20-30.

Dyson, Paul, Andy Farr, and Nigel S. Hollis (1996), “Understanding, Measuring, and Using
Brand Equity,” Journal of Advertising Research, 36 (6), 9-21.

Epstein, Marc J., Robert A. Westbrook (2001), “Linking Actions to Profits in Strategic Decision
Making,” MIT Sloan Management Review, 42(Spring), 39-49.

Erdem, Tulin and Joffre Swait (1998), “Brand Equity as a Signaling Phenomenon,” Journal of
Consumer Psychology, 7(2), 131-57.

Erdem, Tulin, Joffre Swait, and Valenzuela, A. (2006), “Brands as Signals: a Cross- Country
Validation Study,” Journal of Marketing, 70(1), 34-49.

Fabrigar, L. R. ,MacCallum, R. C., Wegner, D. T., and Strahan, E. J. (1999), “Evaluating the Use
of Exploratory Factor Analysis in Psychological Research,” Psychological Methods, 4(3),
272-299.

86



Farquhar, Peter H. (1989), “Managing Brand Equity,” Marketing Research, 1 (September), 24-
33.

Farquhar, Peter H., Julia Y. Han, and Yuji Iriji (1991), Recognizing and Measuring Brand
Assets, Report 91-119, Marketing Science Institute, Cambridge, MA.

Fornell, Claes and David F. Larcker, (1981) “Evaluating Structural Equation Models with
Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error,” Journal of Marketing Research,
18(February), 39-50.

Gil, R. Bravo; E. Fraj Adres and E. Martinez Salinas (2007), “Family as a Source of Consumer-
Based Brand Equity,” Journal of Product and Brand Management, 16(3), 188-199.

Guizani, Haythem; Hyane Trigueiro and Pierre Valette-Florence (2009), “Development of a
Scale for French Consumer Brand Equity,” Working Paper in the Latin American
Advances in Consumer Research, 2, 198-200.

Gummesson, Evert (2005), “Qualitative Research in Marketing: Road-Map for a Wilderness of
Complexity and Unpredictability,” European Journal of Marketing, 39(3/4), 309-327.

Gunay, G. Nazan (2001), “The Marketing Concept,” Ege Academic Review, 1(1), 115-140.

Hair, Joseph F. Jr., William C. Black, Barry J. Babin, Rolph E. Anderson, and Ronald L.
Tatham, (2006) Multivariate Data Analysis, 6™ edition, Upper Saddle River, New Jersey:
Pearson Prentice Hall.

Hoeffler Steve, Kevin Lane Keller (2003), “The Marketing Advantages of Strong Brands,”
Journal of Brand Management, 10(6), 421-445.

Hofstede, G., (1980) Culture’s Consequences: International Differences in Work Related Values,
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

Holbrook, Morris B. (1992), “Product Quality, Attributes, and Brand Name as Determinants of
Price: The Case of Consumer Electronics,” Marketing Letters, 3(1), 71-83.

Huang, Ming-Hui and Roland T. Rust (2010), “Sustainability and Consumption,” Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 39, 40-54.

Interbrand (2010), “Best Global Brands 2010,” www.bestglobalbrands.com

Jourdan, P. (2002), “Measuring Brand Equity: Proposal for Conceptual and Methodological
Improvements,” Advances in Consumer Research, 29(1), 290-298.

Kamakura, W. and Russell, G. (1993), “Measuring Brand Value with Scanner Data,”
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 10(1), 9-22.

Kapferer, Jean-Noél (1997), Strategic Brand Management, Great Britain, Kogan Page, London,
UK.

87


http://www.bestglobalbrands.com/

Kapferer, Jean-Noél (2005), The New Strategic Brand Management, Kogan-Page, London, UK.

Keller, Kevin Lane (1993), “Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Managing Customer- Based Brand
Equity,” Journal of Marketing, 57(1), 1-22.

Keller, Kevin Lane (2003), Strategic Brand Management: Building, Measuring, and Managing
Brand Equity, Second Edition, Upper Saddle River, NY: Prentice Hall.

Keller, Kevin Lane and Donald R. Lehmann (2003), “How Do Brands Create Value?,”
Marketing Management, 12(3), 26-31.

Keller, Kevin Lane and Donald R. Lehmann (2006), “Brands and Branding: Research Findings
and Future Priority,” Marketing Science, 25 (6), 740-59.

Kim, Hong-bumm, Woo Gon Kim, and Jeong A. An (2003), “The Effect of Consumer- Based
Brand Equity on Firms’ Financial Performance,” Journal of Consumer Marketing, 20 (4),
335-351.

King, Ceridwyn and Debra Grace (2009), “Employee Based Brand Equity: A Third Perspective,”
Services Marketing Quarterly, 30, 122-147.

Knowles, Jonathan (2008), “Varying Perspectives on Brand Equity,” Marketing Management,
(July/August), 20-26.

Kocak, A., Abimbola, T. and Ozer, A. (2007), “Consumer Brand Equity in a Cross-Cultural
Replication: an Evaluation of a Scale,” Journal of Marketing Management, 23(1/2), 157-
173.

Kohli, A. and B. Jaworski (1990), “Market Orientation: the Construct, Research Propositions,
and Managerial Implications,” Journal of Marketing, 54, 1-18.

Kotler Philip (2000), Marketing Management: The Millennium Edition, Upper Saddle River,
Prentice Hall.

Lassar, Walfried, Banwari Mittal, and Sharma Arun (1995), “Measuring Customer-Based Brand
Equity,” Journal of Consumer Marketing, 12 (4), 11-19.

Levitt, Theodore (1960), “Marketing Myopia,” Harvard Business Review, 38(4), 45-56.

Leone, Robert P, Vithala Rao, Kevin Lane Keller, Anita Man Lou, Leigh McAlister, and
Rajendra Srivastava (2006), “Linking Brand Equity to Customer Equity,” Journal of
Service Research, 9(2), 125-38.

Leuthesser, L., Kohli, C. and Harich, K. (1995), “Brand equity: the halo effect measure,”
European Journal of Marketing, 29(4), 57-66.

Levidge, RJ and GA Steiner (1961), “A model of predictive measurement of advertising
effectiveness,” Journal of Marketing, 25(October), 59-62.

88



Martin, G. and Brown, T. (1990), “In Search of Brand Equity: the Conceptualization and
Measurement of the Brand Impression Construct,” In T.L. Childers et al. (eds) Marketing
Theory and Applications, Vol. 2, Chicago, IL: American Marketing Association, 431-
438.

McCarthy, E. J. (1960), Basic Marketing: A Managerial Approach. Homewood, IL: Richard D.
Irwin, Inc.

Millward Brown Optimor (2010), “BrandZ Methodology,” www.millwardbrown.com.

Narver, J. and S. Slater (1990), “The Effect of a Market Orientation on Business Profitability,”
Journal of Marketing, 54, 20-35.

Netemeyer, R., Krishnan, B., Pullig, C., Wang, G., Yagci, M., Dean, D., Ricks, J. and Wirth, F.
(2004), “Developing and Validating Measures of Facet of Customer-Based Brand
Equity,” Journal of Business Research, 57(1.2), 209-224.

Nunnally, J.C., (1978). Psychometric Theory, New York: McGraw-Hill.
Nunnally, JC and IH Bernstein (1994), Psychometric Theory, 3rd ed, New York: McGraw-Hill.

Oliver, Richard L. (1997), Satisfaction: A Behavioral Perspective on the Consumer, New Y ork:
McGraw-Hill.

Owenbey, S. and PE Horridge (1998), “The Suinn-Lew Asian Self-Identity Acculturation Scale:
Test with a Non-Student, Asian-American Sample,” Social Behavioral Personality,
26(1), 57-68.

Pappu, R., Quester, P.G. and Cooksey, R. (2005), “Consumer-Based Brand Equity: Improving
the Measurement — Empirical Evidence,” Journal of Product and Brand Management,
14(3), 143-154.

Parasuraman, A.; Valarie A. Zeithaml and Leonard L. Berry (1988), “SERVQUAL: A Multi-
Item Scale for Measuring Consumer Perceptions of Service Quality,” Journal of
Retailing, 64(1), 12-40.

Park, Chan Su and V. Srinivasan (1994), “A Survey-Based Method for Measuring and
Understanding Brand Equity and Its Extendibility,” Journal of Marketing Research,
31(5), 271-88.

Perry, Chad (1998), “A Structured Approach for Presenting Theses,” Australasian Marketing
Journal, 6(1), 63-85.

Rajasekar, N. and K.G. Nalina (2008), “Measuring Customer-Based Brand Equity in Durable
Goods Industry,” Journal of Marketing and Communication, 4(1), 48-58.

Rajh, Edo (2002), “Development of a Scale for Measuring Customer-Based Brand Equity,”
Ekonomski Pregled, 53(7-8), 770-781.

89


http://www.millwardbrown.com/

Randall, Taylor, Karl Ulrich, and David Reibstein (1998), “Brand Equity and Vertical Product
Line Extensions,” Marketing Science, 17(4), 356.

Rust, Roland T., Katherine N. Lemon, and Valarie A. Zeithaml (2000), Driving Customer
Equity: How Customer Lifetime Value is Reshaping Corporate Strategy, New York: Free
Press.

Rust, Roland T., Katherine N. Lemon, and Valarie A. Zeithaml (2004), “Return on Marketing:
Using Customer Equity to Focus Marketing Strategy,” Journal of Marketing,
68(January), 109-127.

Shankar, V., Azar, P. and Fuller, M. (2008), “"BRAN*EQT: a Multicategory Brand Equity
Model and its Application at Allstate,” Marketing Science, 27(4), 567-584.

Sheth, Jagdish, Nirmal K. Sethia, and Shanthi Srinivas (2011), “Mindful Consumption: a
Customer-Centric Approach to Sustainability,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 39, 21-39.

Shocker, Allan D., Rajendra K. Srivastava, and Robert W. Rueckert (1994), “Challenges and
Opportunities Facing Brand Management: An Introduction to a Special Issue”, Journal of
Marketing Research, 31 (May), 149-158.

Shocker, Allan (1993) “...New Books in Review,” Journal of Marketing Research, 30, 256-258.

Simon, Carol J. and Mary W. Sullivan (1993), “The Measurements and Determinants of Brand
Equity: A Financial Approach,” Marketing Science, 12(1), 28-52.

Spector, P. E. (1992), Summated Rating Scale Construction, SAGE University Papers, London:
SAGE Publications.

Srinivasan, V. (1979), “Network Models for Estimating Brand-Specific Effects in Multi-
Attribute Marketing Models,” Management Science, 25(1), 11-21.

Srinivasan V., Chan Su Park, and Dae Ryun Chang (2005), “An Approach to the Measurement
Analysis, and Prediction of Brand Equity and its Sources,” Management Science, 51(9),
1433-48.

Srivastava, Rajendra K. and Allan Shocker (1991), “Brand Equity: A Perspective on Its Meaning
and Measurement,” Marketing Science Institute Report, N0.91-124.,

Srivastava, Rajendra K., Tassaduq A. Shervani, Liam Fahey (1998), “Market-Based Assets and
Shareholder Value: A Framework for Analysis,” Journal of Marketing, 62(1), 2-18.

Sullivan, MW (1998), “How Brand Names Affect the Demand for Twin Automobiles,” Journal
of Marketing Research, 35(May), 154-165.

90



Swait, Joffre, Erdem, T., Louviere, J. and Dubelaar, C. (1993), “The Equalization Price: a
Measure of Consumer-Perceived Brand Equity,” International Journal of Research in
Marketing, 10(1), 23-45.

Sweeney, Jillian C. and Geoffrey N. Soutar (2001), “Consumer Perceived Value: The
Development of a Multiple Item Scale,” Journal of Retailing, 77, 203-220.

Thompson, Craig J. and Zeynep Arsel (2004), “The Starbucks Brandscape and Consumer
(Anticorporate) Experiences of Glocalization,” Journal of Consumer Research, 31(3),
631-642.

Tong, Xiao and Jana M. Hawley (2009), “Measuring Customer-Based Brand Equity: Empirical
Evidence from the Sportswear Market in China,” Journal of Product and Brand
Management, 18(4), 262-271.

Tull, D. S. and Hawkins, D. 1. (1994), Marketing Research: Measurement and Method,
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall Inc.

Vazquez, R., Del Rio, A. and Iglesias, V. (2002), “Consumer-Based Brand Equity: Development
and Validation of a Measurement Instrument,” Journal of Marketing Management,
18(1/2), 27-48.

Washburn, J.H. and Plank, R.E. (2002), “Measuring Brand Equity: an Evaluation of a Consumer-
Based Brand Equity Scale,” Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice,10(1), 46-61.

Wells, WD (1993), “Discovery-Oriented Consumer Research,” Journal of Consumer Research,
19(March), 489-504.

Wernerfelt, Birger (1988), “Umbrella Branding as a Signal of New Product Quality: an Example
of Signaling by Posting a Bond,” RAND Journal of Economics, 19(3), 458-466.

Winters, Lewis, C. (1991), “Brand Equity Measures: Some Recent Advances,” Market Research,
70-73.

Wood, Lisa (2000), “Brands and Brand Equity: Definition and Management,” Management
Decision, 38(9), 662-669.

Yavas, U. (1994), “Research note: students as subjects in advertising and marketing research,”
International Marketing Review, 11(4), 35-43.

Yoo, Boonghee and Naveen Donthu (2001), “Developing and Validating a Multidimensional
Consumer-Based Brand Equity Scale,” Journal of Business Research, 52, 1-14.

Yoo, Boonghee, Naveen Donthu, and Sungho Lee (2000), “An Examination of Selected
Marketing Mix Elements and Brand Equity,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 28(2), 195-211.

91



Zeithaml, Valarie A. (1988), “Consumer Perceptions of Price, Quality and Value: a Means End
Model and Synthesis of Evidence,” Journal of Marketing, 52(July), 2-22.

Zeugner-Roth, Katharina Petra; Adamantios Diamantopoulos and Ma Angeles Montesinos
(2008), “Home Country Image, Country Brand Equity and Consumers’ Product
Preferences: An Empirical Study,” Management International Review, 48(5), 577-6-2.

92





