A CROSS VALIDATION OF CONSUMER-BASED BRAND EQUITY (CBBE) 

WITH GLOBAL FASHION BRANDS IN TURKEY
ABSTRACT

The Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) literature has, in recent years, introduced multiple CBBE models and measurement scales. This study aims to compare the validity of the two prominent CBBE models in the fashion retail industry; those introduced by Yoo and Donthu (2011) and Nam et al. (2011). In order to make this comparison, the study collected data from 285 respondents who rated global brands in Turkey. Research findings suggest that Nam et al.’s (2011) CBBE model is more reliable and valid in the fashion industry context. When the concept of “brand awareness” is included in Nam et al.'s model, the psychometric properties of the model are improved. Theoretical contributions and managerial implications are discussed.
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A CROSS VALIDATION OF CONSUMER-BASED BRAND EQUITY (CBBE) 

WITH GLOBAL FASHION BRANDS
INTRODUCTION
In today’s marketplace successful brands must develop and maintain distinctive images in order to maintain their competitive advantage (Aaker, 1991; Pappu et al., 2005). Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) is essential for differentiating brands, assessing brand performance and gaining competitive advantages in the marketplace (Lassar et al., 1995). Powerful brand equity is achieved when consumers recognize the brand, have favourable brand identification and brand loyalty (Keller, 1993). 
As brand equity and brand success are positively associated, the concept of CBBE has received significant attention in the academic and business community (Kim et al., 2003; Washburn and Plank, 2002). The brand equity models introduced by Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) have dominated the CBBE literature in the last decade (Pappu et al., 2005; Gil et al., 2007; Villarejo-Ramos and Sanchez-Franco, 2005; Anselmsson et al., 2007; Tolba and Hassan, 2009; Roy and Chau, 2011; Buil et al., 2013). Using Aaker’ (2001) four dimensional model, academic scholars such as Yoo and Donthu (2001) have developed measurement scales for assessing CBBE. However, the majority of these studies are applied to goods-oriented brands (Gil et al., 2007: Jung and Sung, 2008; Yoo and Donthu, 2001; Punj and Hillyer, 2004). Applications of CBBE models to services are limited.  Existing applications of Aaker's CBBE model also demonstrate poor validity in service organizations (e.g. Boo et al., 2009). Nam et al. (2011) argue that the existing measurement scales based on Aaker’s (1991) and Keller’s (1993) are not applicable to service-dominant brands because of the inherent characteristics of services (intangibility, inseparability, heterogeneity). For example, Aaker (1991) considers perceived quality as unidimensional, but the service quality literature suggest that it is multidimensional. Nam et al. (2011) show that perceived service quality is two dimensional: physical quality and staff behaviour. Furthermore Aaker's (1991) model of CBBE captures only functional aspects of brand equity. His model overlooks symbolic aspects of brands, even though symbolic consumption is an essential component of brand equity. To address this deficiency, Nam et al. (2011) expands symbolic components of brand equity by introducing three symbolic consumption related dimensions: self-congruence, brand identification and lifestyle-congruence. Although the validity of their model was supported by an empirical study using service dominant brands, it was applied to British consumers and a specific service sector, namely hotels and restaurants. Nevertheless, a consensus has not yet been reached as to whether the validity of their model is transferable to different cultures and service sectors. 
The aim of this study is twofold: (1) to assess the external validity of Yoo and Donthu's (2011) and Nam et al.’s (2011) CBBE model in different service sectors (fashion retailing) and in Turkish culture which is different from the British and American cultures, and (2) to expand Nam et al.’s (2011) brand equity model by introducing “brand awareness ”. This study differs from previous studies because it compares the validity of the two prominent CBBE models in a cross cultural setting. Then, it contributes to services branding literature by introducing a new model for assessing brand equity of the global fashion retail brands. In the following sections the two CBBE models are reviewed. Then, the results of the validity analysis using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) are presented. Finally, conclusions are drawn and implications for managing global brand equity in the fashion retail industry are discussed.
BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY: CONSUMER-BASED BRAND EQUITY
Increasingly, managers are interested in measuring CBBE (Koçak et al., 2007). The underlying reason for this appreciation is the positive effect of CBBE on the consumer's brand choice, brand commitment (Cobby-Walgren et al., 1995), brand extension (Pitta and Katsanis, 1995) and the financial performance (Kim et al., 2003; Oliveira-Castro et al., 2008; Tolba and Hassan, 2009). Over the last three decades CBBE has been examined using various models that involve different brand equity dimensions (Jung and Sung, 2008). Due to different conceptualizations of CBBE, there is a lack of consensus on how brand equity should be measured (Maio Mackay, 2001). Nonetheless, the theories of consumer brand equity introduced by Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) are widely acknowledged. Keller (1993; 2) defines brand equity as “the differential effect of brand knowledge, which has conceptualized the brand awareness and brand image, on consumer response to the marketing of the brand” whereas Aaker (1991) refers that brand equity is "a set of assets and liabilities linked to a brand". According to Aaker (1991), CBBE has four dimensions: perceived quality, brand awareness, brand loyalty and brand associations. Perceived quality is described as “the consumer’s judgment about a product’s overall excellence or superiority” (Zeithaml, 1988, p.3). Brand awareness refers to consumers’ brand recall or brand recognition (Keller, 1993). Brand association is the brand knowledge stored in the consumer mind and brand loyalty is “the attachment that a customer has to a brand” (Aaker, 1991, p.39). However, Aaker (1991) introduce this theory for drawing managers’ attentions to brand management in an ideal world rather than how brand equity should be measured.
Utilizing Aaker’s (1991) and Keller’s (1993) conceptualizations of brand equity, Yoo and Donthu (2001) developed a multidimensional scale to measure CBBE. Yoo and Donthu (2001) tested the validity of their scale using goods dominant brands (athletic shoes, film for cameras, and colour television sets) in three different cultures (Korean, Korean American and American). They claim that the data support the CBBE model as their measures were found to be valid and reliable. Although applications of Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) measurement provided reliable results, the discriminant validity of the three scales (perceived quality, brand loyalty and brand associations/awareness) was questionable (Wasburn et al., 2005). Washburn and Plank (2002) state that items measuring brand association and brand awareness are not distinct. In addition to these criticisms, several researchers point out that their measures are not suitable for the service dominant brands due to the unique characteristics of services (e.g. Lee and Back., 2010; Nam et al., 2011). Service dominant brands are different from goods dominant brands (Kim et al., 2003) because of the inherent characteristics of services: intangibility, perishability, heterogeneity and inseparability of service production and consumption (Zeithaml et al., 1985).  Therefore, adoption of existing CBBE models for service brands are recommended (Lee and Back, 2010; Nam, et al., 2011). Accordingly, Nam et al. (2011) introduced a CBBE model for assessing service dominant brands. Their model has six dimensions: physical quality, staff behaviour, ideal self-congruence, brand identification and lifestyle-congruence and brand loyalty. Figure 1 presents the 3 CBBE models introduced by Yoo and Donthu (2001), Nam et al. (2011) and their extended model.
(Please insert Figure 1 here)

As can be seen from Figure 1, Yoo and Donthu (2001) propose that the three dimensions influence overall brand equity (Model 1). They argue brand loyalty is one of the components of CBBE. They suggest that brand awareness and brand associations are the same. Nam et al. (2011) argue that brand loyalty is one of the components of CBBE, but that it is also an outcome. Im et al. (2012), Xu and Chan (2010) and Pike et al. (2010) acknowledged a causal relationship between brand loyalty and other dimensions of CBBE. Buil et al. (2013) find that brand loyalty is influenced by brand associations, brand awareness, perceived quality and brand associations. Nam et al. (2011) suggest that CBBE has seven dimensions: physical quality, staff behaviour, ideal self-congruence, brand identification and lifestyle-congruence, consumer satisfaction and brand loyalty (Model 2). Physical quality and staff behaviour are service quality (SQ) related dimensions in line with its multidimensional nature (Ekinci et al., 2008, Grönroos, 1984). The two quality dimensions represent the cognitive aspect of brands, whereas ideal self-congruence, brand identification and lifestyle-congruence represent the symbolic aspect of brands. Consumer satisfaction embodies the consumer's post purchase experience with brands and mediates the relationships between the five dimensions of brand equity and brand loyalty. Nam et al. (2011) argue that if consumers do not have purchase experience with brands, consumer satisfaction can be removed from the model. Consumer loyalty refers to the consumer’s behavioural purchase intentions or recommending the brand. 
In line with the authors' suggestion, physical quality is defined as the image projected by the design, equipment, facilities, and materials of the retail shop; whereas staff behaviour is the image projected by competence, helpfulness, friendliness, and responsiveness of the retail shop (Ekinci et al., 2008). Ideal self-congruence refers to the degree to which brand image coincides with consumer’s ideal self-concept (Ekinci et al., 2008). The theory of self-congruence states that people consume brands in order to sustain their self-esteem (Sirgy, 1982). Brand identification refers to the degree to which brands help to represent consumers' social identity (Del Rio et al., 2001). Consumers associate themselves with those brands that have good reputations (Long and Shiffman, 2000). Brand identification enables consumers to integrate - or disintegrate - from a social group (Nam et al., 2011). Lifestyle-congruence refers to the degree to which brand consumption supports the consumer’s unique pattern of living as expressed by activities, interests, and opinions. All of these factors help to either differentiate individuals from one another, or to associate an individual with others who have similar interests and activities (Foxall et al., 1998; Solomon, 2002). Consumers develop positive attitudes towards brands and purchasing intention when they feel that brands help them to achieve their desired lifestyle. Despite this new conceptualisation of CBBE for services, Nam et al. (2011) exclude brand awareness from their model whereas Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) recognize brand awareness as an important factor for assessing CBBE.  Brand awareness is the first step to brand equity. Brand awareness indicates the power of existing brand in the minds of consumers (Pappu et al., 2005). We argue that brand awareness is a cognitive dimension of CBBE and should be added to Nam et al’s (2011) model.  Hence Model 3 in Figure 3 captures this construct.
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The fashion retail sector has changes rapidly and retail firms need to create strong brands to compete successfully. Despite the significant size of this sector, the research investigating CBBE in the global fashion retail brand context is limited (Tong and Howley, 2009; Kim, 2012). Turkey is selected because previous CBBE studies are undertaken in developed countries (UK, USA and South Korea), and Turkey’s economy is growing rapidly.  This offers the opportunity to examine the external validity of the two CBBE models in a very different culture and economy from Western and Asian societies. 
Desk research was conducted to identify a wide range of global fashion brands. Then 25 global retail brands operating in the UK and Turkey were selected. An online questionnaire was developed and administered in Turkey. The questionnaire included the list of 25 brands and asked respondents to choose one of them for assessing brand equity (Adidas, Dolce and Gabbana, H&M, Lacoste, Marks and Spencer etc.). Since the measurement scales were in English, a qualified translator translated the scale items into Turkish then a bilingual researcher back-translated them to English to confirm accuracy and consistency of their meaning. Most respondents to the online questionnaire were of inhabitants of the two largest cosmopolitan Turkish cities: Istanbul and Ankara. Questionnaires were administered to 350 consumers and 285 valid completed questionnaires were obtained. The sample demographics are: 44% male, 56% female; 70% are between 16 and 24, 24% between 25 and 34, 5% between 35 and 44, 2% over 45 years old.
The dimensions of CBBE were assessed by a 7-point Likert type scale. Measurement items were adopted from Yoo and Donthu (2001) and Nam et al. (2011). They include perceived quality, brand awareness/associations, brand loyalty, overall brand equity, physical quality, staff behaviour, ideal self-congruence, brand identification, lifestyle-congruence and consumer satisfaction. Data analysis used a SEM approach with the Lisrell 8.7 program. 
RESULTS
In order to determine whether the measurement scales are reliable and valid, we conducted confirmatory factor analysis, estimated the scale's internal consistency reliability via Cronbach’s alpha, examined squared correlations and Average Variances Extracted (AVE) to assess discriminate validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The descriptive statistics are illustrated in Table 1. 

[Insert Table 1 here]

As can be seen from Table 1, the mean score of Yoo and Donthu's (2001) CBBE dimensions range from 3.90 to 5.51, Cronbach’s alpha results range from 0.83 to 0.90. Fornell and Larckers’s (1981) criteria suggest that AVE values should be higher than 0.50 and the squared correlations in order to confirm discriminant validity.  Most measurement scales met these criteria except the perceived quality scale.  Another deficiency seems to be the high correlation between brand loyalty and overall brand equity. Yoo and Donthu's (2001) measures of overall brand equity seem to be too close to brand loyalty (e.g. If there is another brand as good as X, I prefer to buy X). Table 2 shows the results of descriptive statistics and discriminant validity for Nam et al.'s (2011) scale as well as brand awareness. 
[Insert Table 2 here]

As depicted in Table 2, the scale's Cronbach's alpha scores are high and each of the AVEs is greater than 0.50 and the square of the inter-correlations. According to these results, Nam et al.’s (2011) scale is reliable. The scale meets the requirements of convergent and discriminant validity suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981). 
The model testing was done via the SEM approach and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). The model fit indices are shown in Table 3. 

[Insert Table 3 here]

The results of the model testing suggest that Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) model (Model 1) was not valid as the CFA model fit indices were poor (Chi-square value: 283.55, df: 48, (n.s), RMSEA: 0.13, NFI: 0.91, CFI: 0.92, SRMR: 0.10, GFI: 0.86, AGFI: 0.77). Nam et al.’s (2011) model’s goodness-of-fit statistics (Model 2) were acceptable. Hence the data support validity of their model (Chi-square value: 598.33, df: 209, RMSEA: 0.08, NFI: 0.95, CFI: 0.96, SRMR: 0.064, GFI: 0.85, AGFI: 0.80). 
Then we included brand awareness into Nam et al.’s (2011) model. As can be seen from the results of Model 3 in Table 3, a slightly better goodness of fit results is obtained (Chi-Square value: 737.85, df: 271, RMSEA; 0.07, NFI: 0.95, CFI: 0.96, SRMR: 0.068, GFI: 0.83, AGFI: 0.78). The results of the study suggest that the competing model is valid and brand awareness has a statistically significant effect on brand satisfaction as well as brand loyalty. 
CONCLUSION, MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS
The concept of CBBE is a strategic tool for businesses when observing their own brand image positions compared to their competitors and to develop brand strategies in line with these observations. As a result, and as evident in the literature, this topic has intrigued researchers (see Washburn and Plan, 2002; Lassar et al., 1995). The majority of studies conducted on Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) are based on the conceptualization introduced by Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993). Both of these researchers state that brand associations, brand awareness, brand loyalty and perceived quality are key dimensions of CBBE. Most of the studies are influenced by this framework (e.g. Pappu et al., 2005; Gil et al., 2007; Villarejo-Ramos and Sanchez-Franco, 2005; Anselmsson et al., 2007; Tolba and Hassan, 2009; Roy and Chau, 2011; Buil et al., 2013). Yoo and Donthu (2001) reviewed Aaker’s (1991). Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) scale, in particular, is used in various studies (Washburn and Plan, 2002; Wasburn et al., 2005). However, no consensus has yet been reached regarding the validity of CBBE. Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) measure applied in goods oriented brands has prompted the question of whether the scale was appropriate for service dominant brands.  Nam et al. (2011) suggest using the CBBE model and measurement in services. This study confirms the external validity of the Nam et al.’s (2011) CBBE model in a different culture (Turkish) and a new service context (fashion retailing). It also outperforms the CBBE model introduced by Yoo and Donthu (2001). Furthermore, the study expands Nam et al.'s model by introducing brand awareness. In summary, the current study contributes to knowledge by assessing the external validity of Nam et al.’s (2011) CBBE model in the fashion retail industry, comparing Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) model and extending Nam et al.’s (2011) model with the brand awareness.
This study presents a valid and reliable scale for measuring brand equity in the fashion retail industry. Hence managers can develop internal as well as external benchmarks based on this measure. They can observe their brand equity trends from the customers' viewpoint and compare the brand performance over time. They will also be able to observe their strengths and weaknesses compared to competing brands. This study has limitations that suggest directions for further research. Data could be collected from different countries including both eastern and western cultures, and from a variety of selected service categories. Future research should address the brand associations as a dimension of CBBE.
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Figure 1. Consumer-Based Brand Equity: Three Competing Models



Model 1: Yoo and Donthu (2001)


Model 2: Nam et al. (2011)



          Model 3: Extended Model of Nam et al. (2014)
Table 1. Yoo and Donthu's (2001) CBBE Scale: Descriptive Statistics, Reliability, Correlations and AVEs

	Constructs
	Mean
	SD
	Cronbach’s alpha
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1. Brand Awareness/ Associations
	5.51
	1.21
	0.86
	0.67
	0.36*
	0.23*
	0.17*

	2. Perceived Quality
	5.36
	1.19
	0.83
	0.60
	0.41
	0.20*
	0.14*

	3. Brand Loyalty
	3.90
	1.51
	0.80
	0.48
	0.45
	0.57
	0.49*

	4. Overall Brand Equity
	3.99
	1.61
	0.90
	0.42
	0.38
	0.70
	0.62


  *The scores in the left upper part of the table are squared correlations. The bold values in the diagonal are AVEs

Table 2. Nam et al.'s (2011) CBBE Scale and the Brand Awareness Scale: Descriptive Statistics, Reliability, Correlations and AVEs
	Constructs
	Mean
	SD
	Cronbach’s alpha
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	1. Brand Awareness
	5.55
	1.22
	0.80
	0.53
	0.25*
	0.11*
	0.21*
	0.09*
	0.24*
	0.27*
	0.26*

	2. SQ: Physical Quality
	5.53
	1.10
	0.88
	0.50
	0.67
	0.14*
	0.20*
	0.32*
	0.24*
	0.25*
	0.18*

	3. SQ: Staff Behaviour
	4.92
	1.34
	0.84
	0.34
	0.37
	0.62
	0.12*
	0.30*
	0.12*
	0.15*
	0.20*

	4. Ideal Self-Congruence
	4.31
	1.62
	0.93
	0.46
	0.45
	0.34
	0.83
	0.29*
	0.67*
	0.11*
	0.29*

	5. Brand Identification
	3.01
	1.54
	0.82
	0.30
	0.27
	0.45
	0.54
	0.56
	0.31*
	0.14*
	0.22*

	6. Lifestyle-Congruence
	4.25
	1.67
	0.94
	0.49
	0.49
	0.35
	0.82
	0.56
	0.86
	0.21*
	0.32*

	7. Consumer Satisfaction
	5.60
	0.98
	0.90
	0.52
	0.50
	0.39
	0.34
	0.37
	0.46
	0.65
	0.34*

	8. Brand Loyalty
	4.59
	1.07
	0.71
	0.51
	0.42
	0.45
	0.54
	0.47
	0.57
	0.58
	0.72


*The scores in the left upper part of the table are squared correlations. The bold values in the diagonal are AVEs

Table 3. Model Fit Indices
	Model
	X 2
	Df
	GFI
	CFI
	AGFI
	NFI
	RMSEA
	SRMR

	Model 1: 

Yoo & Donthu (2001)
	283.55
	48
	0.86
	0.92
	0.77
	0.91
	0.13
	0.10

	Model 2:

Nam et al.
(2011)
	598.33
	209
	0.85
	0.96
	0.80
	0.95
	0.08
	0.06

	Model 3: Extended Model of Nam et al. (2014) 
	737.85
	271
	0.83
	0.96
	0.78
	0.95
	0.07
	0.06


*p < 0.01

Appendix 1: Measures Items for Final Model
Brand Equity (7-point Likert scale: ‘1’ Disagree Strongly and ‘7’ Agree Strongly
Brand Awareness

I am aware of this brand. 









(0.50) a
I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of this brand. 





(0.76)
I have difficulty in imagining this brand in my mind. 





(0.87)

Service Quality: Physical Quality 

This brand has modern-looking equipment.






(0.87)
This brand’s facilities are visually appealing.






(0.90)

Materials associated with the service (such as menus, furniture) are visually appealing.

(0.78)

This brand gives you a visually attractive room.






(0.74)

Service Quality: Staff Behaviour

Employees of this brand listen to me.







(0.78)

Employees of this brand are helpful.







(0.85)

Employees of this brand are friendly.







(0.74)

Ideal Self-Congruence

The typical guest of this brand has an image similar to how I like to see myself.


(0.89)

The image of this brand is consistent with how I like to see myself.



(0.94)

The image of this brand is consistent with how I would like others to see me.


(0.90)

Brand Identification

If I talk about this brand, I usually say “we” rather than “they”.




(0.81)

If a story in the media criticizes this brand, I would feel embarrassed.



(0.76)

When someone criticizes this brand, it feels like a personal insult.



(0.68)

Lifestyle-Congruence

This brand reflects my personal lifestyle.






(0.89)

This brand is totally in line with my lifestyle.






(0.98)

Staying in this hotel brand supports my lifestyle.





(0.91)

Consumer Satisfaction 

Completely dissatisfied


1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Completely satisfied


(0.83)
 

Worse than I expected


1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Better than I expected


(0.76)

Worse than similar stores I shop 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Better than similar stores I shop

(0.79)


Terrible


1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Delighted



(0.88)
Extremely poor value for money
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely good value for money
(0.76)
Brand Loyalty

I will recommend this brand to someone who seeks my advice.




(0.88)

Next time I will stay in this brand.







(0.81)

Note: a The figures in the brackets represent the standardised path coefficients. 
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