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Retail brand equity: A PLS Approach

Abstract :

In large retail stores, France is characterizednhyket saturation and even a decline of severalil ret
concepts such as variety stores, or even supertaakd hypermarkets (Cliquet, 2000). This situation
leads to a fierce competition and raises questidnish affect marketing strategies of French retalil
companies. Given the legal context, the Frenclileetacan increase sales through retail brandstwhic
appear to be henceforth among the most effectiveketing tools. Indeed, product innovation,
sophisticated packaging and retail brands - fromege products to premium retail brands (Kumar
and Steenkamp, 2007) - could create consumer vdlnere are thus today real retail branding
strategies consisting in creating consumer valaditg to the idea of retail brand equity.

This paper focuses on retail brand equity to uridedswhere this retail brand value stems from and
how to measure it in the French retail context. #og the brand equity literature to the retailrara
opens large perspectives in the way of consideghigytype of brands helping managers to examine
the importance of components in the shaping ofrtbeand value and finally to develop better
strategic and tactical decisions concerning rétaihd positioning.

Keller's contributions (Keller, 1993), qualitativeethodology and confirmatory analysis are used to
first conceptualise and measure a model of retamdb equity. All measures of the model built here
are validated. The model is validated through &h#4tS modelling process. This methodological
choice is recommended when formative and reflectargables are integrated in the model (Jaetis
al., 2003). A replication is made to confirm the modalidity.

Retail brand equity is composed of two componeatgareness, and retail brand image (which is
measured by perceived quality, price image, petdgnhrand name and store service). All of these
components influence positively and significanthg tretail brand purchase (except the store service
which influence negatively the retail brand pur@)afketail brand awareness and perceived quality
are the two main components which determine thaslletand purchase. Results show also that the
retail brand image is a partial mediator on thatieh between retail brand awareness and its psecha
This research reveals finally that the retail bragdity can be moderated by the product categatly an
the retail brand strategy. The retail brand eqisthigher on basic products than on symbolic ones.
The strategy of service brand applied to retaihdsaseems to be more favorable than classicaltpriva

label strategy.

Keywords : retail brands, brand equity, retailers’ stragsgiconfirmatory analysis, Path-PLS.
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Introduction

The French retail market is characterized at theomal level by a fierce competition,
mostly due to a relatively small number of larg&iters whereas locally things can be
very different (Dromard and Visseyrias, 2008). Muwer, the saturation and even the
decline of several retail concepts such as vagtiges (Cliquet, 2000), supermarkets and
hypermarkets enhance the competition. This sitoateses questions which affect both
marketing and management of French retail compatia®n the legal context, French
retailers can increase sdielrough retail brands which appear to be hendefamong
the most effective tools. Indeed, qualitative inmiwf, sophisticated packaging and a
wide range of retail brands - from generic productsvalue innovator retail brands
(Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007) - could create conswakre. There is a tendency
towards an increasing perceived quality level tditdrands in many European countries
such as Belgium, the Netherlands, Switzerland &edUnited Kingdom (Quelch and
Harding, 1996; Johansson and Burt, 2004; Oubtral.,2006). Unlike earlier in the past
there is today a real retail brand marketing cadimgjsin creating consumer value
(Ailawadi and Keller, 2004; Kumar and SteenkampQ70 And one of the sources of
retail brand success is the perceived qualégding to store differentiation, and to store
loyalty (Burt and Sparks, 2002; Corstjens and [200; Halstead and Ward, 1995;
Richardson, 1997; Rondan Cataluea al., 2006). However, retail brand policies
developed by European retailers seem to be diffdrem one country to another and
from one retailer to another within the same caounifihis paper studies the situation of
retail brands in France which is at an intermedj@eformance level of retail brand
between the United Kingdom and Italy. It focusesretail brand equity to understand
where this retail brand value stems from and howntasure it in the French retail
context. Based on Ailawadi and Keller's propositiof2004) a model of retail brand
equity emerges and its measures are tested enflgiricaother words, the first objective
of this article is to conceptualise the retail lmraquity that means to identify the main
components which create and maximise the valukisforand. Keller's model is used as
a primary conceptual framework because the cognipirocess used by consumers to
perceive brands could be the same between retaldbeind manufacturer brand. But as
retail brands seem to be closer to service brandewamodel is proposed in order to
reveal specific dimensions of retail brand equitlye second objective aims at confirming
the validity of the measures of these componenteuffh a confirmatory analysis

following a PLS approach. Expected contributionghi$é work are both conceptual and
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managerial. Indeed, because of a dearth of litexain retail brand equity, this research
tends at first to provide theoretical contributicors how to conceptualise and measure
this concept. Adapting the brand equity conceptrétail brand offers then new
perspectives to managers in defining value compsnand developing retail brand
positioning strategies.

The article is organised as follows. In the firsttson, the Keller's conceptual framework
of brand equity is adapted to retail brands in ptdesuggest a theoretical retail brand
equity model. In the second section, a confirmat@yearch strives to test measure
reliability, convergent and discriminant validity the main retail brand equity model
components. In the final section, main results shawfirst which are the main
components of the retail brand equity model thaximee the creation of retail brand’s
value. Other results show then which are relatippssbhetween these components and
finally moderators of the model are measured. At é&md of this research, one can

appreciate the conceptualisation, the measureeaketiail brand equity and its variations.

1. Brand equity and retail brands
The Keller's model (1993) is first described beftreing adapted to retail brands and

determining various marketing policies.

1.1. Keller’s brand equity model
Keller (1993) defines brand equity as “The diffaraneffect of brand knowledge on
consumer response to the marketing of the brands. ddggests that consumer
assessments concerning a product with a brand shméd be compared to an unnamed
product (without brand). Comparing these two prdéslucould then explain the
preference, the intention to buy, or even the foaaisumer choice. This author considers
two general components: brand awareness and bmaangki “Brand awareness relates to
the likelihood that a brand name will come in martd the ease with it does so”. Brand
awareness is composed by brand recognition (wheduires a brand well known by
consumers to come spontaneously in their mind) bpdbrand recall (by testing
consumers’ ability to remind brand names accorftingxample to a specific the product
category). “Brand image is defined here as peroaptabout a brand as reflected by the
brand associations held in consumer memory”. Thasend associations form the
meaning of the brand in consumers’ mind. Assoaisgtiare not homogeneous. Currently,
three categories of brand associations emerge r@ingoto the abstraction level of the

association):



- The attributes correspond to “descriptive featuhed characterize the product”.

Their differentiations stem from the direct perfemee of the product. For

example, price information, packaging appearancebaand personalifyare non

product-related attributes unlike ingredients.

- The benefits correspond to “the personal value wmess attach to the product

attributes that is, what consumers think the prodian do for them”. Three

categories of benefits can be distinguished: foneti benefits obtained from

physical product-related attributes, experienti@ndfits from product-related

attributes such as sensory pleasure, variety arghitoee stimulation, and

symbolic benefits from non product-related attrdsusuch as personal expression

and social approval).

- The brand attitudes corresponding to “consumerstal evaluations of a brand”
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component of attitude towards the brand.

related dimensions (brand effect).

are important because they can explain consumeavimlir (e.g. brand choice).
They are also related to both product (attribufesctional and experiential
benefits) and symbolic benefits. A correct speatimn or identification of

associations is difficult, and the real attitude@ept can be misidentified. Thus,
researchers suggest to separate attitude fromtiee associations. Multi-attribute

models of consumer preference have then been bwilinclude a general

Finally, three dimensions can summarize the Kalapproach (shown in figure 1): 1)

brand awareness; 2) dimensions related to the ptg@uoduct effect); 3) non product-

Brand knowledge

A 4
A A

Brand

awarenes

Product effect Image of product-branded

(Product-related)

v

Brand effect (Non
product-related)

Tangible Functional and Positive
attributes/interna experiential benefits attitude
attributes

External attributes
Symbolic benefits
Brand personality

Figure 1: Synthesis of Keller's framework
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According to Keller's model (1993), brand equitycacs “when the consumer is familiar
with the brand and holds some favoraplstron§ and unique brand associations in
memory”.

Figure 1 shows also relationships between construateed, one can observe that :

1) the brand awareness influences positively arettly the brand knowledge and finally
the consumer’s response;

2) the brand awareness influences positively amectly all components of the retalil
brand image;

3) all components of the brand image influence tp@dy and directly the brand
knowledge and finally the consumer’s response;

4) the brand image seems to be a mediator var@blthe relationship between brand
awareness and brand knowledge. In other wordsdbasrereness influences indirectly

the brand knowledge and finally the consumer’saasp by the retail brand image.

1.2. Various retail brand equity for various retail-marketing policies

In France, the article #62 of Act called “Nouvellesgulations économiques” (New
Economic Regulation) (May 15, 2001) defines a réta@ind as follows:
“A product is considered sold under a retail brareen its characteristics are defined by
the retail company which owns the brahd”
Unlike Kumar and Steenkamp (2007) who treat stoamdbs, retail brands, private labels
as synonymous, here a distinction is made betwgeat@ labels and store brands which
are considered as two types of retail brands. fedboand strategy consists in giving the
same brand name as the retailer’'s name or fas@eothucts selected for supporting this
store brand whereas private label strategy consisgsving for each product a specific
brand name which differs from the retailer's narkence, store brand follows an
umbrella branding strategy. In the French foodilretarket and more specifically among
the 6 largest French retailerCqrrefour, E.Leclerc, Auchan, Systeme Qora,
Intermarche, strictly private label strategies were recemfiyen up because of a change
in regulation: retailers have been able to adwenris TV spots since January, 2007.
Hence two types of retail branding policies cambe observed:

1. Store brands likeAuchan, CarrefourCasinoor Cora

2. “Composite” private label (a brand name is spedifier each category of

products but the retailer adds a generic brand néoneevery category of
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products) as used ly. Leclerccompany which offers for example a “composite”
private label for shower gel naméthnava Marque RepemhereManavais the
private label andMarque Repérethe umbrella brand (Randall, Ulrich and
Reibstein, 1998) for categories of products setedig the retail company to
support its branding policy. Advertising is usedaagromotion policy to link the
umbrella brand and the name of the retailer ondasc

Thus, these two retail-branding policies differyonh the type of brand name labelled on

products and what it means to customers. To uratetsbetter the different retall

branding policies one can summarize them by thigicoum (figure 2).

Composite private label

. Strategy Store brand strateg:]y

Two brand names: One brand name = retailer's nam
Common for all products

e

+ specific for each product

Figure 2: Synthesis of retail branding policies
This point is not specific to the French context &an be also observed on the American
market (Dhar and Hoch, 1997) and on the BritishketaiBurt, 2000).

1.3. Developing retail brand equity model
A retail brand equity model must be developed atiogrto the differences between retail
brands, characterized by its service component,naaglufacturer brands. Retail brands
differ from manufacturer brands because retailimgaiservice business (Berry, 1986;
2000). As retail brands are linked to a real stassociations with the store image should
be included in their brand image (Ailawadi and Kgll2004; Burt, 2000; Burt and
Sparks, 2002; Fullerton, 2005). As a service bramathing links a retail brand to a
product like in manufacturer brand cases (consymaekaged goods) but with a retail
company and its stores. As defined from the litemton service brands (Berry, 2000;
Blankson and Kalafatis, 1999; Brodie, Whittome &mndsh, 2008; De Chernatony, Drury
and Segal-Horn, 2003; De Chernatony and Dall’'OlmieyR 1999; Hardaker and Fill,
2005; Padgett and Allen, 1997), a service brandosiposed of tangible attributes
(product-related) on the one hand and associatieladed to the experience with the
company on the other hand (intangible attributelgnce, service-brand-building process
implies a holistic process meaning a corporate vewhe brand. In retailing, the

company is characterised by its stores and the ssoconsidered as the product of the
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retail company (Dicke, 1992). As many researchclagi tend to show it, store image
impacts retail brand image (Ailawadi and KellerQ20Burt and Sparks, 2002; Burt and
Mavrommatis, 2006; Collins-Dodd and Lindley, 20@3ewalet al., 1998; Kozinetset
al., 2002; Richardsort al., 1996; San Martin Gutierrez, 2006; Semednal., 2004).
Unlike retail brands, the image of stores or thpesence within the stores does not
influence manufacturer brands (Richardstml.,1996). Four dimensions of store service
(both physical and psychological dimensions) cdluemce the image of service brands
(Eiglier and Langeard, 1987; Morrison and Cran&, 7220

1. The physical elements (e.g. modernity, cleanness);

2. The employees in touch with customers;

3. The other clients (they contribute to the atmosploéithe store);

4. The service itself stemming from interactions bewethe three previous

dimensions.

The important role of the employees is the commuonedsion between research on
service brands (Berry, 2000; Blankson and Kalafd®99; Brodie, Whittome and Brush,
2008; De Chernatony, Drury and Segal-Horn, 2003; @ernatony and Dall’Olmo
Riley, 1999; Hardaker and Fill, 2005). Indeed, attions between employees and

consumers are determinant in the service brandsess.

Based on these previous contributions, retail bragdity is composed of similar

elements as any other brand (manufacturer brarnti) am associated service component
and a corporate dimension (Burt and Sparks, 2008 can then propose an adapted
model for retail brands. The figure 3 displays thaidel and shows that retail brand
equity includes specifically experiential benefitslated to store service, retailer

personality and managerial values/symbols.
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Brand knowledge of retail

brand Brand awareness

A A

A 4

Product effect Brand effect (Non-
(Product-related) product-related)

Image of product-branded

" Experiential benefit .
Positive related to store External attributes

attitude service Symbolic benefits
Retail brand personality
Personality and
managerial
values/symbols of
retailel

UJ

Tangible attributes.
Functional and
experiential benefits

Figure 3: Retail brand equity’s framework

The objective is at first to specify the componeoitshis model and then to measure

them. At the end, the final objective aims at vatiidg the model.
2. Methodology

Before testing the validity of the retail brand ggumodel, techniques used to specify the

model should be detailed.

2.1. The methodology of the exploratory research
In-depth consumers’ interviews
To identify specific items of each theoretical cament, 54 in-depth interviews are
conducted. Free association tasks and ladderimgitpees are used to collect retail brand
image associations and to understand consumersvations to purchase retail brands
(Reynolds and Gutman, 1988; Keller, 1993). Contangtlysis results from these
interviews enable to complete and specify the Bitep of conceptualisation (suggested
from Keller's work in 1993) of the retail brand etyu(figure 4).
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Product effect
(Product-related)

»

. Brand knowledge of retail

Image of product-bran

brands

Brand awareness

Brand effect
(Non-product-related)

-Ingredients,
composition,
-Financial, qualitative
and psychological
benefits

Positive
attitude

-Animations/tests
-Promotions

-Cleanness

-Visibility on shelves + in-
store

-Rigor of merchandising
-Modernity

-Personal (skills and
availability)

-Attractive, informative
and practical packaging
-Make easy the decision-
making

-Make easy the location
of brand

-Symbols

-Brand personality and
store/retailer personality

Figure 4: Final conceptualization of the retail brand equity

The figure 4 depicts all components of the retadhniol equity model where the

associations related to the product effect includegtedients, composition, financial

benefits, qualitative and psychological benefitsgd gositive attitude (i.e. “I like this

brand”). The associations related to the storeicerare: retail brand animations/tests,

promotions on retail brands, cleanness and modgeohithe store, retail brand visibility

on shelves, retail brand in-store visibility, rigoif merchandising, personnel (skills and

availability). The associations related to extemtédibutes concern the recall of the brand

name through a clear signature of the brand namgaokaging. These associations can

be summarized by this way: making easy the deciaimh making easy brand location

(because consumers know that the retail brand septe the middle range positioning).

Attractive, informative and practical packaging aso included in this category of

associations. The last associations deal with Irdieand personality and retailer

personality (completed with its managerial valued aymbols). These associations vary

according to each retailer leading to specific anajue retail brand positioning; so they

are not reported in this article.
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Hence, latent variables can be measured througttsted interviews.

Pre-test

A first questionnaire is built to select both perality items related to retail brand and
personality items related to retailer and only aggmns which are cited more than twice
are used (Dickson and Albaum, 1977). Besides, pihéstest enables to correct some
guestionnaire items to understand, and to test stinength of associations. Only
associations which obtain more than 3 on averagtherfive points Likert's scale are
retained. The association can be indeed consideyatrong with a value of 3 and above.
At this stage the variable “animations/tests” imoged because of an average of 2.58
(Table 1).

Means N
Attitude towards retail brands 3.48 126
Appealing packaging 3.25 126
Practical packaging 3.46 126
Informative packaging 3.14 126
Value for money 3.71 126
Adequate price 3.63 126
Low price 2.88 126
Taste 3.53 126
Psychological benefit 1 3.30 126
Psychological benefit 2 3.27 126
Financial benefit 3.24 126
Make easy the location of the brand 3.34 126
Make easy the decision-making 3.36 126
Visibility on shelves 3.47 126
Rigor of merchandising 3.63 126
Visibility in-store 3.34 126
Promotion 3.02 126
Animations/tests 2.58 126
Cleanness 3.76 126
Modernity 3.33 126
Personnel skill 3.40 126
Personnel available 3.10 126
Common brand personality 3.40 126
Unique brand personality 3.30 126
Common retailer personality 3.48 126
Unique retailer personality 3.35 126
Symbol 3.42 126

Table 1: Average of variables
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Despite an average value under 3 (2.88) the varidblv price” is kept because of the

importance of price in the retail brand choice. T iée final questionnaire is ready.

Structured consumers’ interviews and measures

The final questionnaire is operationalized througkert’'s scales since attitudes and
opinions towards brands are measured. The procédudevelop the Likert scale is “no
different from that used in the method of equalegmg intervals” and hence can be
used as a metric scale (Churchill and lacobuc@520

A total of 504 consumers have been interviewedhveet different areas each of them
corresponding to one of the three studied retai@asrefour, E. Leclercandintermarché
selected after a discussion with some of thesdertaTable 2 depicts the sample of this
guantitative research.

RETAILERS Total
CARREFOUR E.LECLERC INTERMARCHE
SEXE MEN Count 82 83 84 249
% in SEXE 32.9% 33.3% 33.7% 100.0%
% in
RETAILERS 48.8% 49.4% 50.0% 49.4%
% of total 16.3% 16.5% 16.7% 49.4%
WOMEN Count 86 85 84 255
% in SEXE 33.7% 33.3% 32.9% 100.0%
% in
RETAILERS 51.2% 50.6% 50.0% 50.6%
% of total 17.1% 16.9% 16.7% 50.6%
Total Count 168 168 168 504
% in SEXE 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 100.0%
% of total 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 100.0%

Table 2: Sample of the quantitative research (SPS&®ftware)

2.2. Preliminary results
A principal component is conducted to reveal omlteiht constructs of the retail brand
image. Results provided by SPSS software show dhtd can be reduced to a few
components since KMO and Bartlett’'s test are aed@pt (KMO = 0.858). Hence
variables can be selected according to the follgwiteria:
- Communalities must be strictly higher than 0.5;
- Communalities between variables and components bausigher than 0.5 (after

a Varimax rotation).

10
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Thus, variables: “practical packaging” (communakty0.482), “informative packaging”
(communality = 0.352) and low price (average = 2183ve been removed (Appendix I).
Then, another principal component analysis is used.

This second principal component analysis showsifsignt but different KMO and
Bartlett tests (KMO = 0.843). After a Varimax rotat seven components are identified.

The total of variance explained was around 69% Igah

Components and variables Loadings after Variance in %
Varimax rotation
Real Internal
Component I: PERSONALITIES
-Unique retailer personality 0.768
-Symbols of retailer 0.726 29 663 42.92
-Common retailer personality 0.689
-Common brand personality 0.659
-Unique brand personality 0.604
Component Il: PRICE IMAGE
-Adequate price 0.802
-Financial benefit 0.758 11.253 16.28
-Psychological benefit 2 0.672
-Value for money 0.604
-Psychological benefit 1 0.498
Component Ill: PHYSICAL APPEARANCE
OF STORE
-Modernity 0.803 7.077 10.24
-Cleanness 0.786
-Rigor of merchandising 0.710
Component IV: PERCEIVED QUALITY
-Attitude towards retail brands 0.756 6.176 8.94
-Taste 0.698
-Appealing packaging 0.588
Component V: STORE POLICY
-Visibility in-store 0.856 5.535 8
-Visibility on shelves 0.761 '
-Promotions of retail service brands 0.723
Component VI: BRAND SERVICE
-Make easy the decision-making 0.875 4.835 7
-Make easy the location of the brand 0.867
Component VII: STORE SERVICE
-Personnel skill 0.843 4576 6.6
-Personnel available 0.811
Total 69.117 100

Table 3: Seven components of retail brand image

11
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The main component of the retail brand image iserspnalities” (42.92% of the
variance) including personality of the retail bramersonality of the retailer and its
symbols.

Some components might have been altered becausedheeptually belong to the same
dimension. Indeed, “physical appearance of stdi&tgre policy”, and “store service”
form a common dimension, belonging to the same togieal network, which can be
named: “store service”. At the end of this stegsthfive components represent the five
latent variables of the retail brand image: perbtes, price image, perceived quality,

store service and brand service.

2.3. The domain of content and validity procedures
Outer relations: reflective or formative construgts
The nature of latent variables is a key issue stirtg convergent validity: Are they
reflective or formative constructs? Based on sdympers certain latent variables can be
identified as formative constructs leading to d#f@ measures of reliability
(Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 2001; Jargtsal., 2003; Coltmaret al.,2008). Three
criteria have been identified to determine a formealatent variable:

- The nature of construct: the construct is a contpaseasure of indicators, “itis a
function of its measurements” (Bagozzi and Forn&B82). Any change in
indicators causes a change in the construct;

- The direction of causality runs from the indicatdosthe construct. It is the
indicators “that are assumed to cause a laterdidafi (Bollen, 1989);

- The characteristics of indicators: Indicators canibdependent leading to no
covariance between them and they are not intereedolg because they do not
share a common theme and adding or removing an dépetails changes in
construct (Bollen and Lennox, 1991).

Hence seven latent components emerge and threerofdre formative:

- “Perceived quality” (is assumed to be determined itsyindicators that are
“attitude towards retail brand”; “taste” and “appe@ packaging”): its manifest
variables are heterogeneous and seem to be caibkes than reflections of the
construct. The correlation matrix depicts the latkorrelation between manifest

variables (Table 4 “perceived quality”);

12
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Attitude towards retail brands

APP TASTE

Correlation Attitude towards
1.000 .291 .592
retail brands
APP 291 1.000 .337
TASTE .592 .337 1.000

Table 4: Correlation matrix perceived quality (SPSSSoftware)

- “Store service” (formed by “rigor of merchandising'visibility on shelves”;

“visibility in-store”; “personnel skills” and “peonnel availability”; “promotion”;

“modernity” and “cleanness”): its manifest variablgeem to form this construct

and they are independent of each other. The prevexploratory analysis

(Analysis in Principal Components) has shown thhis tconstruct was
multidimensional. Table 4 entitled “store servicehows also the lack of
correlation between manifest variables;
VSHV RM VST | PROM CLEA MOD SKIL AVAIL
Correlation | VSHV 1.000 434 671 362 339 235 222 210
RM 434 1.000 | .341 157 606 506 274 348
VST 671 341 [ 1.000 481 346 168 181 156
PROM 362 157 | 481 1.000 262 227 .068 161
CLEA 339 606 | .346 262 1.000 589 313 354
MOD 235 506 | .168 227 589 1.000 311 316
SKIL 222 274 181 .068 313 311 1.000 660
AVAIL 210 348 | .156 161 354 316 660 1.000

Table 4: Correlation matrix of store service (SPSSoftware)

“Awareness” [is assumed to be determined by itgcatdrs that are “brand
recognition” and “brand recall” given by Keller @3)]: it seems that “brand
recognition” and “brand recall” are heterogeneoud thhe absence of one of these
indicators could imply changes in the component TBek of correlation between
these two variables confirms that awareness isrmdtive construct (Table 4

“awareness”).

RG RC
Correlation RG 1.000 .282
RC .282

1.000

Table 4: Correlation matrix of awareness (SPSS Saftare)

13
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Four other variables are reflective because ohigk correlations between each item of
constructs (Tables 5):
“Personalities” (is reflected by “common brand peaity”; “unique brand

personality”; common retailer personality”; “uniquetailer personality” and

“symbols”);
CPB UBP CRP URP SYMB
Correlation  CBP 1.000 463 .586 .398 .552
UBP 463 1.000 495 .332 374
CRP .586 495 1.000 521 .590
URP .398 .332 521 1.000 .503
SYMB .552 374 .590 .503 1.000

Table 5: Correlation matrix of brand personalities (SPSS Software)
“Price image” (is reflected by *“value for money”;adequate price”;
“psychological benefits” and “financial benefit”);

VM AP PB1 PB2 FB
Correlation | VM 1.000 .592 456 401 .332
AP .592 | 1.000 .362 421 484
PB1 456 .362 | 1.000 .652 .282
PB2 401 421 .652 ( 1.000 .507
FB .332 484 .282 .507 | 1.000

Table 5: Correlation matrix of price image (SPSS Stware)
“Brand service” (causes the observed variables &redsy the decision-making”

and “make easy the location of brand”).

ELB EDM
Correlation ELB 1.000 .803
EDM .803 1.000

Table 5: Correlation matrix of brand service (SPSSSoftware)

- Consumer’s response (is reflected by “intent uy the retail brand” and “retail brand

choice”).
RB
INTENT | CHOICE
Correlation | INTENT 1.000 .639
RB CHOICE .639 1.000

Reliability and convergent validity can now be &bt

14
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Reliability and convergent validity of constructs

All confirmatory tests were conducted through a PlBartial Least-Squares)
modelisation because constructs are both fornfatived reflective (Chin, 1998;
Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 2001; Graee al., 2005; Gudergaret al., 2008;
Haenlein and Kaplan, 2004; Temme and Hildebrand@72 PLS is a variance-based
multivariate technique used in structural equatieodelling, which estimates both the
structural relationships as well as the measuremnsdaiions. At this stage of the research,
PLS is only used to validate measurements.

To test the reliability of reflective variables, ethstatistical process followed the
Churchill’'s paradigm (1979). Thus, Cronbach Alpba &nd Jéreskog Rh) were used
as indicators of reliability. At the confirmatorytep, each reflective construct was
correctly measured ¢(andp > 0.75), Nunnally and Bernstein (1994)]. Tablee&pidts

these indicators for each reflective latent vagabl

Components and variables Cronbach Alpha JoreskdmpR
Component I: PERSONALITIES

-Common brand personality

-Unique brand personality 0811 0.871
-Symbols of retailer

-Unique retailer personality

-Common retailer personality

Component Il: PRICE IMAGE

-Psychological benefit 2

-Value for money 0.800 0.863
-Common retailer personality 1

-Financial benefit

-Adequate price

Component lll: BRAND SERVICE

-Make easy the decision-making 0.890 0.948
-Make easy the location of the brand

Component IV: CONSUMER’S

RESPONSE

-Intent to buy the retail brand
-Retail brand choice

0.722 0.946

Table 6: Reliability indicators for reflective latent variables (XIstat PLSPM
software)

The test of the convergent validity requires twditidnal criteria:
- Communalities between observed variables (= manvfagable) and its latent

construct (= non observed);
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- Average of Variance Explained (AVE).
Since communalities were under the threshold of(Tdble 7) a bootstrap method has
been used to check the validity of each value (Bast al.,2005). Indeed, communality
can be accepted if the value given by the bootstmafhod is different from 0. In this
case, the link between observed variable and latenstruct can be considered valid.
After this procedure, all communalities reached rd@ommended level. As the average

of variance explained was correct (0.621).

Lower Higher
Latent variablg Observed Bootstrap | threshold| threshold
variables [ Correlatiop€ommunalitie$ correlations | (95%) (95%)
VM 0.704 0.496 0.702 0.615 0.779
AP 0.741 0.550 0.740 0.6p3 0.799
PRICE IMAGHPB1 0.728 0.523 0.724 0.649 0.783
PB2 0.81p 0.646 0.817 0.769 0.852
FB 0.743 0.551 0.740 0.6[73 0.799
CBP 0.728 0.529 0.724 0.651 0.789
UBP 0.641 0.411 0.686 0.530 0.714
PERSO* |CRP 0.8244 0.6719 0.8p2 0.7178 0.858
URP 0.80P¢ 0.694 0.808 0.754 0.846
SYMB 0.772 0.59p 0.769 0.7p3 0.826
BRAND [ELB 0.951 0.90p 0.952 0.9B6 0.963
SERVICE |[EDM 0.944 0.898 0.948 0.9B0 0.962
CONSUMER’YINTENT 0.997 0.99p 0.995 0.9p7
RESPONSE |RB CHOICE 0.704 0.49p 0.656 0.748

Table 7: Communalities of reflective variables XIstat PLSPM software)
PERSO: retail brand’s and retailer’'s personalities.

The reliability of formative variables is tested fmflowing the procedure suggested by
Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer (2061)

The first step leads to delete problematic indiat®o do that, the first analysis consists
in examining indicator weights. In other words, ttentribution of each indicator in the

construction of its latent variable is analysede Tbllowing analysis consists in taking

into account the correlations of each indicatohwviis latent variable. Finally the sign of

indicator weights is compared to the sign of tloairrelation with their latent variables.

Weights and correlations must vary in the same inagrder to validate the formative

constructs. So, manifest variables are removed thetistability of signs of weights and

correlations. A step by step procedure is used rnderoto appreciate better the
consequence of the removing of each indicator.natend of this work, three variables
are removed: “modernity”, “promotion” and “cleansésTable 8 depicts for each

variable its external weight which indicates thhf@mative latent variables are stable.
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Latent variable Observed External weight
variables Correlations (normalized)
ATRB 0.938 0.545
PERCEIVED QUALITY |APP 0.394 0.026
TASTE 0.767 0.196
VSHV 0.740 0.195
RM 0.777 0.340
STORE SERVICE VST 0.655 0.144
SKIL 0.657 0.315
AVAIL 0.541 0.006
RG 0.657 0.338
AWARENESS RC 0.909 0.662

Table 8: Final validation of formative variables (XIstat PLSPM software)

The second step suggested by Diamantopoulos an#lMifar (2001) deals with the

external validity. Indeed, the correlations of eautlicator are compared to other latent
variables and only those indicators that are sicpmitly correlated with the variable of

interest should be retained (Table 9). Table 9asphat all indicators show acceptable
correlations with their latent variable.

All measures of the retail brand equity concepttaos empirically validated.

Observed | PERCEIVED| PRICE STORE BRAND
Latent variablg variable | QUALITY IMAGE PERSO | SERVICE | SERVICE | AWARENESS
ATSB 0.938 0.468 0.324 0.357 0.391 0.558
APP 0.394 0.227 0.375 0.248 0.230 0.223
PERCEIVED | TASTE 0.767 0.543 0.338 0.276 0.414 0.382
QUALITY GQ 0.698 0.439 0.396 0.230 0.305 0.324
VSHV 0.259 0.208 0.352 0.740 0.265 0.137
RM 0.305 0.280 0.449 0.777 0.157 0.093
VST 0.234 0.194 0.256 0.655 0.254 0.188
STORE SKIL 0.242 0.140 0.333 0.657 0.176 0.042
SERVICE AVAIL 0.225 0.142 0.415 0.541 0.125 0.034
RG 0.373 0.229 0.092 0.083 0.275 0.657
AWARENESS|RC 0.499 0.275 0.166 0.136 0.233 0.909

Table 9: Cross loadings of indicators (Xlstat PLSPMsoftware)

Discriminant validity of reflective constructs

Discriminant validity assessment is only meaningftilen latent variables are reflective
(Bagozzi, 1994; Diamantopoulos, 1999). Indeed, \theance in each indicator is shown
as a linear function of the underlying latent vialgaplus error” (Diamantopoulos, 1999).
So correlations among indicators must be high aositigpe (that is not the case for
formative variables). Hence, it is meaningful toasere the discriminant validity in
comparing the correlations among indicators of eaeftective variable with the

correlations between reflective variables themsehMadeed, discriminant validity is
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assumed when the extracted variance is greatertktieaaquared correlation (Fornell et
Larcker, 1981). In order to test the discriminaatidity for all latent variables of this

research, discriminant validity is only shown whéere is no correlation between all
latent variables (< 0.5) in order to demonstraia fltent variables measure different
constructs. Based on the table 10 indicating caticels between all latent variables of

the retail brand equity could be considered sepatiabensions.

PRICE | STORE | BRAND [PERCEIVELD ]

AWARENESS IMAGE [ SERVICE| SERVICE[ QUALITY PERSO| C.RESPONSE AVE
AWARENESS 1 0.10( 0.02)7 0.094 0.2p9 0.9J29 0.845 0J633
PRICE IMAGE 0.10D 1 0.08¢ 0.21p 0.306 0.156 0.196 0.%54
STORE
SERVICE 0.027 0.08p 1 0.084 0.14D  0.231 0.043 0.461
BRAND
SERVICE 0.094 0.21p 0.084 1 0.204  0.09b 0.149 0.9p1
PERCEIVED
QUALITY 0.299 0.30p 0.140 0.2p4 1 0.157 0.41B 0.588
PERSO 0.029 0.1%6 0.231 0.095 0.[L57 1 0.110 0.57f
C.RESPONSE 0.345 0.196 0.043 0.149 01413 (.110 1 0.744
AVE 0.633 0.55¢ 0.4491 0.901 0.988 0.%77 0J749 0O

Table 10: Discriminant validity of reflective variables (XlstatPLSPM software)

The validation of all measures leads to the prdmosof a final model of the retail brand

equity (figure 5).

halshs-00413604, version 1 - 4 Sep 2009
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CONSUMER'S
RESPONSE

AWARENESS

Figure 5: The retail brand equity model and its hymtheses
3. Main results

Based on this quantitative research, one can sayitths relevant to propose a brand
equity model adapted to retail brands. In otherdspretail brands seem to own several
sources to create and maximise their value. Firsdofghis research show that two main
components could explain the value created by Irdéwa@nds that are: retail brand

awareness and retail brand image which is compbgdiye sub-components (perceived
quality, price image, personalities of the brandl aatailer, brand service and store
service). Hence, the objective is to identify whak relevant components which

maximise the value of the retail brand.
3.1. Hypotheses of the model: tests and results

Several hypotheses must be formulated in order @bnel relationships between
components. Based on the Keller's approach (1988, can formulate four hypotheses

reported on the figure 5 and detailed by this way:
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H1: Retail brand awareness influences positively amecty the consumer’s response

towards the retail brand.

H2: Retail brand awareness influences positively andctly the retail brand image,

more precisely:

H2.1 — Retail brand awareness influences positively dinelctly the perceived

quality of the retail brand,;

H2.2 — Retail brand awareness influences positively dinectly the price image

of the retail brand;

H2.3 — Retail brand awareness influences positively directly the personalities

of the retail brand and its retailer;

H2.4 — Retall brand awareness influences positivelydirettly the service given

by the retail brand;

H2.5 — Retail brand awareness influences positively @irettly the store service

image.

H3: Retail brand image influences positively and dise¢he consumer’s response

towards the retail brand, more precisely:

H3.1 — perceived quality of the retail brand influenpesitively and directly the

consumer’s response;

H3.2 — price image of the retail brand influences puwsl{i and directly the

consumer’s response;

H3.3 — personalities of the retail brand and its retaihfluence positively and

directly the consumer’s response;

H3.4 — service given by the retail brand influencesitpedy and directly the

consumer’s response;

H3.5 — store service influences positively and diretitly consumer’s response.
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H4: Retail brand image is a mediator variable of tHati@nship between retail brand

awareness and the consumer’s response.
These four hypotheses were now tested one by one.

H1: Retail brand awareness influences positively amectly the consumer’s response
towards the retail brand is validated (figure 6l). sAatistical indicators (R2, Goodness-Of-

Fit and Average of Variance Extracted) show thet télation is significant.

CONSUMER'’S
RESPONSE

AWARENESS

0.605

R2=0.367; GoF=0.934 ; AVE = 0.697
Xlstat-PLSPM software

Figure 6: Validation H1

H2: Retail brand awareness influences positively amectly the retail brand image is
validated because for each component of the rbtaihd image, one can observe this
influence. Moreover, all statistical indicators aignificant (figure 7). So H2.1, H2.2,
H2.3, H2.4 and H2.5 are validated.
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PERCEIVED
QUALITY

PERSONALITIES
Q
308 BRAND SERVICE

Q1

GoF=0.871 ; AVE = 0.580
Xlstat-PLSPM software

Figure 7: Validation H2

H3: Retail brand image influences positively and disettte consumer’s response

towards the retail brand, more precisely (figure 8)

H3.1 — perceived quality of the retail brand influenpesitively and directly the

consumer’s response: validated,;

H3.2 — price image of the retail brand influences pusl{i and directly the

consumer’s response: validated,;

halshs-00413604, version 1 - 4 Sep 2009

H3.3 — personalities of the retail brand and its retaihfluence positively and

directly the consumer’s response: validated;

H3.4 — service of the retail brand influences positnahd directly the consumer’s

response: validated,;

H3.5 — store service influences positively and dire¢tllg consumer’s response:
no validated. Indeed, as we can see that thearddtip between store service and

consumer’s response is negative (figure 8).
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PERCEIVED QUALITY
PRICE IMAGE

0.106
PERSONALITIES
0.098
BRAND SERVICE

-0.098

CONSUMER’S
RESPONSE

STORE SERVICE

R2=0.432; GoF=0.926 ; AVE = 0.594
Xlstat-PLSPM software

Figure 8: Validation H3

H4: Retail brand image is a mediator of the relatiopdietween retail brand awareness
and the consumer’s response. This hypothesis idatatl but the mediation caused by
the retail brand image is partial because the iosiship between awareness and

consumer’s response is different from zero (Bamwhkeenny, 1986; see figure 9).

PERCEIVED
QUALITY
( pmcemscs

0.331

0.376

CONSUMER'’S
RESPONSE

AWARENESS

0.171 0.116

PERSONALITIES

0.069
0.307

BRAND SERVICE

R2=0.516; GoF=0.867 ; AVE = 0.595
Xlstat-PLSPM software

Figure 9: Validation H4
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To summarize:

1) The two main components that explain the valgated by retail brands are retail

brand awareness and its perceived quality;

2) Store service is the only component that infogsn negatively the consumer’s
response. But this result must be moderated agirtbauct category and at the store levels
because several research have shown that thisveegalationship could be explained by
the nature of the product (Semeghal., 2004) or by the nature of store (Baletral.,
2002; Ailawadi and Keller, 2004);

3) Personalities of retail brand and retailer witts managerial values is the only
construct which differentiates retail brand posiiig. Indeed, this construct is in part
based on specific associations linked to it leadmginique position of the brand and
retailer. The interest of the personality constindhe creation of brand value is assumed
again in the case of retail brand (Biel, 1992; &ellL993).

4) Retail brand image is a mediator variable on riflationship between retail brand
awareness and consumer’s response. So direct divdcinrelationships coexist in the

retail brand equity model.
3.2. Moderators of retail brand equity

The retail brand equity model could be apprecidatéwa different levels in order to
analyse more precisely the creation of retail braalde. At first, the product category

level is analyzed, then, the store level.
Product level analysis

Three products were chosen in this research camelspg to three different involvement:

1) grated cheese (functional product) corresponttirigw involvement;
2) shower gel (experiential product) correspondomnedium involvement;
3) foie gras (symbolic product) corresponding ighhinvolvement.

Table 11 describes the sample characteristics:
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AGE GENDER PRODUCTS
GRATED SHOWER
CHEESE GEL FOIE GRAS Total
MALE Number 26 31 31 88
% of total 15.6% 18.6% 18.6% 52.7%
<30 years old FEMALE | Number 28 29 22 79
% of total 16.8% 17.4% 13.2% 47.3%
Total Number 54 60 53 167
% of total 32.3% 35.9% 31.7% 100.0%
MALE Number 31 26 29 86
% of total 17.5% 14.7% 16.4% 48.6%
30 - 50 years old FEMALE | Number 30 30 31 91
% of total 16.9% 16.9% 17.5% 51.4%
Total Number 61 56 60 177
% of total 34.5% 31.6% 33.9% 100.0%
MALE Number 22 23 30 75
% of total 13.8% 14.4% 18.8% 46.9%
> 50 years old FEMALE | Number 31 29 25 85
% of total 19.4% 18.1% 15.6% 53.1%
Total Number 53 52 55 160
% of total 33.1% 32.5% 34.4% 100.0%

Table 11: Product analysis — sample characteristics

Table 12 shows that two components explain sysieailgt the consumer’s response

towards retail brands, that are awareness and ipedcguality of the brand. Other

components could explain the retail brand perforreatepending on the product.

Common components for all
products

Specific components to the
product

Grated cheese

0.288 perceived quality + 0.171

+ 0.214 price image + 0.133

awareness personalities
Shower gel 0.412 perceived quality + 0.324
awareness
Foie gras 0.418 perceived quality + 0.400 + 0.137 brand service —0.116

awareness

store service

Table 12: Components of retail brand equity dependtig on the product

Comments on specific components:

Concerning grated cheese product, price image a&mslopalities of retail brand and

retailer (with his managerial values) determine te&ail brand performance. Price
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positioning represents in this case the secondfaetyr of the retail brand performance.
This result confirms previous research on functigmmaduct (Bellizziet al., 191; Burton

et al., 1998; Collins-Dodd and Lindley, 2003). Retailergmnality and his managerial
values impact positively retail brand performancethe case of functional product
because retailers chosen in this reseatehréfour, E.Leclercandintermarché are food
retailers. So this “fit” between retailer's imagedathe nature of product explains that the

retailer’s image influences the retail brand perfance on functional products.

One can observe that concerning shower gel pratiect is no specific component. This
result is not surprising because of the naturéisfrnarket. Indeed, cosmetics and beauty
products are widely dominated by manufacturers’ketémg. For example, L'Oréal and
its numerous brands and others firms (Henkel, Waietc...) invest highly in marketing
and communication in order to maintain a uniqueitmrs of theirs brands in the
consumer’s mind. So perceived quality and brandremess are main key factors of the

brand success on this market.

Concerning foie gras product, brand service andestervice are the two specific
components. Because of the lack of consumer’s fantyl towards this kind of product,
brand service enables consumer to decide moreyeaasihdicating rapidly the middle
range. Hence, brand service is an important keyorfaio decide. Contrary to brand
service, store service influences negatively th@ilrddrand performance. This result
confirms those of Semeijet al. (2004). In fact, in the case of high involvemerdduct,
self service model is not adapted. Another contidou could explain this negative
relation. In fact, Ailawadi and Keller (2004) hawsitten that more a store is comfortable
more the consumer stays longer and explore it. lene can suppose that the consumer
considers more brands before his purchase andegefirdlly to purchase a manufacturer
brand.

As depicted in table 13, one can observe thatetal brand performance is the highest
concerning functional product and systematicalle tlowest concerning symbolic
product. This result shows that retail brand equityies inversely to consumer’s

involvement.
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Retail brand performance

Store brand Carrefour

Grated cheese 3.03
Shower gel 2.51
Foie gras 2.49
Composite private label from E.Leclerc
Grated cheese 3.43
Shower gel 2.55
Foie gras 2.55
Composite private label from Intermarché
Grated cheese 3.16
Shower gel 2.48
Foie gras 2.34

halshs-00413604, version 1 - 4 Sep 2009

Table 13: Retail brand performance according to prauct category
Store level analysis

The retail brand equity could be appreciate therthat store level. Three stores are

considered:

1) Carrefour
2) E. Leclerc
3) Intermarché

The same procedure as the previous analysis iewied. Table 14 depicts the sample

characteristics and then results are analysed.
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RETAIL BRAND STRATEGY
AGE GENDER
CARREFOUR | LECLERC | INTERMARCHE | Total
MALE Number 28 27 33 88
% of total 16.8% 16.2% 19.8% | 52,7%
< 30 years old FEMALE | Number 25 23 31 79
% of total 15.0% 13.8% 18.6% | 47,3%
Total Number 53 50 64 167
% of total 31,7% 29.9% 38.3% | 100.0%
MALE Number 29 30 27 86
% of total 16.4% 16.9% 15.3% | 48,6%
30 - 50 years old FEMALE | Number 31 34 26 91
% of total 17.5% 19.2% 14.7% 51,4%
Total Number 60 64 53 177
% of total 33,9% 36.2% 29.9% | 100.0%
MALE Number 25 26 24 75
% of total 15.6% 16.3% 15.0% | 46,9%
> 50 years old FEMALE | Number 30 28 27 85
% of total 18.8% 17.5% 16.9% | 53,1%
Total Number 55 54 51 160
% of total 34,4% 33.8% 31.9% [ 100.0%

Table 14: Retail brand strategy- sample charactertscs

So table 15 shows that awareness and perceivedtyqudl the brand influence
systematically retail brand performance. Other comemts could explain the retail brand

performance depending on the kind of store.

Common components for all Specific components to the
products product
Carrefour . , + 0.166 price image + 0.140
0.329 per(;?l\',\é?gn%usihty +0.25% personalities — 0.128 store service
+ 0.096 brand service
E.Leclerc 0.363 perceived quality + 0.403 +0.110 brand service
awareness
Intermarché 0.465 perceived quality + 0.280 + 0.176 personalities — 0.117 store
awareness service

Table 15: Components of retail brand equity dependlig on the store

Two main results could be described from the tabte
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1) It seems that Carrefour brand owns the highesther of different sources to develop
its brand equity. Its numerous specific componshtsv the high potential of the brand to

differentiate itself in the consumer’s mind;

2) The relationship between store service andlretand performance is negative in the
case of Carrefour and Intermarché stores. Two rsasaplain this result. Concerning

Carrefour store, one can say that this store igrtbst comfortable store in comparison
with the other stores in this research. Indeed,ch@rdising of products, high size of

store, colors, lights, music and animation of sbeelNead to consider this store as an
experiential store. Bakat al. (2002) have shown that more the store is expéaiembre

its price positioning increases. In the case odirdirands, a comfortable store could

impact negatively their price image leading finallyconsider them too expensive which
is at the opposite of the expected retail brandtipogng. In the case of Intermarché, the
small size of the store (5800m2 against 10000méhertwo others) could explain that the
store is perceived as expensive and its assortaieot So the retail brand seems to be

less attractive compared with manufacturer brands.

As depicted in the table 16, composite private lldb@m E.Leclerc obtain the best
performance (except on the experiential producerrefg to cosmetics and beauty
products). This result is not surprising becauske@erc invests more than others
retailers in marketing and communication of itsrot§217 euro millions against 206 euro

millions for Carrefour and 137 euro millions foténmarché in 2007).

Retail brand performance
Grated cheese

Carrefour 291

Les Croisés Marque Repére (from E.Leclerc) 2.96
Paturages de France (from Intermarché) 2.89

Shower gel
Carrefour 2.11
Manava Marque Repére (from E.Leclerc) 2.14
May (from Intermarché) 2.21
Foie gras

Carrefour 2.32
Pierre de Chaumeyrac Marque Repére (from E.Leclerc) 2.44
Comte de Queriac (from Intermarché) 2.32
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Table 16: Retail brand performance according to st

3. Contributions, limitations and research perspeaves

Because of a dearth of literature on retail braqditg, this research tends at first to
provide theoretical contributions on how to conoepise and then to measure this
concept. Because retail brands can be consideredesérands, a model of retail brand
equity based on the Keller's model (1993) is prepowith corporate dimensions added
to the original Keller's model.

The exploratory research described in this papes @it specifying components and their
associations of retail brand image. A survey ay-ibur customers enables specifically a
better understanding of two different policies efail branding: the store brand policy
and the “composite” private label policy. From thésterviews and the Keller's model, a
retail brand equity model is built describing cumsers’ perceptions of the retail brand.
This model reveals that retail brand equity is dtisimmensional concept composed of
two main components that are awareness and poséiad brand image. Positive retail

brand image includes five sub-components: percequelity, price image, retail brand

personality and retailer personality, brand seraind store service. In other words retalil
brand image is composed of different componentsiesare directly related to product-
branded (creating no particular value to the braaa) others are non-related to the
product-branded but concern store dimension, retaild personality, retailer personality
and managerial values/symbols.

Quantitative research reveals then that among thesgonents two are particularly
determinant of the success of retail brands. Indeethil brand awareness and its
perceived quality explain systematically the perfance of the brand whatever the kind
of product and the retail brand strategy.

Moreover, this research show that the retail bragdity could vary inversely to the

product involvement. One can summarize that moeepitoduct is symbolic more the

retail brand equity is low.

Besides, retail brand equity could be appreciates siore level. Specific components of
retail brand equity for each store confirm empihicahat food retailers could be

differentiated at an operational level also. Ineotlwords this research could help
managers in supporting their tactical and operatidecisions.

Finally, results show that only associations relate the personality of the retail brand

and of the retailer could offer a unique axis o$iponing to the retail brand. Adapting

30



halshs-00413604, version 1 - 4 Sep 2009

brand equity to retail marketing is a real managjeand strategic stake. This could be
used by marketers to maximize the potential vafubear brands and to position them on
a larger set of associations (because of the siseof image). Indeed, building service
brands on an extended set of associations cantbddptter differentiate and define a

unique position in consumers’ mind.

However, this work presents some limitations. Prilpaexternal validity of results is

criticisable. Indeed, only three retailers corragpng to three different hypermarkets
were selected in this research. Thus, they doemesent all strategies in food retailing.
Products chosen here were then limited to onlyethEeen if they reveal variations and

precisions in the building of retail brand equiey are sufficient.

Secondly, it will be interested to make internasibcomparisons in order to define at first
more precisely different retail brand equity modelsd then identify common and

specific key factors of the success of retail bsafod each country.

At the end of this extended research one can peoadsenchmarking tool which enables

to compare the efficiency of each branding strasggyational and international levels.
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FOOTNOTES

1. In 2005, retail brands in Europe had a 23% sharess 17 markets (Lybeek al.,2006) and it is about
the same rate in France whereas this rate is migtietin the UK: For example 54% of Sainsbury’s and
41% of Tesco sales come from their retail brandse(€h and Harding, 1996). The growth rate of retail
brands (+5%) is twice the growth rate of manufaatlorands which is about 2% (Lybeekal.,2006). So
retail brands continue their penetration and repres dynamic perspective of development for retsil
(Corstjens and Lal, 2000).

2. Many retailers’ innovations indicate the needtild strong positioning for their brandsor examples
Sainsbury’s proposes pizza pie with the curry; €aur offers the wash liquid in doses; Boot's (ttieaind
beauty products) launches giant effervescent pessfibr the bath...

3. Lybeck and Holmlund-Rytkdnen and Saaksjarvi @08howed that retail brands’ quality does not
enable to consider retail brands as cheap altegsatd national brands any longer.

4. Brand personality is an important factor to eliéintiate product-branded because “metaphorical and
symbolic vocabularies available are much richerie(B1992). And brand personality enables to captur
levels of abstraction of a brand.

5. Dacin and Smith (1994) argued that “the favoilitglof consumers’ predispositions toward a brasd
perhaps the most basic of all brand associatiomsisiuthe core of many conceptualizations of brand
strength/equity”.

6. The strength of brand associations dependseoquantity of associations evoked by consumer.

7. Nouvelles Régulations Economiquesticle 62 « Est considéré comme produit vendu sous margue d
distributeur le produit dont les caractéristiquest@té définies par I'entreprise ou le groupe deptises
qui en assure la vente au détail et qui est le pégire de la marque sous laquelle il est vendd5»mai
2001.

8. Chin (1998) suggested that it is theoreticatiggible to use formative variables in LISREL (céaace-
based SEM technique) but it may have a varietyrolblems.

9. Formative measures are difficult to validateshese of a dearth of literature.
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Appendix I: Average and communalities of variables

Means Communality
Attitude towards retail service brands 3.42 642 504
Appealing packaging 3.17 512 504
Practical packaging 3.50 482 504
Informative packaging 3.16 .352 504
Value for money 3.71 .636 504
Adequate price 3.66 .667 504
Low price 2.93 521 504
Taste 3.49 .570 504
Psychological benefit 1 3.28 .585 504
Psychological benefit 2 3.19 .654 504
Financial benefit 3.22 .598 504
Make easy the location of the brand 3.17 .820 504
Make easy the decision-making 3.20 .789 504
Visibility on shelves 3.45 .697 504
Rigor of merchandising 3.53 .666 504
Visibility in-store 3.40 794 504
Promotion 3.06 .554 504
Cleanness 3.71 752 504
Modernity 3.27 .758 504
Personnel skill 3.45 .790 504
Personnel available 3.25 .782 504
Common brand personality 3.39 .635 504
Unique brand personality 3.30 .504 504
Common retailer personality 3.49 729 504
Unique retailer personality 3.39 612 504
Symbol 3.41 .666 504

SPSS software
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Key of observed variables:

AP: Adequate
price

APP: Appealing
packaging

ATRB: Attitude
towards retail
service brand

AVAIL: Personnel
available

CBP: Common
brand personality

CRP: Common | EDM: Make easy | ELB: Make easy | FB: Financial Benefit PB1: Psychologic
retailer the decision- the location of the Benefit 1
personality making brand

PB2: RC: Recall RG: Recognition RM: Rigor of SKIL: Personnel
Psychological merchandising skill

Benefit 2

SYM : Symbols | TASTE: Taste UBP: Unique URP : Unique retailer | VM: Value for

of retailer brand personality | personality money

VSHV: Visibility | VST: Visibility in- | INTENT : intent RB CHOICE: retail

on shelves store to buy the retalil brand is a regular

brand

choice
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