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ABSTRACT
Considering brand value in retailing and chain stores causes increase of end users’ interest to distributors that the reinforcement and development leads to ascend accessibility and descend the cost of goods and services for end consumers. Present study has studied the factors of Aaker for brand Equity in retail market and in this regard the customers of one of Refah chain store branches have been studied that regarding to limitless being of population and by using Cochran formula 375 questionnaires have been distributed based on random sampling method among the customers. In order to confirm the authenticity of validity and reliability of questionnaire, we have used standard questions of management experts and also through Alphabetic Cronbach’s method. The obtained data from questionnaire have been analyzed by PSS software. The results of the research indicate that the factors of brand quality, brand association, brand awareness and tendency to accept brand development are effective on buyers’ decisions and the factor of brand loyalty is ineffective on buyers’ decision.
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INTRODUCTION
One of the subjects that implementation of economic development within country has been considered is indexes codification for ideal condition, one of the most important provided indexes within the world in this field is population per capita in a country to the number of available hyper markets (chain stores with an area of more than 2500 m) [1] in a country. The studies indicate that the per capita of hyper markets number within European countries in 2010 was 15 hyper markets for one million number of people. However, such amount for developing countries, like Turkey and during the mentioned year it is three for each million people and for Iran considering to its population in 2011 with 75 million population, it is one hyper market for one million people. Therefore, in order to reach to desired condition within distribution network and synchronizing with developing countries and then developed countries and also by assuming the fixed population respectively we are in need of having at least 225 and maximum 1125 hyper markets [1]. Studying Japan’s experience, as one of most successful world countries in field of economics indicates that supervision and progressive intervention of government in such field by utilizing continual and expanded distribution diversity of goods through chain stores caused market balance, specifically in conditions of establishing calendar prices, such a way that by utilizing physical tools within business environment, it means the same chain stores (including launched with local or foreign investment) the government intervened and by negotiating and interaction the managers of chain stores and adoption of other effective policies (including some of facilities) can control supply and demands of goods and such action made other traditional retailers to lower down their prices in order to compete with such stores and to remain in goods and services market, such a way that this price decrease causes more money remain for purchasing other goods by consumers and as a result it promotes purchasing power of consumers and their satisfaction increase and following of it, it causes the adjustment of aggregate demand lack and ultimately market adjustment. Therefore, regarding to current country’s economic status, we are in need of research about retailing and branding status in this filed that shapes significant part of goods distribution channel and lack of studying in this filed is completely vivid, regarding to exploration and studies of researcher, the previous studies in field of retailers’ brand is very few and made the researcher to research in such field that is a part of lost ring in country’s goods distribution system. Recent studies about the interests of retailers in Iran indicate that due to lack of strong chain stores in country, traditional retailers in Iran are many in comparison with the world and this is one of the subjects for price increase of goods for consumers. Table 1 indicates the profit of retailers in some world countries and its status in Iran[1].
Table 1. Profit of retailers in some world countries and its status in Iran [2]
	Country	profit of retailers (Percent)
	Germany
	3

	France
	4

	Japan
	4.2

	Netherlands
	4.6

	England
	5.8

	US
	6

	Global average
	3.8

	Iran
	~20


One of the most important evolutions is use of new marketing tools like store brand along with customers increase in chain markets, it is necessary to mention that big world chain stores like Wal-Mart, Carfor and etc. have obtained valuable practical experiences that regretfully the managers of chain stores in our country haven’t considered adequately until now.
Establishing store brand, regarding to features like appropriate quality, competitive prices or lower than similar goods were always the most important factors for customer absorption in chain stores. Strategy of establishing store brand has some important advantages written below:
It provides identity for store, such a way that it differentiates the store from the status being only a broker and distributor.
Appropriate price (low) of special goods increases sale
The confidence of customers towards exclusive bran mark of the store will absorb them[1,3]
Research objectives
The main purpose of this research is to perceive the relationship among available factors within brand equity model (Dr. Aaker) by purchasing decisions of customers from retailers, that ultimately the necessity of branding impact for retailers will be approved or rejected. Also the secondary purpose of this research is the quantity and quality of each factor (from the factors of brand equity model) on purchase decision and the importance priority of such factors.
Research hypothesis
1.Brand loyalty has an effect on purchasing decision from Refah store.
2.Brand quality has an effect on purchasing decision from Refah store
3.Brand equity has an effect on purchasing decision from Refah store
4.Brand awareness has an effect on purchasing decision from Refah store
5.Willingness to accept brand extensions has an effect on purchasing decision from Refah store.
Review of literature
Retailer: a person who provides goods and services directly for the end consumers.
Chain stores are called as big retailers
Supermarkets are generally multi-times bigger than local stores
Superstores are generally multi-times bigger than supermarkets and the prices of goods are a bit more than local stores.
Hyper-markets are generally six times bigger than area of football stadiums[1]
Store brand: store brand is one of the most important factors of providing satisfaction for consumers. When a store knows the demands of customers and provides them, it will be chosen by the customer and satisfies them. Only a distinguished group of customers that are interested in an exclusive brand and are loyal and satisfied towards that brand. Nowadays, retail brands are the most successful store brands in the world. Such retailers in order to establish positive image and to consider justice and fairness towards store brands in mind of customers are investing in huge volume. Generally, if the consumers have positive opinion towards a special brand name and are satisfy from the quality of its services, they will show their loyalty to that store and the brand [3]. Goods and services distribution system is one of important parts of economic for countries and it play an important role in amount of costs such a way it forms 10 to 15 percentage of price for consumers, therefore, considering aggregation of retails and accessibility of goods can decrease the costs to some extents. One of the ways to deliver goods to customers by the lowest possible cost and time is to run different kinds of chain stores. In fact the idea of establishing chain stores formed by a Frenchman named “Aristid Bovisco” in 1852 A.D by founding a small store called “Ben Marche” for the first time and after developing in Europe, simultaneously with the financial crisis in 1929 A.D the necessity of ever-more development of such stores have been felt in America and after that at the beginning of 1970s it is formed within developing countries such as Brazil, South Korea, Mexico and Chile [1].
Brand Equity: about the concept of brand, there are different definitions that some of them are written below:
Brand is a permanent promise of a seller for providing a set of features, advantages and special services for buyers [6]. Oliver (1993) quoted from Stephen King: a consignment is a thing that is manufactured in a factory but a brand is a thing that is bought by a customer [11]. Brand is any kind of design, sound, style, color or combination of them that has been utilized in order to differentiate among products and services of manufacturer or seller and his products and services of competitors [6]. Marketing Association of America in 1960, defines brand: a name, mark, symbol, design or a combination of them in order to identify products and provided services by a seller or a group of sellers and to distinguish them from competitors’ products.
One of the sex concepts of brand is value, that refers to that brand is expressing about the values of manufacturer company [6].
In view of Cronso et al (2009) brand equity is formed by the elements such as brand associations, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand loyalty, its other owning assets [12]. Based upon the definition by David Aaker, the professor of marketing at the Berkley University of California, that his model is used in this research, brand equity is sum of assets and promises that are associated with name and symbol (Mark) of the brand and it is added to or deducted from the value established by a product or service for company or company’s customers. Such assets and promises that brand equity is formed based on them are different from a field to another field. Brand equity includes sum of assets and promises added to or deducted from presented value by the product or services of a company during a time. Such brand equity is a positive and distinguishing impact that getting aware of it by consumers influences on consumers’ action towards a product or service. Main assets are:
A - Brand Awareness
B: brand loyalty
C: Perceived quality D: Brand equity
Aaker definition for brand equity has different aspects. First, brand equity is sum of assets. Therefore, the management of brand equity has to establish and increase such assets. Second, each one of brand assets are creating value in different ways. Third, brand equity creates value both for the company and customers. Fourth, the assets and promises associated with brand name or mark, in case of any change in name or mark may change or even some of them will be eliminated [12].
A: Brand Awareness
Awareness is the amount and strength of presence of a brand in mind of the consumer. There are different methods that evaluate brand awareness and are based on brand remembering by consumers. From recognition of a brand to the
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highest brand in mind and to the dominant brand, awareness, feeling of familiarity with brand is establishing in customers’ mind. If a brand during purchasing is recalled in customer’ mind, it can establish a prominence in mind of the customer. Being aware of a brand can be a sign of a kind of promise from customer, if there is awareness towards a name, then there shall be a reason for such awareness. B: Perceived quality
Perceived quality of a brand is a kind of mind association of the brand that is reached to higher level and it applies to the conditions and the way of brand assets. Since, among all the brand associations, it is only perceived quality that is considered as driving force of financial performance. Perceived quality is usually, if we don’t want to consider as the main force, at least it is one of the major forces for every business. Perceived quality is in relation with other aspects that describes the way of brand perception and they moves them. Zaitman 1991, defines perceived quality: “the judgment of consumer about overall excellence of a product” such inner evaluations about the quality of products by consumers is done after experiencing a brand, not through managers and experts[13].
C: brand loyalty
The third group of brand assets is brand loyalty that is excluded from conceptual frameworks of brand equity. Nevertheless, here there are at least two reasons that approve considering brand loyalty in brand equity conceptual framework. First, brand equity for a company is significantly is established by customers’ loyalty towards brand. During evaluating brand for buy or sale of a brand, brand loyalty is one of the key factors that shall be considered. Since, having a base of loyal customers can provide a flow of sale and profit for brand owner. A loyal customer due to observing some exclusive values in the products of a brand that are not observed in other choices, may pay more money for achieving that brand, second is that consideration of loyalty as an asset leads to create some plans for increasing such loyalty and this helps brand equity increase. D: Brand equity
Brand equity is strongly supported through mind associations created by customers in their mind about a brand. Brand association that forms brand identity refers to anything that is related to brand in customers mind directly or indirectly. Brand associations can be categorized in different classes below. Brand association is an asset which can establish different reasons to buy, it effects on feelings about a product and creates the basis of brand development. Some of associations by giving credit and confidence to a brand influence on purchasing decisions, some of associations drive positive feelings and then transfer such feelings to a brand[1, 3-6].
METHODOLOGY
The present study in terms of purpose is an applicable research, in terms of data collection time is a kind of survey and in terms of data and information collection is a fieldwork [7]. Central research models, in scope of brand equity includes brand equity model of Professor David Aaker and the questionnaire is designed based on standard pattern of Dr. Aaker that consists of 34 questions and 5 dimensions that the questionnaire guide will be provided in table 2..
Table 2. Questionnaire guide
	Dimensions	Question number
	Brand loyalty
	7-1

	Brand quality
	15-8

	Brand equity
	21-16

	Brand Awareness
	29-22

	Willingness to accept brand extensions
	34-30


The provided questionnaire is designed and edited by using Likert qualitative ordinal scale of five options (completely disagree, pretty disagree, no idea, pretty agree, completely agree) along with evaluation of current status, of course, the final scale for data analysis is distance scale [7,8].
In order to obtain validity of the questions in this research we have studied it by using the opinions and guidance of experts. Therefore, the tools of research measurement have content validity and are kind of face validity. Regarding to that Cronbach’s Alpha method is one of the most important methods for measuring the reliability [9], in this research we have used such method and the results are as follows:
Table 3. Results of Cronbach’s Alpha method
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	.922
	34


Regarding that the obtained number is more than 0.7, the questions of the questionnaire are having appropriate validity. The intended population of the research is the customers of Refah chain stores in Shahrood city, that among them a sample through method of random sampling has been chosen and regarding to the limitless being of population, 375 questionnaires have been completed and have been analyzed via SPSS software. The demographic features of the research population are concisely mentioned below:
Gender: 35.4% male, 64.6% female
age of people in the study: 68.4% of people between 18 to 30 years, 17.7percent of people 30 to 40%_10.1percent of people 40 to 50 years _ 3.8 percent of people over 50 years
Job experience (service) people in the study: 58.2 percent without any job experience, 6.3% less than a year,
15.2% between 3 to 5 years, 7.6 percent between 5 to 10 years, 12.7 percent over 10 years of experience.
Education of people in the study, 7.6 percent were diploma or lower, 10.1% associated degree, 27.8% with bachelor degree, 54.4 percent master or higher.
Evaluate the effect of education on dimension using anova method
Due to more being of significant area from 5% test error level, all the assumptions related to the impact of educations on the dimensions are rejected.
Data analysis in the SPSS software:
Test agreement with One-Sample Testdimensions (95% certainty)
Table 4. Statistical results from SPSS
	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Brand loyalty
	354
	3.47
	0.538
	0.061

	Brand quality
	354
	3.10
	0.698
	0.078

	Brand equity
	354
	2.45
	0.886
	0.100

	Brand Awareness
	354
	2.85
	0.677
	0.076

	Willingness to accept brand extensions
	354
	2.82
	0.904
	0.102


Table 5. Results of One-Sample Test
	
	
	
	One-Sample Test
	

	
	
	
	Test Value = 3.5
	

	
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Brand loyalty
	-.527
	374
	.600
	-.032
	-.15
	.09

	Brand quality
	-5.111
	374
	.000
	-.401
	-.56
	-.24

	Brand equity
	-10.570
	374
	.000
	-1.053
	-1.25
	-.85

	Brand Awareness
	-8.480
	374
	.000
	-.646
	-.80
	-.49

	Willingness to accept brand extensions
	-6.707
	374
	.000
	-.682
	-.88
	-.48


Table 6. Summary of test results
	Dimensions	Test result
	Brand loyalty
	reject

	Brand quality
	Confirm

	Brand equity
	Confirm

	Brand Awareness
	Confirm

	Willingness to accept brand extensions
	Confirm


Table 7. Results of mean comparison test
	
	ANOVA
	
	

	
	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Brand loyalty
	Between Groups
	.278
	3
	.093
	.312
	.817

	
	Within Groups
	22.300
	75
	.297
	
	

	
	Total
	22.578
	375
	
	
	

	Brand quality
	Between Groups
	.763
	3
	.254
	.513
	.675

	
	Within Groups
	37.200
	75
	.496
	
	

	
	Total
	37.963
	375
	
	
	

	Brand equity
	Between Groups
	.810
	3
	.270
	.335
	.800

	
	Within Groups
	60.380
	75
	.805
	
	

	
	Total
	61.190
	375
	
	
	

	Brand Awareness
	Between Groups
	.722
	3
	.241
	.515
	.673

	
	Within Groups
	35.037
	75
	.467
	
	

	
	Total
	35.758
	375
	
	
	

	Willingness to accept brand extensions
	Between Groups
	.603
	3
	.201
	.239
	.869

	
	Within Groups
	63.172
	75
	.842
	
	

	
	Total
	63.775
	375
	
	
	


Table 8. Summary of mean comparison test results
	Test result	Dimensions
	reject
	Brand loyalty

	reject
	Brand quality

	reject
	Brand equity

	reject
	Brand Awareness

	reject
	Willingness to accept brand extensions


RESULTS
Regarding to the statistical analysis, below results have been obtained from the research:
Hypothesis no. 1 is not approved, therefore the brand loyalty is not effecting on purchase decision from Refah chin store. Hypothesis no. 2, 3, 4, and 5 are approved, therefore, the factors of brand quality, brand association, brand awareness and tendency to accept brand development are effective on decision of buyers. The results obtained from the research indicate that generally brand equity is effective on buyers’ decision in Refah store and probably we can generalize the results of such impact on other retailers.
Therefore, the effective factors on branding and differentiation in retailers such as specific layout, the specific sale conditions, promotions and generally other effective factors in branding are effective on sale and buyers’ decisions.
Research limitations
The present study tried to study the impact of brand equity on retail market, but the volume and extension of available brands in retail markets is very big, however, present study has tried to case study (of course limited) within retail
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market, but the need for more expanded researches in this field is strongly tangible, also lack of balance in announcing level of education by the respondents was one of the other limitations of this research that is imbalance with the actual society’s level of education.
CONCLUSION
Regarding to the significant level of brand equity factors’ impact on buyers’ decision, it is recommended that the managers of retailers to try more on branding their own business and consider that buyers are not pointing out retailers and chains stores as a broker and during a purchase, brand value of goods distributor is significant, therefore, the vision of managers of retail business need to be revised and more consideration towards the issue of brand and branding, also it seems that at level of government and major policy makers of country the consideration of brand impact on buyers’ decision requires providing motivational packages In order to invest in running retails and big hyper-markets with strong brands (foreign and local) which causes more attention of consumers and drives them to such stores that its final result is the easy access of end users to products and decrease of costs of products for end consumers.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCHES
It is recommended, for future researches to study the impacts of brand equity on other retailers (other brands) and also retailers with other dimensions (hyper markets or average retailers). Also the study of retailing within industry or active chain retailers in the field of nutrition is recommended and generally brand equity in its impact within different kinds of retailers shall be studied. The factor of respondents’ education status shall be considered and validated in future researches.
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 Examines a model that includes traditional brand identity building blocks and brand encounter factors.
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The brand management literature has long acknowledged the strategic importance of managing brand identity. However, prior empirical research has largely ignored brand attractiveness in building such identity in the eyes of consumers. Focusing on the airline industry, this study investigates the role of brand attractiveness in fostering customer brand identification. The empirical testing of the conceptual model suggests that brand prestige, brand distinctiveness, and memorable brand experiences have a significant indirect effect on customer brand identification through brand attractiveness, while brand social benefits contributes directly to such identification. The results also challenge prior literature by providing strong support for including brand attractiveness in identification development. When brand attractiveness is incorporated in the model, the effects of brand prestige, brand distinctiveness, and memorable brand experiences became non-significant in predicting customer brand identification. The findings highlight the importance of projecting a brand identity that is attractive to target consumers in order to achieve customer brand identification.
© 2016 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
The power of branding is well documented in tourism and hospitality, particularly in the airline industry, a sector that is highly competitive. According to the International Air Transport Association (IATA), about 1300 new airlines have been established in the last 40 years (Cederholm, 2014). While mergers of major U.S. airlines have reduced the number of key players from 11 in 2005 to just six in 2015, airlines based in the Persian Gulf are shaking up the North American market by offering high-quality service at lower prices. In 2014, Emirates, Qatar Airways, and Etihad Airways boosted its number of U.S. flights by 47%, and now serve 11 cities (McCartney, 2014). According to a recent branding report, the most valuable airline brand in 2014 was Emirates, with a brand value of US$6.6 billion, a 21 percent increase over 2013 (Brand Finance, 2015). Such brand proliferation, with new competitors evolving the traditional airline business model, suggests a stronger focus on the brand value proposition is needed for those airlines wanting to
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remain a viable entity.
A strong airline brand generates positive outcomes in terms of consumers’ brand preference and purchase intention (Chen & Chang, 2008). As such, how to create a strong brand has been a recent topic of discussion in the literature (Lin, 2015; Voorhees, White, McCall, & Randhawa, 2015). While customer retention tactics, such as frequent flyer programs and other customer loyalty schemes, have been widely used to generate customer loyalty, the effectiveness of these practices has been questioned (Dowling & Uncles, 1997). Some researchers even describe frequent flyer programs as “a failure in competitive strategy” (Kearney, 1990, p. 31). More recently, scholars have suggested that managing the corporate brand identity represents a particularly important aspect of branding for airlines (Balmer, Stuart, & Greyser, 2009), as brand identity helps consumers develop a stronger relationship with the brand through customer brand identification (CBI).
The concept of CBI provides a comprehensive understanding of how customerebrand relationships develop (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; He, Li, & Harris, 2012). CBI is defined as a consumer's psychological state of perceiving, feeling, and valuing belongingness with a brand (Lam, Ahearne, Hu, & Schillewaert, 2010, 2013). The brand relationship literature suggests that consumers do not buy brands merely because they work well. People also buy brands because of the meanings the brands add to their lives (Fournier, 1998) and to express their self-concept (Sirgy, 1982). In the broader consumer context, empirical studies indicate that identification with a company or brand increases product use (Kuenzel & Halliday, 2008) and repurchase frequency (Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 1995). Within hospitality research, recent studies demonstrate that CBI engenders positive consumer evaluation of, and satisfaction with, a hotel brand, ultimately increasing brand loyalty (Nam, Ekinci, & Whyatt, 2011; So, King, Sparks, & Wang, 2013). Tourism research also supports the significant role of identity from the perspective of place (Hallak, Assaker, & Lee, 2015; Pike & Page, 2014; Pritchard & Morgan, 2001), thus emphasizing the broad impact of identification when explaining tourism phenomena.
The marketing literature suggests that the extent to which a consumer identifies with a brand is directly influenced by two categories of factors. The first category includes brand characteristics reflected in the brand's identity, most predominantly brand prestige (e.g., Ahearne, Bhattacharya, & Gruen, 2005; Carlson, Donavan, & Cumiskey, 2009; Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar, &
Sen, 2012) and brand distinctiveness (e.g., Carlson et al., 2009; Tian, Bearden, & Hunter, 2001). These factors represent deliberate organizational marketing actions or brand management activities aimed at creating and communicating a favorable identity of the brand. The second category involves factors that are primarily salient through customer-brand interactions including social benefits (e.g., Coulter, Gummerus, Liljander, Weman, & Pihlstrom,€ 2012; Gwinner, Gremler, & Bitner, 1998) and memorable brand experiences (e.g., Brakus, Schmitt, & Zarantonello, 2009; Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013), which represent experiences that customers have with a service brand. Although these factors have received relatively little attention in the context of CBI, they are particularly important in understanding CBI with service brands where the transactions are fundamentally characterized by human interactions.
While the literature tends to support the influence of these factors on CBI, the assumption that these factors are relevant to all consumers may not be entirely reasonable. For example, the prestige of a brand such as Emirates Airlines or the distinctiveness of a brand such as Southwest Airlines may not necessarily lead directly to CBI for all airline consumers. Theoretical reasoning holds that before identifying with the brand, the individual must first perceive it to be attractive (Marin & de Maya, 2013). However, in the competitive airline industry, how to create an attractive brand in such a price-driven industry remains unanswered. Furthermore, although the strong, loyal, and active customer base of Emirates and Southwest Airlines suggests that customers are drawn to certain airline brands, the brand elements that contribute to CBI for these brands are unclear. For CBI to develop, brand attributes, such as brand prestige and distinctiveness, must first be perceived as attractive (Ahearne et al., 2005; Marin & de Maya, 2013). Furthermore, for an experiential brand, such as an airline, perceptions of the brand's ability to provide opportunities for social interaction (benefits) and memorable experiences are also believed to be core attributes that enhances brand attractiveness and subsequent CBI, however empirical evidence to support is currently lacking.
Brand attractiveness is consumers' positive evaluation of the brand's identity in relation to how it helps consumers fulfil their self-definitional needs (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Curras-P erez, Bigne-Alca niz,~ & Alvarado-Herrera, 2009; Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Therefore, brand attractiveness represents a fundamental aspect of the identification process. While prior research tested a conceptual model of CBI that includes brand attractiveness and some of its predictors (Curras-P erez et al., 2009 ), the indirect or mediating effect of brand attractiveness was not hypothesized nor empirically evaluated. However, such knowledge can advance theoretical understanding of the role brand attractiveness plays in building CBI, as well as how it interacts with other established CBI-related factors. Furthermore, brand attractiveness insight can also inform practitioner thinking with respect to key drivers that underpin a customer's connection to a brand. Building on previous research (Curras-P erez et al., 2009; So et al., 2013; Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012), this study empirically examines the role of brand attractiveness on a customer's identification with an airline brand. On the basis of the above discussion and review, we propose a conceptual model to guide this research (Fig. 1). 2. Literature review
2.1. Customer brand identification
The tourism and hospitality industry has extensively adopted branding strategies to set products and services apart from competitors (Choi & Chu, 2001; So & King, 2010), emphasizing the particular relevance of CBI in examining customerebrand relationships. However, tourism and hospitality scholars have described CBI as “an important but underutilized construct” (Martínez & Rodríguez del Bosque, 2013, p. 91), representing a strong psychological attachment that is potentially enduring and indicative of future behavior (So et al., 2013).
The conceptual root of CBI lies in social identity theory, which holds that the self-concept consists of a personal identity that includes idiosyncratic characteristics such as abilities and interests and a social identity that encompasses salient group classifications (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Tajfel & Turner, 1985). Identification is essentially a perceptual construct implying identity fit and identity matching, with individuals developing a social identity by classifying themselves and others into social categories (e.g., organizational membership and sport clubs) (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Identification occurs when an individual sees him- or herself as psychologically intertwined with the characteristics of the group. Social identity theory posits that three components typically constitute identification: A cognitive component (i.e., cognitive awareness of membership), an evaluative component (i.e., positive or negative value connotations attached to membership), and an emotional component (i.e., affective investment in the awareness and evaluations) (Tajfel, 1978). Consistent with this theory, we integrate the multidimensional perspective into our conceptualization of CBI (Lam et al., 2013).
	Brand Identity  
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Fig. 1. Proposed conceptual model.


The notion of extending the self-concept is evidenced in Belk's (1988) work, which supports the compelling premise that possessions are a major contributor to, and reflection of, consumers' identities. Scholars also posit that strong consumerecompany relationships are based on consumers' identification with companies or brands that help them satisfy important self-definitional needs (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003). Although recent tourism and hospitality studies have integrated the identification concept from a branding perspective (Martínez & Rodríguez del Bosque, 2013; So et al., 2013), brand attractiveness, an important factor that drives such identification, is yet to be examined.
2.2. Brand attractiveness
Previous CBI research found that common antecedents, such as brand prestige, affect CBI directly. However, consumers would identify differently given that prestige, for example, can be perceived differently across groups of consumers. This is because identification is more likely to occur when the customer finds the company or brand to be attractive (Ahearne et al., 2005), and an attractive brand identity could enhance the consumer's selfevaluation (Marin & de Maya, 2013). Thus, a consumer who perceives the identity of a brand to be attractive is more likely to identify with the brand and incorporate that identity. In the consumption of a product or service that is highly visible, such as air travel, brand attractiveness is expected to play a significant role in CBI given the hedonic qualities associated with the enhancement of one's self. When a customer sees the construed external image of a company as attractive, believing that the attributes that distinguish the company are positive and socially valued by relevant others, identification with that company is strengthened (Ahearne et al., 2005). Thus, favorable perceptions of the attractiveness of a brand's identity are likely to lead to stronger identification with that company. On this basis, we propose:
Hypothesis 1. Brand attractiveness is positively related to customer brand identification.
2.3. Brand identity
Brand identity is defined as the distinctive and relatively enduring characteristics of a brand (Balmer & Balmer, 2001; Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; He et al., 2012), often implying a promise to customers (Ghodeswar, 2008). Brand management authorities have suggested that a brand identity must resonate with customers, differentiate the brand from competitors, and signify what the organization can and will do over time (Aaker & Joachimsthaler, 2000). The branding literature has a tendency to conceptualize brand identity as an internal construct that emanates unilaterally from the organizationdwhat managers want the brand to bedand that requires stability over time (Aaker, 1996; da Silveira, Lages, & Simoes,~ 2013; Kapferer, 2008). When that corporate brand identity is communicated to and interpreted by the consumer, it will create brand meaning or a brand image that customers hold in their mind (Urde, 2013). As such, the key to successful brand-building is to understand how to develop a brand identity e to know what the brand stands for and to effectively express such an identity (Aaker, 1996), thus inducing CBI. While theoretical constructs such as value congruity (e.g., Tuskej, Golob, & Podnar, 2013), self-brand congruity/similarity (e.g., Lam et al., 2013; Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012), perceived quality (e.g., He & Li, 2011; Lam et al., 2013), and trust (e.g., Keh & Xie, 2009) have been identified as relevant to building a strong and favorable brand identity and, therefore, developing CBI, marketing scholars have concluded that a brand tends to have a strong and attractive identity when the identity is more distinctive and more prestigious (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994; He et al., 2012; Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012). Therefore, this study focuses specifically on the two most salient brand identity characteristics: brand prestige and brand distinctiveness.
2.4. Brand prestige
An important driver of brand attractiveness is brand prestige, which is the status or esteem associated with a brand (StokburgerSauer et al., 2012). Individuals tend to maintain a positive social identity by affiliating with a prestigious company or brand as such affiliation provides social opportunities and social prestige (Ahearne et al., 2005; Ashforth & Mael, 1989). This thinking is evident in the airline industry in the conspicuous consumption of seat classifications, particularly between business and first class, or airline club membership levels. Identification with a brand that has a prestigious identity enables consumers to view themselves in the reflected glory of the company, enhancing their sense of self-worth and social status (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003). In turn, such prestige affects the attractiveness of a brand's identity in the eyes of the consumer. Consistent with earlier literature (e.g., Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Hwang & Han, 2014), we posit that the more prestigious consumers perceive a company's brand to be, the more attractive that identity is to them and the more likely they will identify with the brand. Thus, we propose:
Hypothesis 2.	Brand	prestige	is	positively	related	to	brand attractiveness.
Hypothesis 3. Brand prestige is positively related to customer brand identification.
2.5. Brand distinctiveness
Scholars explicitly note that the brand management of tourism services lacks differentiation, creating customer confusion, contradicting the intended function of branding (Bailey & Ball, 2006; Kim, Jin-Sun, & Kim, 2008; So & King, 2010). Brand distinctiveness is a core attribute for tourism brand sustainability, particularly in a highly competitive and fragmented industry such as the airlines. Brand distinctiveness is defined as the perceived uniqueness of a brand's identity (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012).
Social identity theory holds that individuals need to distinguish themselves from others in social contexts (Tajfel & Turner, 1985). Similarly, the theory of uniqueness suggests this need as a vital element of people's drive to feel positive about themselves (i.e., self-esteem) (Snyder & Fromkin, 1977). Additionally, the theory of optimal distinctiveness holds that people try to address the tension between their need to be similar to other people and their need to be unique by identifying with groups that satisfy both needs (Brewer, 2003). In the context of consumer behavior, individuals have a need for uniqueness, which is defined as an individual's pursuit of differentness relative to others that is achieved through acquiring, using, and disposing of consumer goods for the purpose of developing and enhancing personal and social identity (Tian et al., 2001). The branding literature has noted that “distinctiveness is an important organizational characteristic from an identity attractiveness perspective” (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003, p. 80), and thus the more distinctive consumers perceive a company's identity to be on dimensions that they value, the more attractive that identity is to them. Further, the distinctiveness of a brand may be a key precursor to a consumer's desire to identify with that brand (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012). Therefore, consumers are more likely to identity with brands with identities that are distinctive from their competitors if the distinctiveness is not perceived as undesirable or negative. On this basis, we propose:
Hypothesis 4.	Brand distinctiveness is positively related to brand attractiveness.
Hypothesis 5. Brand distinctiveness is positively related to customer brand identification.
2.6. Brand encounters
The extant literature provides strong support for the relevance of brand prestige and brand distinctiveness in creating a desirable brand identity, which are realized through various brand management practices under the control of the organization. However, in the context of experiential brands such as an airline, the brand's perceived attractiveness is not simply a matter of how the organization portrays itself, but also how consumers perceive their interactions with the brand, whereby the organization serves as a facilitator. For this reason, marketing scholars suggest that to better comprehend the nature of the ties that bind consumers to brands, consideration of consumers' actual interactions or encounters with the brands are meaningful as they are thought to be integral to why consumers identity with some and not others (Fournier, 1998; Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012; Thompson, Rindfleisch, & Arsel, 2006). The customer engagement literature also suggests that consumers' loyalty toward a service brand can be enhanced not only through the consumption experience, but also through customer engagement or interactions beyond the service encounter (So, King, Sparks, & Wang, 2016). To capture customers' encounter with the service brand and other customers, this study includes two separate theoretical constructs, namely brand social benefits and memorable brand experiences.
2.7. Brand social benefits
Brand social benefits, defined as the social interaction opportunities and gains afforded by a brand (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012), represent an important factor in developing CBI, particularly in an airline context. A recent study of airline branding strategies by SimpliFlying, a leading airline branding consultancy, showed that a main objective of social media branding is to build customerebrand relationships and create greater interaction with customers. The marketing literature supports the notion that certain brands provide social benefits in the form of social and cultural meaning (Thompson et al., 2006). Such meanings enable the creation of social reference groups, which offer brands an important source of user imagery associations (e.g., the typical user's demographic and psychographic associations) (Escalas & Bettman, 2003). Social interactions between the customer and the brand as well as interactions between customers bode well for the development of brand loyalty (So et al., 2016) and brand communities, which are structured social relationships among admirers or users of a brand (Muniz & O'Guinn, 2001). As an example, tourists like to interact with others through online travel blogs for self-enhancement via online social connections or to increase social status (Wu & Pearce, 2016). Thus customers who feel that the brand can provide social interaction benefits are more likely to form positive associations, resulting in enhanced brand attractiveness. Similarly, consumers' perception that a brand provides social benefits leads to identification with the brand of interest (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012). Therefore, we propose:
Hypothesis 6.	Brand social benefits are positively related to brand attractiveness.
Hypothesis 7. Brand social benefits are positively related to customer brand identification.
2.8. Memorable brand experience
In addition to the aforementioned antecedents, in a tourism context, memorable brand experiences are an extremely important contributor to CBI given the central role the service encounter plays in a customer's evaluation of the brand (e.g., Grace & O'Cass, 2004). Empirical research supports the importance of creating a memorable tourism or destination experience (Hudson & Ritchie, 2009; Kim & Ritchie, 2014; Kim, Ritchie, & McCormick, 2010). The marketing literature has conceptualized brand experiences as “subjective, internal consumer responses (sensations, feelings, and cognitions) and behavioral responses evoked by brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand's design and identity, packaging, communications, and environments” (Brakus et al., 2009, p. 53). Such responses are not homogeneous, as some brand experiences occur spontaneously without much reflection and are short-lived while others occur more deliberately and last longer (Brakus et al., 2009). Some brands do not occupy a salient position in memory even with frequent use, while others, even when used infrequently, can leave an indelible, affectively charged memory, allowing the consumer to relive the positive experience periodically (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012). Given the significant role that service encounters play in shaping customers' perceptions (Grace & O'Cass, 2004; So & King, 2010), previous customer experiences with the airline are expected to influence the perceived attractiveness of the brand. Further, brands that offer memorable experiences are more likely to lead to individuals' intertwining of brand-related and self-related thoughts (Davis, 1979), thus contributing to CBI (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012). Therefore, on this basis, we propose:
Hypothesis 8. Memorable brand experiences are positively related to brand attractiveness.
Hypothesis 9. Memorable brand experiences are positively related to customer brand identification.
The above discussion suggests that, from a conceptual perspective, brand attractiveness is proposed to be a result of brand management actions undertaken by the organization including portraying brand prestige and brand distinctiveness, as well as coproduced encounters with the brand including customer-brand interactions that create brand social benefits and memorable brand experiences. The attractiveness of the brand’s identity in turn leads to CBI. Thus, we propose:
Hypothesis 10. (a) Brand prestige, (b) brand distinctiveness, (c) brand social benefits, and (d) memorable brand experiences have an indirect effect on customer brand identification.
Next, we describe the research design, data collection procedure, and the measurement instrument adopted for this study.
3. Method
To test our hypotheses, we adopted a quantitative method comprising an online survey questionnaire measuring customers’ perceptions of airline brands.
3.1. Procedure
The examination of the proposed conceptual model was part of a larger study examining airline brand management. To access research data, a sample was drawn from a reputable online consumer panel of over 500,000 members managed by a privacy lawcompliant market list company in Australia. As this study focused on the examination of airline brands, only individuals who had traveled by air domestically and/or internationally in the past 12 months were qualified to participate in the survey.
Quota sampling was employed to obtain a sample size of 600 respondents, with equal representation of males and females. Each respondent received an invitational e-mail with a click-through survey link. Upon agreement to participate, respondents received detailed information about the research. They were subsequently asked to indicate an airline brand that they had recently used, and then, using a 7-point Likert scale, to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the items with respect to the identified brand. In addition, it is important to note that in survey research, haphazard responses, lack of attention to details, or skipping instructions introduces random errors to the data, reduces the power of the analyses, and may increase the probability of making a Type II error. Therefore, we included two attentionchecking questions. Further, as this study uses a single method for data collection, we controlled for common method variance by adopting both procedural and statistical remedies (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). Procedural remedies included dispersing similar items throughout the questionnaire via randomization and avoiding common scale attributes by using a combination of anchor labels and scale types (i.e., semantic differential scale and Likert scale) (MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012). Statistical remedies are discussed in the results section.
As an incentive, participating respondents were entered into a drawing for a shopping gift card. A two-week data collection period resulted in completion of 1108 surveys. Careful preliminary screening of the data eliminated 506 cases owing to incomplete responses, a completion time below 5 min, or selection of an incorrect response to an attention check item, thus ensuring the quality of the data (Meade & Craig, 2012). A final sample of 602 respondents remained for subsequent analysis. As a forced-response option was used, the data set contained no missing values. In determining the minimum sample size, we used the power analysis proposed by MacCallum, Browne, and Sugawara (1996), whereby the null and alternative root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), degrees of freedom of the final measurement model, and alpha level and desired power are used to calculate a minimum sample size (Preacher & Coffman, 2006). This computation yielded a minimum samplesizeof97fortheproposed model.Therefore,ourfinalsample of 602 cases well exceeded the required minimum sample size.
3.2. Survey instrument
A comprehensive review of previous research on CBI and its antecedents and consequences resulted in identification of numerous scales that had been validated in the marketing and tourism literature. The use of previously validated scales ensured reliability and validity of the measurement.
Specifically, three items from Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012) measured brand prestige while three items were adapted from Curras-Perez et al. (2009) to measure brand distinctiveness. In addition, four brand social benefits items were borrowed from Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012). To measure memorable brand experiences, three items were adapted from Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012), while three items borrowed from Curras-P erez et al. (2009) measured brand attractiveness. Unlike most previous brand identification studies (e.g., Kim, Han, & Park, 2001; Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012), which treat CBI as a unidimensional construct, we adopted a multidimensional approach to conceptualizing CBI (e.g., Bagozzi, Bergami, Marzocchi, & Morandin, 2012; Lam et al., 2013) and measured three distinctive dimensionsdcognitive, affective, and evaluativedto capture the full conceptual domain of the CBI concept. Two items, originating with Bagozzi and Dholakia (2006) and Bergami and Bagozzi (2000), were adopted from Lam et al. (2013) to measure cognitive CBI, while two items borrowed from Bagozzi et al. (2012) and Bagozzi and Lee (2002) measured affective CBI. Two items developed by Crocker and Luhtanen (1990) were adapted from Bagozzi et al. (2012) and Dholakia, Bagozzi, and Pearo (2004) to measure the evaluative dimension of CBI. Consistent with these authors, we treated the three dimensions as reflective indicators of CBI.
4. Results
Table 1 presents the demographic characteristics of the sample. Approximately 61.3% of the respondents were female and 59.6% were between age 30 and 60, with 29.7% over age 60 and 10.7% under 30. Annual income levels varied, with 22.3% of the sample earning under AUD$20,000, 35.2% earning between AUD$20,000 and AUD$50,000, and 42.5% earning over AUD$50,000. In terms of the highest education level achieved, 23.4% of the respondents had undergraduate degrees,14.8% had postgraduate degrees, 37.3% held other types of tertiary qualifications, 23.4% were high-school qualified, and 1% had completed primary school. Qantas was the
Table 1
Descriptive summary of participants.
	Sociodemographic variable
	n
	%

	Age (n ¼ 512)
18e29
	55
	10.74%

	30e39
	84
	16.41%

	40e49
	94
	18.36%

	50e59
	117
	22.85%

	60
	162
	31.64%

	Gender (n ¼ 512)
Male
	198
	38.7%

	Female
	314
	61.3%

	Annual income (n ¼ 512)
Less than AU$20,000
	114
	22.27%

	AU$20,001 - AU$50,000
	180
	35.16%

	AU$50,001 - AU$80,000
	120
	23.44%

	More than AU$80,000
	98
	19.14%

	Education (n ¼ 512)
Primary school
	5
	0.98%

	High school
	120
	23.44%

	TAFE - other
	102
	19.92%

	Diploma
	89
	17.38%

	Undergraduate degree
	120
	23.44%

	Postgraduate degree
	76
	14.84%


number one airline that respondents said they were considering when completing the questionnaire (33%), followed by Jetstar (22%), Virgin Blue (19%), and Singapore Airlines (8%). The remaining 18% indicated other airlines such as Delta Air Lines, Air New Zealand, Cathay Pacific, British Airways, and Emirates. As the indicated airline brands included a combination of full-service and low-cost airlines from both Australia and other countries, the sample was deemed appropriate for this study.
In addition to using the procedural remedies for common method variance, statistical analyses were also employed. We used a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to examine whether a single factor accounted for all of the variance in the data (e.g., Baldauf, Cravens, Diamantopoulos, & Zeugner-Roth, 2009; Mossholder, Bennett, Kemery, & Wesolowski,1998). The analysis was conducted in a CFAwith all 22 items loading onto a single common factor. Using a Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test (Muthen & Muthen, 2005 ), we compared the results of the common factor model with the CFA results of the proposed measurement model. The results show that the proposed measurement model fits significantly better than the common factor model (D c2¼ 2334.522, df ¼ 28, p < 0.001). The results of the analysis indicate that common method variance was not a major issue in this study.
The collected data were analyzed through structural equation modeling (SEM), with an initial examination of the measurement model followed by testing the hypothesized structural relationships contained in the conceptual model (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). In addition, analysis tested the indirect effects of the four predictors on CBI, all using Mplus 7.11. The main advantage of Mplus lies in its offering of a wide choice of models, algorithms, and estimators, including robust estimators such as Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) or Satorra-Bentler's Maximum Likelihood Mean Adjusted (MLM), which are appropriate for data that do not meet the assumption of multivariate normality (Muthen & Muthen, 2012 ).
4.1. Measurement model
To assess the measurement model, we conducted a CFA with all nine measured constructs being modeled as correlated first-order factors. As our preliminary analysis suggested that the data did not follow a multivariate normal distribution, we tested the measurement model using the MLM estimator in Mplus. Unlike the standard maximum likelihood estimation implemented in AMOS, MLM is a maximum likelihood estimator that provides robust standard errors and mean-adjusted c2 test statistic that are equivalent to Satorra-Bentler (SB) c2 and standard errors produced in EQS (Bentler, 2005), making it efficient in dealing with nonnormal data. The global fit statistics presented in Table 2 indicate a good model fit, with c2¼ 431.112, df ¼ 181, c2/df ¼ 2.38, p < 0.05, comparative fit index (CFI) ¼ 0.98, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) ¼ 0.97, standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) ¼ 0.028, and RMSEA ¼ 0.048 with 90% C.I. ¼ [0.042, 0.054] and PCLOSE ¼ 0.715.
As Table 1 indicates, standardized factor loadings for all 22 items were above 0.70 (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006) and the critical ratios for all factor loadings were greater than 2.57 (Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003), providing support for convergent validity.
We tested discriminant validity of the constructs in two ways. First, we compared the squared correlations of the factors with the average variance extracted for each of the factors (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As Table 3 shows, the average variance extracted for each factor is greater than its squared correlations with other factors, providing support for discriminant validity. Second, we tested whether the correlation between constructs is significantly less than one (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994). The results of this analysis show that all 95% confidence intervals do not include 1.0, discriminant validity is further supported (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).
All eight factors achieved the recommended level of construct reliability (i.e., a> 0.7) (Hair et al., 2006). The AVEs of these factors also exceeded the 0.5 cut-off (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), demonstrating sufficient indicator reliability. Overall, results of the measurement model indicate that the scales were reliable and valid measures of their respective constructs.
4.2. Structural model
To test the hypotheses, the proposed structural model was estimated using MLM in Mplus. To control for the possibility that age, gender, and length of relationship with the brand affected the reported scores of brand attractiveness and CBI, we tested the hypothesized model with and without control variables. As the pattern of results was largely similar and none of these variables was significant in the analysis, we report the findings of the model without control variables (Becker, 2005; Carlson & Wu, 2011). The results indicate that goodness-of-fit statistics were overall above the satisfactory level, with c2 ¼ 444.962, df ¼ 191, c2/df ¼ 2.33, p < 0.05, CFI ¼ 0.98, TLI ¼ 0.97, SRMR ¼ 0.029, and RMSEA ¼ 0.047 with 90% C. I. ¼ [0.041, 0.053] and PCLOSE ¼ 0.802, demonstrating a good fit for the hypothesized model. The critical ratios of the structural paths were examined for hypothesis testing. The results suggested that brand prestige (H2: b¼ 0.317, t ¼ 5.371, p < 0.001), brand distinctiveness (H4: b ¼ 0.303, t ¼ 4.626, p < 0.001), and memorable brand experiences (H8: b¼ 0.321, t ¼ 5.53, p < 0.001) significantly predict brand attractiveness, collectively explaining
73.8% of its variance. Brand social benefits (H6: ¼b0.002, t ¼ 0.048, p ¼ 0.962) was not statistically significant in predicting brand attractiveness. In addition, brand social benefits (H7: b ¼ 0.413, t ¼ 6.546, p < 0.001), and brand attractiveness (H1: b¼ 0.291, t ¼ 3.784, p < 0.001) significantly predict CBI. However, brand prestige (H3: b ¼ 0.097, t ¼ 1.509, p ¼ 0.131), brand distinctiveness (H5: b¼ 0.087, t ¼ 1.377, p ¼ 0.169), and memorable brand experience (H9: b¼ 0.074, t ¼ 0.999, p ¼ 0.318) were nonsignificant in predicting CBI. Collectively, the model accounts for
	Table 2
Results of the measurement model.
	Construct and item
	M (SD)
	SL
	C.R.
	Rho
	AVE

	Brand prestige (BPRE)
	
	
	
	0.92
	0.80

	BPRE1. [Insert brand name] is very prestigious.
	4.38 (1.44)
	0.87
	55.37
	
	

	BPRE2. [Insert brand name] is one of the best brands of airlines.
	5.03 (1.36)
	0.90
	82.52
	
	

	BPRE3. [Insert brand name] is a first-class, high-quality brand.
	4.81 (1.49)
	0.92
	100.45
	
	

	Brand distinctiveness (BDIST)
	
	
	
	0.93
	0.81

	BDIST1. [Insert brand name] is different from the other brands in the airline sector.
	4.67 (1.27)
	0.89
	58.73
	
	

	BDIST2. [Insert brand name] is different from the rest of its competitors.
	4.70 (1.30)
	0.90
	78.92
	
	

	BDIST3. [Insert brand name] stands out from its competitors.
	4.91 (1.31)
	0.90
	88.99
	
	

	Brand social benefits (BSB)
	
	
	
	0.90
	0.69

	BSB1. [Insert brand name] offers me the opportunity to socialize.
	3.79 (1.34)
	0.75
	27.99
	
	

	BSB2. I feel a sense of kinship with other people who fly with [Insert brand name].
	3.96 (1.50)
	0.87
	60.51
	
	

	BSB3. I gain a lot from interactions with other customers/users of [Insert brand name].
	3.66 (1.34)
	0.79
	39.40
	
	

	BSB4. Being a customer of [Insert brand name] makes me feel like I belong to a special group.
	4.04 (1.50)
	0.90
	79.62
	
	

	Memorable brand experiences (MBE)
	
	
	
	0.92
	0.80

	MBE1. I have had a lot of memorable experiences with [Insert brand name].
	4.69 (1.37)
	0.85
	46.22
	
	

	MBE2. Thinking of [Insert brand name] brings back good memories.
	4.81 (1.35)
	0.92
	92.01
	
	

	MBE3. I have fond memories of [Insert brand name].
	4.78 (1.37)
	0.91
	76.26
	
	

	Brand attractiveness (BA)
	
	
	
	0.95
	0.85

	BA1. I like what [Insert brand name] represents.
	5.25 (1.18)
	0.94
	111.07
	
	

	BA2. I think that [Insert brand name] is an attractive brand.
	5.29 (1.21)
	0.91
	79.79
	
	

	BA3. I like what [Insert brand name] embodies.
	5.13 (1.16)
	0.92
	79.55
	
	

	Cognitive customer brand identification (CCBI)
	
	
	
	0.84
	0.72

	CCBI1. We sometimes identify with a brand. This occurs when we perceive a great amount of overlap between our ideas about who we are as a person and what we stand for
(i.e., our self-identity) and of whom this brand is and what it stands for (i.e., the brand's identity). Imagine that the circle at the left in each row represents your own personal identity and the other circle, at the right, represents [Insert brand name]’s identity. Please indicate which case
(A, B, C, D, E, F, G, or H) best describes the level of overlap between your identity and
[Insert brand name]’s identity. (Select the Appropriate Letter)
[image: ]
	3.55 (1.76)
	0.79
	35.25
	
	

	CCBI2. To what extent does your own sense of who you are (i.e., your personal identity) overlap with your sense of what [Insert brand name] represents (i.e., [Insert brand name]’s identity)?
	3.80 (1.45)
	0.90
	55.12
	
	

	Completely different 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely similar
Affective customer brand identification (ACBI)
	
	
	
	0.94
	0.89

	ACBI1. How attached are you to [Insert brand name]?
	4.24 (1.66)
	0.93
	84.07
	
	

	Not at all attached 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Attached very much
ACBI2. How strong would you say your feelings of belongingness are towards [Insert brand name]?
	4.16 (1.63)
	0.96
	154.94
	
	

	Not at all strong 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very strong
Evaluative customer brand identification (ECBI)
	
	
	
	0.90
	0.82

	ECBI1. I am a valuable customer of [Insert brand name].
	4.25 (1.53)
	0.93
	57.57
	
	

	ECBI2. I am an important customer of [Insert brand name].
	3.86 (1.56)
	0.88
	51.73
	
	


Note: c2¼ 431.112, df ¼ 181, c2/df ¼ 2.38, p < 0.05; CFI ¼ 0.98; TLI ¼ 0.97; SRMR ¼ 0.028; RMSEA ¼ 0.048 with 90 Percent C. I. ¼ [0.042, 0.054] and PCLOSE ¼ 0.715; M ¼ mean; SD ¼ standard deviation; SL ¼ standardized loading; C.R. ¼ critical ratio; Rho ¼ composite reliability; and AVE ¼ average variance extracted.


74.4% of the variance in CBI, indicating the predictive quality of the model. Table 4 presents the results. In addition, Fig. 2 provides a graphical depiction of the hypothesized theoretical model.
4.3. Testing for indirect effects
The hypothesized model suggests that brand attractiveness transmits the effect of the four CBI antecedents on CBI, implying mediation (MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007). However, as our study adopts a cross-sectional design which does not involve time precedence in measurement of the presumed causes, mediators, and outcomes, we use the term indirect effect instead of mediation (Kline, 2015). Analyses were conducted to test the indirect effects of brand prestige, brand distinctiveness, brand social benefits, and memorable brand experience on CBI through brand attractiveness. The results presented in Table 4 show that brand prestige (H10a: b ¼ 0.092, t ¼ 2.977, p < 0.01), brand distinctiveness (H10b: b¼ 0.088, t ¼ 2.850, p < 0.01), and memorable brand experience (H10d: b ¼ 0.094, t ¼ 3.340, p < 0.01) had a significant indirect effect on CBI, while the indirect effect of brand social benefits was not significant (H10c: b¼0.001, t ¼0.048, p ¼ 0.962).
Conventional methods of significance testing for indirect effects
Table 3
Discriminant validity analysis from CFA.
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	1. BPRE
	0.80
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. BDIST
	0.65
	0.81
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. BSB
	0.47
	0.46
	0.69
	
	
	
	
	

	4. MBE
	0.58
	0.48
	0.63
	0.80
	
	
	
	

	5. BA
	0.65
	0.61
	0.46
	0.59
	0.85
	
	
	

	6. CCBI
	0.35
	0.31
	0.40
	0.36
	0.39
	0.72
	
	

	7. ACBI
	0.47
	0.44
	0.51
	0.49
	0.49
	0.59
	0.89
	

	8. ECBI
	0.33
	0.35
	0.43
	0.36
	0.38
	0.37
	0.48
	0.82


Note: BPRE ¼ brand prestige; BDIST ¼ brand distinctiveness; BSB ¼ brand social
identiCCBIbenefi¼fits;cation; ECBIcognitive customer brand identiMBE ¼ memorable¼ evaluative customer brand identibrand experiences;fication; ACBIBA¼fication; the bold diagonalaffective customer brand¼ brand	attractiveness;
elements are the variance shared between the constructs and their measures. Off diagonal elements are the squared correlations between constructs.
Table 4
Standardized structural estimates and tests of hypotheses.
		Structural path
	Standardized coefficient
	Critical ratio
	Conclusion

	Direct effects
Brand attractiveness / customer brand identification (H1)
	0.291***
	3.784
	Supported

	Brand prestige / brand attractiveness (H2)
	0.317***
	5.371
	Supported

	Brand prestige / customer brand identification (H3)
	0.097
	1.509
	Not supported

	Brand distinctiveness / brand attractiveness (H4)
	0.303***
	4.626
	Supported

	Brand distinctiveness / customer brand identification (H5)
	0.087
	1.377
	Not supported

	Brand social benefits / brand attractiveness (H6)
Brand social benefits / customer brand identification (H7)
	0.002 0.413***
	0.048
6.546
	Not supported
Supported

	Memorable brand experiences / brand attractiveness (H8)
	0.321***
	5.530
	Supported

	Memorable brand experiences / customer brand identification (H9)
	0.074
	0.999
	Not supported

	Indirect effects
Brand prestige / customer brand identification (H10a)
	0.092**
	2.977
	Supported

	Brand distinctiveness / customer brand identification (H10b)
	0.088**
	2.850
	Supported

	Brand social benefits / customer brand identification (H10c)
Memorable brand experiences / customer brand identification (H10d)
R2
Brand attractiveness: 0.738 (73.8%)
Customer brand identification: 0.744 (74.4%)
Fit statistics: c2 ¼ 444.962, df ¼ 191, c2/df ¼ 2.33, p < 0.05, CFI ¼ 0.98, TLI ¼ 0.97, SRMR ¼ 0.029, and RMSEA ¼ 0.047
	0.001 0.094**
	0.048
3.340
	Not supported
Supported


Note: ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05.
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Fig. 2. Results for the final structural model.


assume a normal distribution of the product term in the population (Preacher & Hayes, 2004), which is often violated, leading to biased or unreliable results (MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004). Research examining different methods for testing indirect effects has resulted in the use of asymmetric confidence intervals derived from bootstrapping being recommended (MacKinnon, 2008; MacKinnon et al., 2004). The bias-corrected bootstrap method has proved to be the best method for generating confidence intervals for statistical inference in mediation analysis (MacKinnon et al., 2004). Therefore, we used this method to further examine the indirect effects of the four proposed theoretical constructs on CBI. As the use of estimator MLM does not provide a bootstrap option we used the normal maximum likelihood procedure. The results of the bootstrap analysis based on 1000 draws indicate that three antecedents, including brand prestige (H10a: 90% C. I. for indirect effect [0.021, 0.155]), brand distinctiveness (H10b: 90% C. I.

for indirect effect [0.019, 0.126]), and memorable brand experiences (H10e: 90% C. I. for indirect effect [0.027, 0.137]) have a significant indirect effect on CBI. Therefore, further evidence is provided in support of H10a, H10b, and H10d.
4.4. Additional analysis
To further illustrate the critical importance of brand attractiveness in the development of CBI, we compared models with and without brand attractiveness with other components contained in the model being held constant. The results showed that when excluding brand attractiveness and only modeling the four antecedents as direct predictors of CBI, all four constructs were significant in predicting CBI. However, in the model that included brand attractiveness as a partial linking variable, three of the four well established antecedents became non-significant, suggesting that the results changed substantially after including brand attractiveness in the model. Therefore, the results provide strong evidence in support of the need for incorporating brand attractiveness in developing CBI.
5. Discussion
Extensive prior research supports the importance of CBI in building strong and loyal consumerebrand relationships (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; He et al., 2012). Extending a recent study conducted by Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012), the present study proposed and empirically tested a conceptual model of CBI formation that explicitly considers brand attractiveness and contributes to the literature on CBI by simultaneously testing its direct and indirect predictors. In doing so, both theoretical and practical implications are derived.
5.1. Theoretical implications
Our results indicate that CBI antecedents such as brand prestige, brand distinctiveness, and memorable experiences directly enhance customer brand attractiveness. Consistent with previous research (e.g., Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012), the perceived status or esteem associated with an airline brand enhances customers' evaluation of a brand's attractiveness. Consumption of brands that are considered highly attractive offers additional benefits to customers, such as maintaining social prestige or positive social identity. Brand distinctiveness was also found to make the brand's identity more attractive, as consumption of unique brands allows consumers to distinguish themselves from others in social contexts (Tajfel & Turner, 1985), thus increasing the desire to identify with that brand. Furthermore, the extent to which brand experiences are memorable also informs the perceived attractiveness of the brand. Results showed that memorable brand experiences formed the most important predictor of brand attractiveness, suggesting that while brand identity characteristics primarily constructed through external communications (e.g., brand prestige, brand distinctiveness) enhance brand attractiveness, memorable brand experiences play a more influential role in forming consumers' perceptions of the attractiveness of the airline brand's identity. This finding reinforces the well-established thinking of Berry (2000) that for service brands, “regardless of how well the brand is presented, nothing will salvage a weak brand experience”. Such finding is also consistent with empirical research that highlights the critical role of the customer's experience in building a strong service brand (So & King, 2010; King & Grace, 2008, p. 36). Overall, the results suggest that brand attractiveness is not only a viable construct in airline brand management but also, given the significance of its direct and intermediary effect on CBI, a necessary construct for understanding how customers develop a connection to the brand.
Contrary to our expectations, brand social benefits did not significantly predict brand attractiveness. However, the directional path from brand social benefits to CBI was significant. Providing opportunities for consumers to engage in social interactions with other consumers through online or offline brand communities (Muniz & O'Guinn, 2001) can help consumers identify with the brand. Virgin Atlantic Airways has experienced success with this tactic, launching Vtravelled in 2009, a social media platform whereby customers moderate the conversation and exchange information, stories, and advice. While the site may lead to some sales, its main benefit lies in its ability to reinforce the brand's commitment to its customers, gather new customer insights, and provide customers with social benefits associated with the brand (Barwise & Meehan, 2010).
Compared to other antecedents examined in this study, social benefits are not considered as brand-identifying characteristics, as they are not a core attribute that defines what the brand is and what it provides. Since social benefits do not contribute to the brand's identity, the results of this study suggest they are not considered when assessing the attractiveness of the brand. However as social benefits are facilitated through the customer's association with the brand, they are still considered to be extremely important in defining the customers' relationship with the brand given that their positive impact manifests in strengthening the individual's connection or identification with the brand.
While previous research on CBI tends to emphasize its traditional antecedents as direct predictors (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012) as well as outcomes of CBI (He et al., 2012), the concept of brand attractiveness has received little attention in empirical research. Our findings show that brand attractiveness significantly influences the consumer's development of CBI with an airline brandda finding consistent with the argument that when a customer perceives the construed external image of a company as attractive, the customer is more likely to identify with that company (Ahearne et al., 2005; Marin & de Maya, 2013).
Prior research has predominantly treated CBI antecedents as direct predictors of the outcome variable. Our study proposes that in addition to having direct effects, these antecedents also exert an indirect influence on CBI through brand attractiveness. Our results show that brand prestige, brand distinctiveness, and memorable brand experiences have a significant indirect effect on CBI through brand attractiveness, indicating the linking role of brand attractiveness in these relationships. This finding extends knowledge of CBI by highlighting the importance of creating and maintaining a brand identity that is attractive to target consumers in order to realize CBI.
While previous research provided an important contribution to the literature by testing potential drivers of CBI, our study, building on earlier work (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012), examined how several important drivers perform with and without the inclusion of brand attractiveness in the overall theoretical model. Consistent with previous studies, our results indicated that in the absence of brand attractiveness, all traditional antecedents were shown to significantly affect CBI. However, with the inclusion of the brand attractiveness construct, our results show that of the four antecedents tested only one remained significant. These important findings provide evidence that a more complete understanding of CBI formation requires consideration of the customer's perception of the attractiveness of the brand. With previous empirical research consistently asserting the positive outcomes associated with CBI, including enhanced brand evaluations (So et al., 2013), increased product use (Kuenzel & Halliday, 2008), and greater repurchase frequency (Bhattacharya et al., 1995), understanding how that identification forms as a result of perceived brand attractiveness is important.
5.2. Practical implications
From a practical point of view, this study reinforces the need for brand managers to be cognizant of the impact that creating a brand identity that reflects prestige, distinctiveness, and delivers memorable brand experiences has on consumer behavior. In an industry that has often competed on the basis of price, the results of this study illuminate why airline brands, such as Emirates and Southwest Airlines, consistently outperform their competitors. Both brands exemplify prestigious and distinctive identities that manifest in memorable experiences which are in distinct contrast to other airlines that provide the same level of functional utility. To this end, it is anticipated that the results of this study provide direction to brand managers of all airlines who seek to build a loyal consumer base.
Specifically, the significant effect of brand distinctiveness suggests that, in building CBI, airline companies need to create a unique and clear identity that targeted customer segments desire. Such a distinct identity allows a sustainable differentiation of the offering (Baumgarth & Schmidt, 2010) and enhances the attractiveness of the brand. External brand communications focusing on the brand's visibility and reputation can increase the prestige of the brand, enhancing brand identification (Kuenzel & Halliday, 2008).
The results of this research suggest that in attempting to generate CBI, airline brand managers need to understand their customer groups' preferences with respect to characteristics of the brand's identity, so that attractive elements of the identity can be communicated or projected. Furthermore, airline brands need to also create memorable experiences by, for example, developing product offerings, creating policies and procedures, designing service delivery systems, and rewarding and empowering staff. In addition, by training and marketing internally to service employees they are able to create superior, special, and emotional consumption experiences for the customer, which bodes well for CBI. Therefore, from a practical perspective, the fundamental finding of this study suggests that inducing CBI requires consideration of both external and internal brand management aspects to ensure that the brand is perceived as attractive, thereby driving consumer preference.
6. Limitations and future research
Several limitations are inherent in this study. First, the study's cross-sectional design yields results that imply predictive relationships rather than causality. Second, although self-generated validity is more commonly found in studies adopting intention measures (Fitzsimons & Morwitz, 1996; Morwitz & Fitzsimons, 2004; Morwitz, Johnson, & Schmittlein, 1993), the use of a selfreported survey instrument could lead to reactive effects of measurement that potentially affect the validity of the results (see also Chandon, Morwitz, & Reinartz, 2005). Third, as the study was limited to Australian travelers, some caution is necessary when generalizing the results to other populations. Fourth, as the study sample included a relatively high percentage of respondents over the age of 60, the sample may not be completely representative of the wider population. Similarly, the use of a quota sampling approach may also affect the generalizability of the results. Finally, although the results indicated sound psychometric properties of the measurement scale, the use of a survey may introduce measurement error into the research data, which could also affect the results of this study.
A number of possible areas for future research can be identified.
First, a longitudinal research design could formally test the timeordering effect of the relationships contained in the proposed theoretical modeldfor example, investigating how traditional CBI antecedents measured in time one affect brand attractiveness measured in time two, which in turn determines CBI measured in time three. Such an approach could reduce the potential of common method variance and allow a stronger argument for causal inference based on the study results. Second, because this study specifically examined airlines as the sample product, to further validate the influence of the antecedents on CBI, particularly the linking role of brand attractiveness, future research could examine other hospitality and tourism sectors such as hotels, restaurants, and destinations to provide a better understanding of the extent to which the relationships may differ depending on the study context. Third, future studies could extend to consumers of different nationalities and cultural backgrounds to determine whether the antecedents of CBI would exert a drastically different influence on brand attractiveness and CBI in other populations and cultural settings. Fourth, as this study found that memorable brand experiences represent an important factor determining the attractiveness of the brand, future research could use a qualitative approach to examine how such an experience is formed and what characteristics constitute a memorable experience from the consumer's perspective. Fifth, future research could also apply complexity theory (Woodside, 2014; Woodside, Prentice, & Larsen, 2015; Wu, Yeh, & Woodside, 2014) to systematically model contrarian cases and multiple realities. For example, analysis can be conducted using cases with high brand social benefits but low CBI and/or cases with low brand social benefits but high CBI. Also, as our study findings are based on symmetrical modeling, future studies could adopt Boolean-based asymmetric analytics (Ragin, 2008) to solve the symmetric analytic problems (Wu et al., 2014). While the use of null hypothesis significance testing and symmetrical testing in this study represents an important first step that is required to empirically examine the overall relationships contained in the proposed theoretical model proposed, future research could apply complexity theory to examine a similar model in order to deepen our understanding of the nature of these relationships. Furthermore, while previous research has provided evidence in support of the significant outcomes of CBI, future studies could also incorporate into the present framework some relational outcomes variables, such as brand relationship quality (e.g., customer satisfaction, trust, and commitment) (Hollebeek, 2011; Hultman, Skarmeas, Oghazi, & Beheshti, 2015), as well as actual behavioral outcome measures, such as purchase behavior or brand use frequency. Empirical research testing the influence of brand attractiveness on CBI and these outcome variables could provide meaningful insight into hospitality and tourism literature and practice.
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1. Introduction
Marketing professionals still face the challenge of estimating the value of a brand. As Keller (1998) points out, various forms of estimation with different measurement purposes are available. Consequently, researchers propose many different approaches for capturing brand equity (Shankar, Azar, & Fuller, 2008). However, research in the marketing field has not yet come up with a single, uniformly accepted theoretical basis for brand valuation (Raggio & Leone, 2007). Thus, although the corporate world recognizes the estimation of brand equity as an important marketing activity, the estimation of brand equity (Madden, Fehle, & Fournier, 2006) and the quantification of the returns on marketing activities in financial terms continues to be a major challenge for marketing and brand managers (Mizik & Jacobson, 2008).
Adoption of a new measurement of brand equity results from the informational requirements of the following groups of people: (a) marketers, who seek to increase their organizational credibility by demonstrating the value of branding in clear financial terms (Madden et al., 2006), in order to obtain budgets for their departments and to better manage their brands; (b) scholars, who are under pressure to supply theoretical and methodological support to marketers in order to better measure brand equity, evaluate their brand performance and estimate its investment returns; (c) accountants, who set the price of a brand to be sold or purchased, and include a brand in the company's balance sheet (Feldwick, 1996), especially in mergers and acquisitions; and (d) shareholders and financial analysts, who verify the financial
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performance and the association between brand equity and shareholder value based on the growing evidence for the relationship between brands and the return of the firm in the stock market, as pointed out by Madden et al. (2006), Mizik and Jacobson (2008), and Shankar et al. (2008).
Despite brand equity relevance, researchers have not reached a consensus about which measures provide the best estimates of this complex and multi-faceted construct (Buil, de Chernatony, & Martínez, 2013; Raggio & Leone, 2007), in part because different perspectives exist to define and measure this concept, such as the financial or consumer perspectives (Buil et al., 2013; Keller, 1998). Hence, the creation of a unified brand equity model is necessary in order to ally these two perspectives.
Although models for financial measurement of brand equity already exist, they do not always consider the consumer's perspective. This oversight demonstrates the shortcomings of these models, since authors such as Ailawadi, Lehmann, and Neslin (2003), Tong and Hawley (2009) consider that measuring brand equity should begin with estimates derived from consumer perspectives, and that any brand vision is a function of the value delivered to consumers. By contrast, although the literature contains some well-accepted conceptual models for consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) (e.g. Aaker, 1991, 1996, Keller, 1998), most CBBE models that estimate brand equity focus on individual or aggregate measures of consumer perceptions, and do not usually present the monetary brand equity that the consumer perspective represents.
Even though one recognizes the presence of a growing body of literature concerned with how to measure CBBE on the one hand, and on firm-based or financial-based brand equity (FBBE) on the other (Ferjani, Jedidi, & Jagpal, 2009; Keller & Lehmann, 2006), few studies integrate these two perspectives. Table 1 illustrates this point and compares a range of brand equity studies.
Hence, the main purpose of this study is to develop a model that allows the monetary estimation of consumer-based brand equity through the combination of two approaches, CBBE and FBBE. This paper offers a unique brand equity model, because it presents a theoretical contribution to the brand equity construct – according to the framework for conceptual contributions of MacInnis (2011) – by revising existing perspectives of this concept and offering an alternative approach that unifies CBBE and FBBE. Application of this model makes possible the estimation of brand equity performance from a temporal perspective (i.e. in the future), as well as brand competitors' performance and it is possible to evaluate the contribution of each of the drivers to brand equity performance, thus addressing the shortcomings of previous brand equity models (see Table 1). This paper offers a disclosure brand equity model, allowing replications.
Although the authors recognize the existence of models developed by institutions and companies (e.g. Young & Rubicam (Y & R), Interbrand, Brand Finance, Brand Analytics) to unify these two views on brand equity (Villanueva & Hanssens, 2007), these companies do not explicitly disclose their calculation procedures, making the examination of their detailed evaluations and replications impossible. Furthermore, despite the substantial number of different brand equity models in use (Leone, Rao, & Keller, 2006), most lack the theoretical rigor (Raggio & Leone, 2007) required to avoid arbitrariness (Burmann, Jost-Benz, & Riley, 2009). A major problem with the existing CBBE models is the lack of theoretical foundation for the drivers of brand equity (Buil et al., 2013), which represents a big challenge to marketing scholars and necessitates a call for improvements to CBBE scales.
Some studies do provide brand equity in monetary terms while considering the consumer perspective. However, they use aggregate measures of consumer behavior, which do not allow managers to relate a brand's equity to its sources (Srinivasan et al., 2005). The proposed model, on the contrary, allows managers to estimate both individual and aggregate measures (for each consumer studied), to determine the main drivers of CBBE, and to investigate the relationship between investment in the drivers and their respective impact on brand equity — which is one of the main deficiencies of the existing measurement models of brand equity.
Alongside the theoretical proposition, this paper also presents empirical evidence gained by testing the brand equity model in the Brazilian telecommunications industry, comprised of four main national brands (they represent approximately 99% of the Brazilian market, according to Teleco, 2013). Empirical evidence shows that with this model, managers can measure and evaluate over time the main drivers of brand equity, allowing them to verify strategic and tactical
Table 1
Brand equity studies.
alternatives for increasing brand equity and monitoring the brand performance of their competitors.
This paper contributes to the literature of marketing metrics and brand valuation by providing a model for estimating consumer-based brand equity in monetary terms. This model unifies consumer and financial perspectives of brand equity by integrating Aaker's (1991) theoretical model of brand equity with the return on marketing (customer equity) framework of Rust, Lemon, and Zeithaml (2004b). Hence, this study offers an integrative model of brand equity, starting with an indirect measure of CBBE (the sources of CBBE), incorporating a direct metric of CBBE and finishing with a financial measure of brand equity — the discounted cash flow. The proposed model also makes improvements on traditional scales measuring consumer-based brand equity by empirically differentiating between brand awareness and brand associations dimensions, testing different visions of brand associations, using a more complete scale.
This paper opens with a discussion of measurement models of brand equity. The next section explains the steps for developing a model to estimate consumer-based brand equity. Then the authors present the data and the scale used. The following sections present the empirical results of the study. The paper concludes by outlining the final considerations, managerial and theoretical contributions and limitations of the research.
2. Measurement models of brand equity “As firms struggle to produce ever-higher profits in increasingly competitive environments, calls to justify their expenditures are growing” (Rust, Ambler, Carpenter, Kumar, & Srivastava, 2004a, p. 85). Despite this assertion, the instrumentation that companies use to measure the actual return on investment in marketing is still incipient (Rust et al., 2004b). Indeed, many executives view marketing processes as lacking the pure quantitative properties found in the production and finance fields (Eliashberg & Lilien, 1993). Despite the generally accepted understanding that marketing expenditures have animpact on demand, this type of expenditure also generate costs, and in general, given this trade-off, systematic information capable of supporting the decisions of managers is rarely available (Eliashberg & Lilien, 1993). In this context, marketing models have an opportunity to support managers in decision-making by demonstrating the results that marketing can generate and, consequently, to improve the credibility of their marketing department to other organizational departments and shareholders (Hanssens, Rust, & Srivastava, 2009; Mizik & Jacobson, 2009; Rust et al., 2004a; Rust et al., 2004b; Srivastava, Shervani & Fahey, 1998).
		Author(s)
	Consumer perception
	Monetary value
	Competition-monitoring
	Brand-switch probability
	Temporal perspective
	Presents the contribution of each of the drivers

	Simon and Sullivan (1993)
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes (past)
	No

	Park and Srinivasan (1994)
	Yes
	Yes — partially
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	Erdem and Swait (1998)
	Yes
	Yes — partially
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No

	Ailawadi et al. (2003)
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	Damodaran (2006)
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	Erdem, Swait, and Valenzuela (2006)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes

	Yoo and Donthu (2001)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes

	Pappu, Quester, and Cooksey (2005)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes

	Srinivasan, Park, and Chang (2005)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes (with a product without brand)
	No
	No
	Yes

	Buil, de Chernatony, and Martínez (2008)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes

	Tong and Hawley (2009)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes

	Ferjani et al. (2009)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes (with a product without brand)
	No
	No
	No

	Model proposed in this article
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes


Note: “Yes” means that the brand equity model of the quoted study observes consumer perception, temporal perspective, competitors, offers a monetary estimation of the value of the brand, a detailed disclosure of the model and/or presents the contribution of each of the brand equity drivers.
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Rust et al. (2004b, p. 109) “present a unified strategic framework that enables competing marketing strategy options to be traded off on
the basis of projected financial return, which is operationalized as the change in a firm's customer equity relative to the incremental expenditure necessary to produce the change”. Although customer equity is an important marketing metric, for many companies BE may be more central than customer equity. “Certain market realities may help to explain why firms tend to adopt one perspective more than another” (Ambler et al., 2002, p.21). For instance, the perspective taken may depend on the availability of information services—firms with an ability to follow many customers more closely may be more inclined to adopt a customer asset perspective, whereas companies which do not have such abilities may be more inclined to adopt a brand asset perspective (Ambler et al., 2002). Some industries choose to use intermediaries to relate to final consumers, which turns out to be an obstacle to the adoption of management under the perspective of customers (end users) and increases the relevance of brand management.
Hence, the field requires the development of brand equity models as well as customer equity models. Although different types of brand equity models do exist, the lack of consensus on CBBE measurement methods (Atilgan, Akinci, Aksoy, & Kaynak, 2009; Netemeyer et al., 2004; Washburn & Plank, 2002) allows room for the development of more robust and parsimonious models that take into account the theoretical and empirical deficiencies of existing models. This gap in the research prompts an important call to develop models that allow the tracking of brand metrics in order to evaluate how a brand is performing in the market (Ailawadi et al., 2003; Lehmann, Keller, & Farley, 2008).
This paper offers an integrative model of brand equity, combining consumer-based brand equity (from both indirect and direct measures) and the financial-based brand equity perspectives. In proposing a model of CBBE, this research is based on previous conceptual models of brand equity such as that of Aaker (1991, 1996), which incorporates Keller (1993) and integrates cognitive psychology as a theoretical basis for understanding the consumer. These studies generate a common understanding of the brand equity concept within the marketing research community (Cleff, Lin, & Walter, 2014). For Aaker (1991, 1996), brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality and brand association (perceived value, personality and organization) are the major asset categories of brand equity. Other researchers use the same kind of theoretical background, as in the studies of Cai, Zhao, and He (2015); Buil et al. (2008); Buil et al. (2013); Liao and Cheng (2014); Pappu et al. (2005); Tong and Hawley (2009); Yoo, Donthu, and Lee (2000); Yoo and Donthu (2001) and Washburn and Plank (2002).
However, the current proposal differs by allowing for a theoretical and managerial advance in CBBE empirical models which have heretofore only offered means of comparison, rankings (based on averages), or weightings between the construct relationships. As an improvement to the existing CBBE models, this study applies the concept of value, or utility, derived from economic theory, as implemented by other measurement models of brand equity, such as those of Erdem and Swait (1998, 2010). Moreover, the proposed model also incorporates the discounted cash flow method, thus allowing the monetary estimation of brand equity.
2.1. Developing a model to estimate consumer-based brand equity
This study proposes a model to evaluate the monetary value of brand equity based on the consumer's perspective. The notion underlying the need to create this model is the view that marketing is an investment (Rust et al., 2004b; Srivastava et al., 1998) that can improve consumer perception and the valuation of brands. The assumption of this research is that the higher the brand equity drivers, the higher the brand monetary value. Hence, when consumers have higher brand awareness, or perceive the quality of a brand to be higher, or have stronger and more positive associations with a brand, or have greater loyalty to a brand, then the monetary value of this brand is in turn higher. Thus, the company has greater return on its investment in brand construction and management.
Much of the academic research on CBBE offers theoretical models with no empirical testing, such as in the studies of Aaker (1996) and Keller (1993, 1998). Among the empirical studies, researchers show little consensus on the dimensions of CBBE, and several empirical studies of CBBE do not offer monetary estimates of brand equity (e.g., Buil et al., 2008; Tong & Hawley, 2009; Yoo & Donthu, 2001; Yoo et al., 2000). In others, cash flow – an important FBBE measure – is not considered (e.g. Kartono & Rao, 2005; Srinivasan et al., 2005). Still other studies perform monetary estimates of brand equity but do not take into account the perceptions of the consumers (Ailawadi et al., 2003; Holbrook, 1992; Simon & Sullivan, 1993). Nevertheless, the concept of brand equity is rooted in the hearts and minds of consumers (Leone et al., 2006; Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann, & Neslin, 2012).
This research proposes a model of CBBE that helps managers by allowing them to evaluate the monetary value of brand equity based on consumer perspective. Although the current study focuses on service brands, the model is applicable to other sorts of brands. The choice to use only service brands is a deliberate one and is due to the fact that most models for measuring brand equity focus on product brands. A key element in the construction and development of this model is the recognition that brands do not stand alone in the market and that competition influences the choices of consumers (Rust et al., 2004b). Thus, the proposed model considers all competing brands existing in the market, incorporating the possibility of brand-switch by consumers.
In cases where customers make repeated purchases of a product or a service in the same category, while having the option to partly or completely switch their purchases from one seller to another over time (always-a-share, according to Jackson, 1985), researchers must consider not only the focal brand in determining its value, but also competing brands and the consumers' probability of buying other brands. This model takes into account competing brands as a central element in brand choice (Guadagni & Little, 1983), given that the competition among brands has a direct impact on the consumer's purchase decision (Rust et al., 2004b). Within the always-a-share assumption, the authors opt for using the Markov switching matrix to model the brand-switch by including the perspective of multiple brands (Gupta & Zeithaml, 2006; Rust et al., 2004b) and to study how they behave over time (Oxley, 2011).
Following the framework of Rust et al. (2004b), this new CBBE model proposition uses the Markov matrix, which allows modeling of brand-switching behavior of different consumers in a market comprised of different brands, providing for a more realistic scenario. Such an approach follows the suggestion in Keller and Lehmann (2006, p. 751) to use brand choice modeling to evaluate brand value, looking “to demonstrate how brands influence consumer choice through their value (utility)”. Keller and Lehmann indicate the need to use brand choice models for assessing brand equity when describing the priorities of research on brand management.
Markov switching matrices make up an important part of this CBBE model because they can model customer loyalty/retention, defection and possible return over time, which may help to predict future cash flow attached to the brand. According to the Markov matrix, each consumer has a probability of staying with the current brand (or to continue using his/her most-used brand). That is, each consumer has a loyalty/ retention probability and a brand-switch probability for each of the other brands (Rust et al., 2004b). The consideration of the flow of customers from one competitor to another allows users to model competitive effects (Rust et al., 2004b), making the measurement of brand equity more complete and realistic.
Hence, this CBBE model uses the Markov switching matrix to model the consumers' possible maintenance, switching, and returns between the different brands on the market. In this model, the consumer can continue using the services of a particular brand in subsequent periods, or on the next occasion of brand choice or purchase. Thus, the Markov matrix models the probability of a consumer continuing to use the services of the brands in analysis, and the probability of him/her switching from one brand to another in the other periods evaluated. Several brand equity models (e.g., Damodaran, 2006; Simon & Sullivan, 1993) do not include competing brands, but some CBBE models use the indirect approach (Buil et al., 2008; Pappu et al., 2005; Tong & Hawley, 2009; Yoo & Donthu, 2001) to take into account consumers' opinions about competing brands in order to determine the brand's value from the consumer's perspective. However, these models do not generate information on the monetary value of these brands. Another oversight common among the vast majority of models measuring brand equity—both those that exclusively adopt the consumer perspective and those that exclusively take the monetary one—is to ignore the temporal issue in calculations (Shankar et al., 2008). Models that attempt to unify the two perspectives—consumer perspective with the firm's, or the financial perspective—in evaluating brand equity (e.g., Erdem et al., 2006; Srinivasan et al., 2005) also fail to supply this need.
The proposed model applies the Markov matrix for each consumer over the determined choice periods, after which a discounted cash flow model (DCF) adaptation can be applied, which is the main financial model used to estimate the monetary value of brand equity (Ambler, 2003). Thus, the proposed model bridges the gaps left by previous models of brand equity by bringing a monetary estimate of CBBE, considering all the competing brands in the market, observing the consumer probability of brand choice (with the use of a Logit Model and the Markov matrix), taking into account the present period and close future time periods, via consumer current and future probabilities of choice (maintenance and switching), and the use of discounted cash flow. In using the Markov matrix to ascertain the future probabilities of a consumer's choice of brands, the proposed model follows the framework in Rust et al. (2004b), however, their model estimates customer equity whereas the proposed model estimates brand equity.
Previous brand equity studies employ choice modeling, using brand choice, purchase intention or actual purchase data (e.g. Ferjani et al., 2009; Kamakura & Russell, 1993; Srinivasan et al., 2005) as measures of brand equity. Kamakura and Russell (1993), for example, measure the implied utility or value assigned to a brand by consumers. This direct “approach is based on the actual purchase behavior, observed under regular market conditions” (Kamakura & Russell, 1993, p. 10). Srinivasan et al. (2005) calculate the effect of a consumer's incremental choice probability of purchase on a brand's contribution margin to the firm.
Prior studies on brand equity, particularly those arising from the financial perspective (e.g., Ailawadi et al., 2003; Damodaran, 2006; Holbrook, 1992; Simon & Sullivan, 1993) and the direct approach of CBBE (e.g., Kamakura & Russell, 1993; Rangaswamy, Burkeb, & Olivac, 1993) do not allow managers to determine the key drivers of brand equity. Since verification of the main sources of brand equity is vital to a manager's task and represents a central priority for academics (Buil et al., 2013; Valette-Florence, Guizani, & Merunka, 2011), having models that allow observation of brand equity based on the consumer is essential. Thus, this study argues that the drivers of CBBE impel a customer's probability of choosing (maintenance or switching) a brand, which impels brand utility and which in turn, impels the margin of a company's contribution and discounted cash flows, influencing the brand equity for each consumer and the monetary brand equity (in the market). Fig. 1 outlines the steps of the model.
In the first step, defining brand equity drivers, the authors follow the theoretical model of Aaker (1991, 1996) (see model details in the Scale item). In order to compute brand equity, we adopt the Markov brandswitching matrix approach, using a principal components multinomial logit regression model. Given the potential – and common – problem of data multicollinearity, which would cause a decrease in the number of variables incorporated in this type of regression, the first step is to perform a Principal Components Analysis on the data. The Principal Components Analysis follows the methodological steps from the framework of Rust et al. (2004b). The resulting factor scores for each respondent in the analysis comprise the explanatory variables for the logit regression. The values of the dependent variables are proportions that correspond to the declared probabilities of choice. In the present study, probability of choice (of purchase) is a proxy for brand equity, as in Kartono and Rao (2005), Ferjani et al. (2009) and Srinivasan et al. (2005). This concept behind brand equity is that “consumers decide with their purchases, based on whatever factors they deem important, which brands have more equity than others (Villas-Boas 2004)” (Keller & Lehmann, 2006, p. 745).In order to determine the coefficients of importance corresponding to the drivers, the authors sum the products of multinomial logit regression coefficients for each of the factors generated in the principal components analysis, by the factor loadings resulting from the principal components analysis of each variable, according to Eq. (1) Importance:
C
Importance ¼ Xc¼1ðAcxγcÞ	ð1Þ
where C is the set of principal components retained, Acx is the factor coefficient, resulting from the principal components analysis, which relates brand equity driver x to the factor c, and γc is the logit regression coefficient corresponding to the factor c (Rust et al., 2004b). Eq. (2) calculates the relative importance of each of the drivers of brand equity:
	C	C
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Fig. 1. Steps of the proposed CBBE estimation model.
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The relative importance of each of the drivers helps in calculating the utility of each brand for each respondent (Rust et al., 2004b). In this method—using the brand indicated by the equity drivers above and the probability of a consumer choosing a brand (maintaining or switching), one can calculate the individual level of utility, resulting in the brand-switching matrix at the individual level (i.e. relative to consumer, for each choice period). The utility is the value that the customer attributes to a particular brand, where the impact of the drivers is the value provided by brand awareness, perceived quality, brand loyalty, perceived value, brand personality and organizational associations, and the inertia is the value attributed by the knowledge and comfort of keeping to a brand previously consumed. Inertia represents the characteristic of “consumers of simply choosing the same option rather than spending effort to consider others, for example, due to switching costs, or the confidence (less uncertainty) of a known alternative” (Keller & Lehmann, 2006, p. 751) and is included in this model to differentiate this phenomenon from brand loyalty. Thus, Eq. (3) verifies the calculation of the utility of each brand for each consumer:
Uijk ¼ β0kLASTijk þ Xik β1k þ εijk:	ð3Þ
In this equation, Uijk is the utility of the brand k for the individual i, who most recently bought the brand j, and the dummy variable LASTijk is equal to one if j = k, and is equal to zero otherwise (Rust et al., 2004b). Xik is the column-vector composed of consumer evaluations of brand equity drivers. β0k is the logistic regression coefficient corresponding to inertia. β1k is the column-vector of logit regression coefficients corresponding to the drivers of brand equity and εijk is a random error term which the authors assume has an extreme value, as is standard practice in logit models (Rust et al., 2004b). Thus, this study incorporates the concepts of brands into a model of choice (choice modeling) in order to demonstrate the influence of brands on consumer choice via the brand's value (utility) (Keller & Lehmann, 2006).
The utilities of each brand for each consumer form the basis for calculating the choice probabilities for each brand and, consequently, are the inputs for preparing the Markov switching matrices at the individual level. The consumer total utility for a given brand is the sum of inertia and the impact of the drivers of CBBE: brand awareness, perceived quality, brand loyalty, perceived value, brand personality, and organizational associations.
The utility at the individual level leads to a consumer's probability of choice, or purchase. Eq. (4) models the choice probabilities for each respondent i for each brand 1 to k, consistent with the multinomial logit model:
Pijk ¼ Pr½individual i chooses brand k;
	expgiven that brand j was the most recently usedUijk=X expUijk:		ð4Þ
	¼	k
Each cell of the Markov matrix represents the probability, calculated from Eq. (4), of the respective utility. The switching matrix gathers together all of a consumer's probabilities, for each consumer observed, of purchase in a future period for all evaluated brands.
In order to calculate the brand equity, each consumer i has an associated switching matrix J × J, where J is the number of brands, with switching probabilities Pijk (see Eq. (4)), indicating the probability in which the consumer i selects brand k as his/her next choice, conditional on the choice of the current brand j (current brand or the most used brand). This matrix is a Markov Switching Matrix, which allows for the calculation of the probabilities at the times of successive purchases. Readers may observe the Markov Switching matrix as Mi, where Ai is the line vector 1 × j, with elements of the probabilities of choice for the ith current consumer transaction. Bit is the line vector 1 × j, in which the elements of Bit represent the probabilities that consumer i will buy brand j at purchase time t. Eq. (5) calculates, by repeated multiplication of the Markov matrix, the probability that consumer i will choose brand j in the purchase time t:
Bit ¼ AiMit:	ð5Þ
Note that many models of CBBE focus on calculating the current value of a brand, without taking future prospects into account. The purpose of this study is to develop a model that considers the probabilities of consumer brand choices in the near future, in order to determine the monetary brand equity, using discounted cash flow.
Thus, this model adapts a calculation of discounted cash flow, in order to investigate, specifically, the CBBE (derived from a direct survey of the consumer). Eq. (6) computes the brand equity (BE) of each brand j, based on the opinion of each consumer:
	Tij	i
−
BEij ¼ Xt¼0 1 þ dj t=f vijtπijtBijt:	ð6Þ
In this equation, Tij is the number of purchases consumer i is expected to make before the time horizon of the company of brand j. For brand j, dj is its discount rate, fi is the purchase average of consumer i per period (e.g. three purchases per year), vijt is the expected volume of purchase of brand j by consumer i for period t, and πijt is the expected contribution margin per unit sold by the brand j to the consumer i in period t. The authors estimate the discount rate dj (or the opportunity cost of capital) for each company by calculating the companies' weighted average cost of capital (WACC).
The current and future average monthly expenditures reported by respondents in the survey becomes vijt. The model then predicts the value of future spending for 6 months from now, adopting a time horizon of five years, following the recommendation of Rust et al. (2004b). Given the difficulty of verifying the effectiveness of a choice beyond the five-year horizon, this study assumes that the amount of purchase is exogenous, as in the study by Rust et al. (2004b).
Once in possession of individual brand equity (of each brand based on the opinion of each consumer), calculating the value of the company's brand j is simple:
BEj ¼ average BEijð	Þ  TM:	ð7Þ
Brand equity (BEj) of company j is determined by multiplying the sample average of the brand equity (BEij) by the number of consumers in the market (the total market, TM). This value represents the total number of users (when this information is available) or an estimated number of users across all brands in the market.
An additional aim of this model is to estimate the monetary return of changes in a consumers' evaluation of each driver of brand equity. In attempting to project the return on investment (ROI) related to the brand equity and its drivers, the model allows marketing departments to estimate projections and to evaluate the financial impact of their investment or expenditures. The ROI is verifiable by measuring changes in brand equity, which are the result of improvements in the evaluation of drivers by consumers in relation to a company's investment in its brands. Expenditures, however, are profitable only if the ROI exceeds the cost of capital. Thus, Eq. (8) provides an important function in verifying ROI:
ROI ¼ ðΔBE−EÞ=E	ð8Þ
where expenditure E is the cost of capital discounts, which in turn generates an improvement in brand equity ΔBE. One uses the discount of capital cost only in cases in which the expenses occur over time—biweekly, monthly, etc. In these cases, researchers must discount the installments of investment at present value in order to consider the value of money over time.
3. Data
In order to choose an appropriate industry as a study field, the researchers first identified areas of activity to find sufficient secondary data to run the model. Note that such a model is useful for dealing with brands that have the same name as the organization. In addition, markets must meet the prerequisites for the Markov matrix to be applicable: (a) an industry offering a product or service that respondents are highly likely to have consumed in the past year, (b) an industry with finite and well-defined brands and whose brands are known to the general public (to minimize the problem of lack of opinion or ignorance on the part of respondents), and (c) industry market data (information on market share, quantity, and frequency of consumption of the major brands) at a national level and ideally, also at a regional level. Additionally, the following data are necessary: total number of customers in the market and the respective number of customers for each brand, discount rates of the companies, and average contribution of customers of each company, in order to apply the financial model (discounted cash flow).
The Brazilian telecommunications industry meets all these requirements, by virtue of its highly competitive brands with major investments in marketing. The cell phone industry is made up of finite and known players/brands with a very broad range of consumption products. Additionally, plentiful consumption and performance data about the companies operating within the industry is available from the National Telecommunications Agency (Anatel) and Teleco. Furthermore, most of the companies trade shares on the São Paulo Stock Exchange (BOVESPA), providing public reports and financial statements. Seven cell phone company groups currently operate in Brazil – Vivo, Claro, Tim, Oi, CTBC, Sercomtel and Porto Seguro – but only four of them operate in all Brazilian regions: Claro, Oi, Tim and Vivo, representing 99% of the Brazilian market (Teleco, 2013). In 2013, 262 million cell phones were active in Brazil (Teleco, 2013).
To calculate the value of the individual brand (for each consumer), obtaining the discount rate of each company (dj) is necessary. The authors estimate the discount rate by calculating the weighted average cost of capital (WACC) for each company, based on data in the Standardized Financial Statements (SFS). The authors also collect the operators' contribution margins from Teleco, opting for EBITDA—earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation and amortization. The authors use this information to calculate brand equity as the information is a measure of the contribution margin widely accepted in the company valuation models.
4. Scale
Although numerous brand equity conceptualizations exist, “many CBBE facets have not been systematically measured or validated within a nomological framework” (Netemeyer et al., 2004, p. 209). Hence, the authors of the present study first review the brand equity construct, to “enable us to identify, compare, and distinguish dimensions of our thinking and experience …” (MacInnis, 2011, p. 141), thus allowing for better operationalization and more accurate measurement of CBBE.
	major marketing journals based on the impact factor verified by Web of Knowledge and two brand-specific journals. The key words used in the search are “brand equity”, “consumer-based brand equity” and “brand value”. The research begins with the first available online publications of these journals and ends with articles published in March 2012. The search found 33 articles presenting empirical studies with CBBE scales. Among the empirical studies, more than 40 dimensions exist which relate to brand equity based on consumer perspective. The most frequent dimensions found are: brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and associations to a brand. These are the brand equity dimensions of Aaker's (1991, 1996) model.
	Factors
	Factors interpretation
	Cronbach's alpha
	Composite
reliability
	Logit coefficient

	
	1
2
3
4
5
6
7
	Perceived quality
Brand loyalty
Brand awareness
Brand personality
Organizational associations
Perceived value
Inertia
	0.96 0.95 0.91 0.89
0.95
0.95
0.89
	0.77 0.77 0.78 0.67 0.74
0.69
0.90
	0.51⁎
0.63⁎
0.95⁎
0.33⁎⁎
0.48⁎ 0.39⁎
−1.27n.s.

	
	Note: Log-likelihood: −433.8205/Chi-square, χ2 (7 degrees of freedom): 653.77620. ⁎ p b .001. ⁎⁎ p b .010.
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For a definition of the main drivers of brand equity, the authors perform a survey, searching for articles that show scales for CBBE, in the Most of the articles on CBBE follow Aaker's (1991, 1996) model, or at least refer to these studies. Other studies support the result of this survey, such as the one by Tong and Hawley (2009), pointing to the study by Aaker (1991, 1996) as the model most commonly cited. Aaker (1996, p. 336) divides the proposition of brand association/ differentiation into three constructs: perceived value, personality and organization (see Aaker, 1996, p. 335). As the authors follow Aaker's (1991, 1996) theoretical base, they consider the following drivers of CBBE: brand awareness, perceived quality, brand loyalty, perceived value, brand personality, and organizational associations.
The issues in the questionnaire relating to brand awareness and perceived quality are similar to those of the Buil et al. (2008) scale, but they are adapted to the purposes of the present study. The dimension on loyalty is from the Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman (1996) scale. The questions about brand personality, perceived value, and organizational associations derive mainly from studies by Aaker (1996), Buil et al. (2008), and Pappu et al. (2005). An additional six questions relating to inertia follow study of Han, Kim, and Kim (2011). Furthermore, questions about market share, brand choice probability (maintenance or switching), size, and frequency of the purchase come from the scale of Rust et al. (2004b). In order to verify the content validity of the data collection instrument, the questionnaire passes the scrutiny of a specialist in the sector and of three experts in marketing. Prior to running the model, the authors run two pre-tests and a field pilot trial, to test the scale and verify internal consistency in brand equity drivers.
The present study uses the non-probability quota sampling, observing patterns of gender, age, and education from the 2010 Census for the city of Porto Alegre, State of Rio Grande do Sul. The researchers trained 15 interviewers, who applied 600 questionnaires in the neighborhoods of largest population in the city of Porto Alegre. Each respondent answers questions about the brand that they (most) use and about the other brands of mobile phone services of the state of Rio Grande do Sul. After data collection, the researchers check the data in order to ensure that the characteristics of the sample provide an adequate representation of the population. They also examine the questionnaires for missing values, outliers, and tests of assumptions of the multivariate analysis (normality, homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity). In 21 questionnaires, there are missing values for key questions. In total, 579 questionnaires are included in the analysis.
The authors performed Principal Components Analysis with both the inclusion and exclusion of outliers. As the results of both analyses are quite similar, outliers stayed in the final analysis. In order to respect the age profile of the population of the State of Rio Grande do Sul, and to ensure that the average of the declared choice probabilities of each of the operators is equivalent to the operator's actual market share, the researchers calibrated the sample accordingly. Thus, the authors attributed a weight to each of the respondents so that the share of each operator in the sample is proportional to the actual market share of operators in the market. This adjustment ensures that the sample is representative of the actual purchasing patterns.
Table 2
Principal components regression.
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Fig. 2. Estimated value of the four brands tested.
5. Results
All variables undergo principal components analysis with varimax rotation. Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998) recommend that factor loadings of ±0.50 or greater are acceptable. All variables have loadings equal to or greater than 0.50 in just one factor. In this study, the authors found seven factors. By this measure, the loadings found in the present study are high, seven factors having values equal to or greater than 0.50. The communalities of all variables are greater than 0.78. The seven factors explain cumulatively 86.18% of the total variance. All brand equity drivers load on only one factor. Thus, interpretation of the factors is easy, and is in accordance with the theoretical approach used (see Table 2).
All the factors have a Cronbach's alpha value of N.70. The composite reliability, an internal consistency reliability measure as evidence of convergent validity, ranges from .67 to .94. The Bartlett Test of Sphericity indicates that the correlations are generally significant at p b .001 with a sampling adequacy index of 0.976, which together demonstrate the factorability of the data matrices (Hair et al., 1998).
The Principal Components Analysis generates factor scores. These scores then become the independent variables for estimating a multinomial regression model. The authors calibrate the model by the respective weight of each operator. The previously calibrated future choice probabilities (maintenance or switching) of operator brands declared by respondents serve as dependent variables in this regression. Table 2 shows the logit coefficients resulting from a Multinomial Logit Regression.
The six factors related to drivers of brand equity show a positive sign, demonstrating the positive impact on the probabilities of consumer choice. These results are not surprising, because they show that the drivers of brand equity positively affect the choice probabilities and, therefore, the brand utility and potentially, its value. Since the results for inertia values are not significant, inertia is not included as a variable in the choice model as this factor does not account for much of the variance in telecommunications brand choice across consumers. Shankar et al. (2008) reported similar results in a brand equity study.
The Multinomial Logit Regression analysis provides regression coefficients for each of the extracted factors. The estimation of the coefficients of importance of each of the original variables results from the sum of the multiplications of factor loadings of the respective variables by the regression coefficients of the respective factors.
The model allows estimation of brand utility after obtaining the coefficients, as per Eq. (3). After calculating the utility of each mobile service brand studied for each of the 579 respondents, application of the model (Eq. (4)) provides the probability of a consumer choosing a particular brand (maintaining or switching). The researchers can then derive a Markov switching matrix for each individual in the sample for each of the observed periods. With the Markov switching matrix values for each respondent, Eq. (6) provides estimates of the values of individual brands (from the perspective of each individual consumer). Finally, multiplying the average value of respondents' brands by the total market (i.e. the total number of mobile phone users), yields the brand equity of each mobile operator observed in this study (see Eq. (7)).
Fig. 2 shows the estimated CBBE values for four operators in the 51 area code market (Porto Alegre) and the projection for the market in all of Rio Grande do Sul, as well as more generally for Brazil. The purpose of these projections is illustrative, based on quota standards taken from the 2010 Brazilian Census. The brand that performs best is Claro; the worst performer being Tim (see Fig. 2 for CBBEs).
With this model, managers can determine the impact of each driver on brand equity and thus be able to allocate marketing resources more effectively. Fig. 3 shows the percentage of variation in the value of brands, when an improvement of 1% in consumer evaluation of each of the drivers of brand equity occurs (assuming that the evaluations of the other brand drivers and brands remain the same).
Fig. 3 shows that a 1% improvement in consumers' evaluation of the brand awareness driver results in a 0.36% improvement in Claro's brand equity. In monetary terms, the increase would be worth $4.4 million. Fig. 3 shows that brand awareness and perceived quality drivers are the ones that will yield a higher return for the brand's equity.
	Improvement of 1% of the 
consumer evaluation
CBBE Improvement 
Δ
%
Claro
Oi
Tim
Vivo
Brand Awareness
0.36
0.38
0.42
0.30
Perceived Quality
0.32
0.33
0.35
0.27
Brand Loyalty
0.19
0.17
0.18
0.02
Perceived Value
0.29
0.31
0.33
0.24
Brand Personality
0.20
0.21
0.23
0.17
Organizational Associations
0.31
0.32
0.35
0.26

Fig. 3. Percentage of improvement in brand equity due to 1% improvement in consumers' evaluation of each driver.


Eq. (8) allows calculation of the ROI related to the brand equities and their drivers, with information from the results relating to variations in the brand equity caused by improvements in consumers' evaluations, and with information about expenditures (investments) made by the companies. Table 3 shows an example of the results from investing in efforts to improve consumer perceptions of brand quality. An investment of $3 million to create a 1% improvement in consumers' evaluation of the quality of the brand Oi in Rio Grande do Sul, could give the brand the opportunity for a positive variation of 31% in brand equity. In contrast, the same expenditure value for the brand Tim would generate a mere 5% return.
Table 3
Return on investment for improvements in perceived quality.
	Brands
	Variations of $ in BE (to create an increase of 1%)
	ROI = (ΔBE − E) / E

	Claro
	$3.88 million
	29%

	Oi
	$3.94 million
	31%

	Tim
	$3.16 million
	5%

	Vivo
	$3.11 million
	4%


Note: comparison analysis of estimated value of investments required to create a 1% improvement in consumers' evaluation of the quality of the brands in Rio Grande do Sul market.
Table 4 provides more examples of analyses on investments for the improvement of drivers and, hence, of brand equity. For example, by investing $2 million in loyalty programs, Claro, could see a potential improvement of 0.01 in their evaluation by their consumers, resulting in an improvement of 19% in brand equity, for a total increase of $2.3
million in the monetary value of their brand and a projected ROI of 16%. 6. Conclusions
This paper contributes to the literature of marketing metrics and brand valuation by providing a model for estimating consumer-based brand equity in monetary terms. The proposed model offers a way to access the drivers that influence the brand, enabling marketing managers to direct their actions more efficiently and get higher investment returns in terms of brand equity.
The CBBE model integrates Aaker's (1991) theoretical model of brand equity with the methodological steps of the framework proposed by Rust et al. (2004b) to capture the financial return on marketing. Although the present researchers use the same methodological steps, the understanding regarding brand equity and customer equity relationship differs from Rust and colleagues. These marketing assets are related but distinct, whereas Rust and colleagues consider brand equity as a driver of customer equity. In agreement with Ambler et al. (2002) the current contention is that firms should consider brand and customer assets as two alternative perspectives, like two sides of the same coin and not as one being an antecedent of the other. Although customer equity is an important marketing metric, for many companies brand equity is more central than customer equity. For example, focusing management of marketing assets on customer equity may be ineffective without knowing who the customers are, which depends on the availability of information about them, so the alternative is to adopt a focus on brand equity.
Therefore, to manage marketing assets according to the brand perspective is necessary a knowledge of adequate drivers. Since there is no consensus in the brand literature for a theoretical foundation for a scale, the authors propose an improved scale based on the wellaccepted model presented by Aaker (1991, 1996). Although Aaker does not perform an empirical test of his proposition, one finds his theoretical model and some of its parts in several of the brand equity empirical studies. Thus, in relation to Aaker's (1991) theoretical model of brand equity, the proposed model also provides improvements on traditional scales that measure consumer-based brand equity by empirically differentiating between brand awareness and brand associations dimensions, testing different visions of brand associations, all of which makes for a more complete scale. In sum, the proposed model makes
Table 4
	Company
	Area of investment
	Investment
(thousand)
	Improvement in the evaluation
	% of improvement in Brand equity
	Increase ($ thousand) in brand equity
	Projected
ROI

	Claro
	Loyalty program
	$2000.00
	0.01
	0.19%
	$2323.27
	16%

	Tim
	Quality improvement
	$3000.00
	0.01
	0.35%
	$3160.38
	5%

	Vivo
	Institutional publicity
	$2500.00
	0.01
	0.26%
	$2956.03
	18%

	Note: examples of analyses on the size of investments required for the improvement of the drivers and, hence, of the brand equity.
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Return on projected investments (market of Rio Grande do Sul).
the following improvements on previous scales for measuring consumer-based brand equity: a) the model incorporates different types of brand associations, as suggested in the studies by Aaker (1991, 1996), Tong and Hawley (2009), Washburn and Plank (2002), and Yoo and Donthu (2001), and divides the conception of brand associations into three different brand equity drivers: perceived value (associations to the product), organizational associations, and brand personality; b) the model extends the number of dimensions and items—according to suggestion made by Buil et al. (2008), Pappu et al. (2005), Washburn and Plank (2002), and Yoo and Donthu (2001)—and tests them empirically; c) the model is useful for both service and product brands; d) The model provides a measure of the brand equity of a product or the brand equity of the company; and e) the sample applied to the model is comprised of real consumers, rather than students, as are used in previous studies (Atilgan et al., 2009; Pappu et al., 2005; Yoo & Donthu, 2001; Yoo et al., 2000).
Hence, this study makes contributions to marketing theory by improving the brand equity construct, by following a well-accepted conceptual basis, by avoiding arbitrariness (Burmann et al., 2009) and by employing the brand equity dimension utilized in theoretical and empirical studies, thus enabling both managers and academics to identify, compare, and distinguish among different dimensions of the construct (MacInnis, 2011). By virtue of this improvement in the CBBE dimensions, this study addresses a central priority for academics and marketing managers alike, which is the identification of factors that build brand equity (Baldauf, Cravens, Diamantopoulos, & Zeugner-Roth, 2009; Buil et al., 2013, Valette-Florence et al., 2011). Thus, managers can estimate the return on investment for different BE drivers.
This study offers a model that unifies different perspectives of brand equity while observing the perspective of the consumer and proposing a monetary estimate for one of the main intangible assets of a company—its brand. As a result, the model can provide relevant information for managers to aid in decision-making. This model supports the quantification of financial accounting results, helping marketing managers to overcome one of the major challenges in their department: lack of tools for measuring the return of marketing actions from a monetary point of view (Mizik & Jacobson, 2008).
The current research provides the following contributions: a) a model for estimating consumer-based brand equity; b) a model that measures the main drivers of brand equity; c) an estimation, in monetary terms, of brand equity based on the consumer's perspective; d) a tool allowing managers to verify strategic and tactical alternatives to increase brand equity; e) a monitoring system to better manage brand equity over time, allowing target-setting on the performance of the different drivers of brand equity and their consequent control over it; and f) a tool for managers to monitor their brand's performance in relation to that of its competitors.
A possible limitation of the study is the use of probabilities reported by consumers on the future use of the brands as a proxy for utilities. Although the model is stochastic (the model derives from the Markov matrix), the authors assumed exogeneity in relation to some of its parameters, such as volume, purchase frequency, and market share. Thus, the authors look forward to future research exploring modeling of purchase volume and market share over time.
Future studies may test the proposed model in scenarios in which companies own several brands. The proposed model does not take into account the possibility of new entrants into the market. Although this trend is not common in the market observed, new propositions for estimation models of brand equity could account for this issue. This study looks at brands of services provided to consumers. The model is useful to evaluate CBBE of tangible assets and allows adjustments to different scenarios. An interesting topic for future research would be to determine whether different industries have different brand equity drivers.
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