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RETAIL BRAND EQUITY

A CONCEPTUAL AND DIFFERENTIATED APPROACH
Abstract:
This research focuses on retail branding in FraAcgualitative study aims at identifying
which are the specific dimensions of brand equitypé adapted to retail brands and which
feedback effects of brand extension can occur enirttage of retailer when a retail brand
(which is the extended brand) dissatisfies consani@esults show that there are two policies
of retail brands: service retail brands (store dsaand “composite” private labels) and private
labels. This separation between the various categjof retail brands leads to consider two
different models of brand equity. Whereas privaieels seem to be only related to product
dimensions, service retail brand equity is composkthree dimensions related to: 1) the
product, 2) the services delivered in the storé, 2nthe retail company, which displays this
product under its own store brand. Finally, resudfsan exploratory research seem to
underscore the superiority of the service braratesgies on private label policy.
Keywords: France, brand equity, private label, ireb@and, service brand, store brand,

feedback effects.



Introduction

A fierce competition characterizes the French retarket. This is due to a relatively small
number of big retailers and the saturation and ¢lerdecline of several retail concepts such
as variety stores, supermarkets and hypermarkeigugf, 2000). This situation raises
guestions, which affect both marketing and managemkthe French retailers. One of these
guestions deals with branding. It seems that cialé innovatiofy sophisticated packaging
and a wide range of retail brands (from generiadpots to high value retail brands) can
create consumer value. These retail brands appdss henceforth among the most effective
tools for retailers regarding sales developrhant adjustment to the legal context. There is a
tendency towards an increasing perceived qualitgllef retail brands in many European
countries such as Belgium, the Netherlands, Swamdy the United Kingdom or Canada
(Quelch and Harding, 1996; Johansson and Burt, ;200dbinaet al. 2006). The perceived
quality? is one of the sources of retail brand successriga store differentiation, and to
store loyalty (Halstead and Ward, 1995; Richard4@®9;7; Corstjens and Lal, 2000; Burt and
Sparks, 2002; Rondan Cataluetaal. 2006). However, the definition of retail brandsliahe
policies developed by European retailers seem uhiffe¥ent from one country to another and
from one retailer to another within the same caounfihis is the reason why a research on
retail brand equity can be valuable to understagitely where this retail brand value stems
from and how to measure it. The retailing literatdoes not answer this question so far.

In the first section, the Keller's conceptual framoek of brand equity is adapted to a variety
of retail brand policies. Hence, several researadstions emerge from that: What is the best
conceptual framework to measure retail brand e@uy different retail brand policies lead
to different retail brand equity models? Why do soratail brandsget higher brand equity
than others? What are feedback effects of branehsidn on the retailer’s image specifically

in the case of consumers’ dissatisfaction?



In the second section, an exploratory researchiestrio underscore the main dimensions of
brand equity for each category of retail brands #ndolve some of the research questions

exposed in the first section.

1. Brand equity and retail brands

Keller (1993) built a brand equity conceptual framek composed of dimensions, which a
precise examination should lead to an eventual tatap to retail brands. After a quick
description of the Keller's model, an adapted fraumuek to retail brands differentiates various

marketing policies.

1.1. Keller’s brand equity model
Keller (1993) defines brand equity as « The diffwigd effect of brand knowledge on
consumer response to the marketing of the bramte»suggests comparing the assessments
by a consumer of a product with a brand name onotltee hand and an unnamed product
(without brand) on the other hand. The result &f dtomparison can explain the preference, or
intention to buy, or even the final consumer cholCeller considers two general components:
brand awareness and brand image.
Brand awareness
“Brand awareness relates to the likelihood thataadh name will come to mind and the ease
with it does so”. Brand awareness is composed agidrecognition (which requires that the
brand is well known by consumers to come spontasigan his mind) and by brand recall
(which tests consumers’ ability to retrieve therioravhen given the product category for
example).
Brand image
“Brand image is defined here as perceptions abolireend as reflected by the brand

associations held in consumer memory”. Brand aasoos form the meaning of the brand



for consumers. Associations are not homogeneousualy, three categories of brand

associations emerge (according to the level ofrattsbn of the association):

Attributes: correspond to “descriptive featuresttblaracterize the product”. Their
differentiation stems from the way they relate die to product performance. For
example, price information, packaging appearanad lanand personalityare non
product-related attributes contrary to ingredients.

Benefits: correspond to “the personal value congsaratach to the product attributes
that is, what consumers think the product can daHem”. Three categories can be
distinguished: functional benefits (correspond tee tproduct-related attributes);
experiential benefits (correspond to the produletted attributes that are for example
sensory pleasure, variety and cognitive stimulateord symbolic benefits (correspond
to the non product-related that are for examplesg@l expression and social
approval).

Brand attitudes: correspond to “consumers’ oveeathluations of a brand”. Brand
attitudes are important because they can explamswuoer behavior (e.g., brand
choice). They are also in relationship with botlodarct (attributes, functional and
experiential benefits) and symbolic benefits. Beeait is difficult to specify correctly
which components, attributes or benefits, captime dttitude concept, researchers
suggest to separating attitude from other compandritey built then multi-attribute
models of consumer preference including a genenalponent of attitude toward the

brand.

Finally, three dimensions can summarize the Kdlexpproach: 1) brand awareness; 2)

dimensions related to the product (product effe®})non product-related dimensions (brand

effect).

Insert Figure 1



Keller (1993) views brand equity as a process wWhergrand equity (or the differential
response that makes up brand equity) occurs “wherconsumer is familiar with the brand
and holds some favorabletrond and unique brand associations in memory”.

Critical views

Keller's model is known as a basic conceptualizabbbrand equity even though its primary
components of brand equity are subject to crititseicent works (Yoo, Donthu and Lee,
2000; Netemeyeket al. 2004). These last researches are questionableinstance, brand
loyalty seems to be more a consequence or a gdat teached than an antecedent of the
brand equity construct (Taylagt al. 2004). Another example concerns brand awareness
considered as a secondary facet of brand equityeaket is a core facet in Pappti al.
(2005). Moreover, Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000) andeNeyeret al. (2004) treat perceived
guality as a sub-dimension of the image constmibtch is questionable as well. One cannot
split these two constructs off because perceivaitgus a core facet of brand positioning
which should be studied through the brand imagenywrasearch works measure perceived
quality as a component of positioning (Bellizti al. 1981; Gordon, 1994; Granzin, 1981,
Collins-Dodd and Lindley, 2003; Kapferer, 2002, 2p0Hence, perceived quality is part of
the image construct. The dimensions consideredriasagy facets of brand equity by Yoo,
Donthu and Lee (2000) and Netemewral. (2004) are actually revealed after collecting
data. Thus, brand equity dimensions seem to depemd on data and objects (especially for
brands of manufactured products).

Finally, the Keller's model (1993) defines eachrat@quity component as an antecedent or a
consequence, and so appears to be a more relgyaotah than this of Aaker (1991). And
because the Keller model is synthetic with cleatbfined antecedents and consequences,
brand equity components can be easily adaptedytolgect of study. That is the reason why

this model is used here to study retail brand gquit



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

Retailing appears as an idiosyncratic activity aachparing retail markets is often a difficult
task. In France, the article #62 of Act called “Nelles régulations économiques” (May 15,
2001) defines a retail brand as follows:
“A product is considered sold under a retail braren its characteristics are defined by the
retail company which owns the brarfd.”
In the French retail market, three categories t@ilrbranding policies can be seen: 1) private
label (or “brands owned by the retailer’e., a brand name for each category of produgts a
Intermarchéis used to do); 2) “composite” private label (arfmd name is specified for each
category of products but the retailer adds a genkerand name for every category of
products).E.Leclercoffers for example a “composite” private label &rower gel named
Manava Marque Reperwhere Marque Reperds the brand name for every category of
products; 3) store brand (or “retailer brand” witle trade name of the retail€arrefour,
Coraor Auchar). Thus, in an external point of view, these thetail-branding policies differ
only on the kind of brand name labeled on prod(at&l what it means to customers). This
guestion is not specific to the French context (Dhad HocH, 1997 on the American
market; Burt, 2000 on the British market).
In an internal point of view, organizational coresigtions can explain partially some of these
strategic choices. In France, three different ogdional structures do exist:

- Company-owned system&uchan Cora, Casing Carrefour hypermarkets (for most of

them)

- Plural form systemsChampionsupermarkets from th@arrefourgroup

- Association of retailer€. Lecler¢ IntermarchéandSysteme U
In a company-owned system, power is top-down wlisegeretailers’ association is a bottom-

up system. In a franchised arrangement power isréfieally and contractually horizontal



even though the franchisor’s position is advantagemmpared to the franchisees’ one. In a
plural form system, the presence of company-ownets within the network reinforces the
power. Therefore, the franchisor’'s power is a nwrkess oblique top-down line.

Insert Figure 2
Unlike Systeme Y store brand strategies tend to be more closefye@lto company-owned
systems whereas private labels or “composite” peivabels strategies are implemented by
retailers’ associations, hence the following asdionp a centralized retail company has a
store brand oriented policy. In other words, a canypowned retail system with a top-down
power line has more chance to select a store bpatidy. On the contrary, a retailers’
association is more inclined to use private labEtere is a link between store brand and the
franchising system in any case because of theitefirof a franchise network. A franchise
system is founded on a concept composed of a kroww (kariable elements) and a format
(fixed elements among which brand is the most ingmby, which should be developed
through a network of units (stores, hotels, restais ...). Maintaining the uniformity of this
concept is often difficult in a strictly franchisegstem (Bradach, 1998). This is one of the
main strengths of plural form organizations. Thaams the introduction of company-owned
units in a franchise system is useful most of ime to maintain the quality of the brand often
deteriorated by franchisees’ free riding actiongfidiset al. 1995).
Given this typology of power within retail compasidesting the above assumption is clearly
impossible in the French context because of a teakwmumber of retailers. The concentration
degree in the French retail industry is much taghho do it.
Strategic and organizational reasons can expldferences between retail brands. But the
point of view of consumers is determinant to idgnwhat sources can build retail brand
equity because they actively participate at theegge of value creation and in the long-term

success of brands (Blackston, 1992; Cobb-WalgrdrDaomthu, 1995; Dysoat al. 1996).



1.3. Store brands and private labels
Before developing the explanatory research two @sitions emerge from the literature. First
of all, through a semantic generalization effessoziations between retailers and their brand
are reinforced when there is a unique brand namé@retail company, the stores and the
products: the retailer's name is both a privatelland a store brand. Hence, a transfer from
the retailer’'s name to the store fascia and tobttamded product becomes possible and can
lead to a generalization of consumer preferencesther words, if a consumer is used to
buying a product of a given brand, he may buy apcbof another category under the same
brand just because he likes the brand (Fry, 196 he case of a store brand, there is a larger
share of associations between the retailer's iméngestores and the branded product than in
the case of private labels (which are not signeé Isyngle name) (Tinard and Tinard, 2003:
61; Filseret al. 2001: 172). Therefore, the first proposition cansethe existence of a halo
effect between the store and the store brand, wkinbt assumed for private labels.
Moreover, cognitive psychology views brand as a a#m network composed of many
categories in consumer’s mind. According to Merargl Rosch (1981)a category exists
whenever two or more distinguishable objects om&/are treated equivalently’Within
each cognitive category, hierarchical levels dstexihree levels identify store brands (Burt
and Sparks, 2002:

1) An abstract level related to the corporate dsimam managerial values (sense of

ethical or social responsibility),

2) An intermediate level related to stores: compeded polite employe&s

3) A concrete level related to product associatierfrinsic cues of packaging.
There is then a continuum from a basic and condneége to an abstract image as far as a
store brand is concerned. Le Hegarat's resultsQReow that beliefs linked to a store brand

stem from beliefs on the retail company (corpotateel) and from beliefs on stores. This



result is not confirmed in the case of private lab&he store brand needs three levels of
abstraction to form its image and its positionimyjke private labels, which the concrete level
related to product associations, is the principahgonent of their image. Therefore, a second
proposition deals with a more differentiated andrgger positioning of the store brand than
the positioning of private labels because of ada@nd more dense “space of associations”

for store brands than for private labels.

1.4. Toward a retail brand equity model
Once the distinction between store brands and terikadoels is clearly stated, the problem is
on the one hand to know how to adapt the Kellertsleh to retail brand equity. In other
words, one can wonder what the differences aredstwetail brand and manufacturer brand
characteristics. On the other hand, studying beandty leads to raise another question: what
are the feedback effects of the retail brand onr#tailer's image? In other words, this
research aims at identifying what are the impactseagailer's image when a retail brand
dissatisfies consumers.
Retail brands differ from manufacturer brands beeatailing is a service business (Berry,
1986). So retail brands are service brands rel@tedreal store and hence associations with
the store image should be included in the brandjérd these retail brands (Burt, 2000; Burt
and Sparks, 2002; Burt and Mavrommatis, 2006).
As a service brand, nothing links a retail brandhva product like in manufacturer brand
cases (packaged goods) but with a retail compadytarstores. According to Berry (2000), a
service brand is composed of tangible attributaedipct-related) on the one hand and
associations related to the experience with the pamy on the other hand (intangible
attributes). In retailing, the company is viewerbtigh its stores and the store is considered as
the product of the retail company (Dicke, 1992). Aany research articles tend to show it,

store image impacts retail brand image (Richardstoal. 1996; Grewalet al. 1998; Burt,



2000; Burt and Sparks, 2002; Collins-Dodd and Leydl2003; Semeijret al. 2004; San
Martin Gutierrez, 2006). Unlike retail brands, theage of stores or the experience within the
stores do not influence manufacturer brands (Raswaret al. 1996). Four dimensions of
store services (both physical and psychologicaledisions) can influence the image of
service brands (Eiglier and Langeard, 1987): 1) pingsical elements; 2) The employees in
touch with customers; 3) The other clients (théyeta part in the atmosphere of store); 4) The
service itself stemming from interactions betwdsnthree previous dimensions.
Based on this definition of store services, rdiegind equity are composed of similar elements
like any other brand (manufacturer brand) with aeoaiated service component. One can
then propose an adapted model for retail brands.

Insert Figure 3
This model enables the measure of the equity df eztail brand used in three different kinds
of retail brand policies. However, this assumpi®uestionable: Does brand equity exist for
each retail brand policy? This question leads ¢attird proposition of the research.
Before answering this important question, one camder what the consequences on core
brand image are when the extended brand is unsfateStudying retail brand equity means
also identifying an eventual feedback effect of téil brand on the retailer's image when
this brand dissatisfies consumers. A retail braad be considered as an extension to the
products sold by the retailer of his name and effascia (Lambrey and Filser, 1992). For
instance,Carrefour is the name of a retailer, the hypermarket faacid a store brand. In
other words, in this case, the name of the retasleextended to stores through the fascia
which is in turn extended to product through aestamand based on the retailer's name. These
extensions are more attractive to retailers incdee of store brands because they provide a
way to take advantage of retailer’s brand namegm®ition. Generally impacts of the image of

retailer on consumer’s evaluation of retail branel studied (Richardsoet al. 1996; Grewal



et al. 1998; Burt, 2000; Burt and Sparks, 2002; Collired® and Lindley, 2003; Semeigt

al. 2004; San Martin Gutierrez, 2006). More precis@gn Martin Gutierrez (2006) shows

that consumers’ satisfaction of retail brands l¢adheir trust in them and in the store.

However, there is no research in the retailingdiigre on the feedback effect of retail brand

on the retailer's imagé The question is then to identify the four maiedback effects of

brand extension in the case of the retailer’s imi&gee from fascia to products):

Dilution (Tauber, 1981; Ries and Trout, 1987; Féay 1989; Aaker and Keller,
1990; Cegarra and Merunka, 1992, 1993; Loken amtbd®sJohn, 1993; Jap, 1993;
Milberg, 1993; Broniarczyk and Gershoff, 2003; Mesyand Janiszewski, 2004)
Fortification (Cegarra and Merunka, 1992, 1993;hdil, 1993)

Confusion / creation of a diffuse image (Cegarrd Bterunka, 1992, 1993; Meyvis
and Janiszewski, 2004)

Expansion (Cegarra and Merunka, 1992; 1993; Milb£e§3).

From this literature, two feedback effects condbmcase of consumer dissatisfaction due to

a retail brand: confusion/creation of a diffuse gaaf retailer and dilution of retailer’'s image,

hence a fourth proposition: a dissatisfaction otcmsumer by a retail brand leads to a

negative impact on the retailer image. Here ismarsary of the four propositions:

Proposition 1 (P1): There is a halo effect betwetes and store brands but not
between stores and private labels

Proposition 2 (P2): Store brands can build a moiféerdntiated and stronger
positioning than private labels

Proposition 3 (P3): There a difference in brandityduetween private labels and store
brands

Proposition 4 (P4): There is a negative feedbad&cefof the retail brand on the

retailer's image especially when consumers aratisged by this retail brand

10



A specific exploratory research deals now with éheopositions.

2. Retail brand equity: An exploratory research

Most of researches on branding deal with manufacsubrands. The former theoretical part
of this paper tried to underscore several featgpecific to retail brands. An exploratory
research strives to compensate for the lack ofrétieal work link to retail brands and

proposes a specific methodology before displayasuylts.

2.1 The methodology
This exploratory research aimed at identifying #ppedimensions of brand equity for each
category of retail brands, at choosing adapted aomeagent instruments for the concept of
brand equity in retailing, and at defining a sepadducts, a questioning procedure, a sample,
and a data analysis method, which are now detailed.
The selection of three products (grated cheeseyeshgel, foie gras) corresponds to three
levels of consumers’ implication to take into aaebthe level of the perceived risk when
making a wrong decision. Four categories of bralhastrate each marketing policy:
- anational brand leader: a different one for eathgory of products
- astore brandCarrefouris selected for it is the most well known
- a private label: the French retail groltermarchéis chosen withPaturages de
Franceas a private label of grated cheedm, as a private label of shower g€lpmte
de Queriacas a private label of foie gras)
- a‘“composite” private labeMarque Reperérom E.Leclercgroup.
A careful literature review leads to identify stoneage itemgMartineau, 1958; Kunkel and
Berry, 1968; Lindquist, 1974; Oxenfeldt, 1974; S$ithan, Dash and Dillon, 1977; Nickel and
Wertheimer, 1979; Pessemier, 1980; Mazursky an@®hjacl986; Eiglier and Langeard,
1987; Zimmer and Golden, 1988; Pontier, 1988; Rasasanet al. 1991; Jallaiet al. 1994;

Semeijnet al. 2004). A marketing expértinterview helped to generate managerial values and

11



symbols (reflecting the abstraction level of tharaf). Indeed managerial values are important
and are determinant in the long-term success dbthuied because they construct and preserve
the identity of the brand (Kapferer, 2002; Burt &hrks, 2002). A survey enables to capture
items related to the product and other items thnaotgrviews with a specific procedure.
Fifty-four in-depth interviews are conducted in Res, Britanny (West part of France) in
places close to each store considered for thisrelseOpen-ended questions helps to collect
data. Each interview begins with free associatiask¢ where consumers have to tell
everything which comes immediately to his/her mwikden s/he is thinking about (brand
name). This method is usual for researchers whk seeollect general associations about
brands (Keller, 1993; Changeur and Dano, 1996, ;1B8&dderet al. 2006). Each interview

is processed through the repertory grid methodlyiK&B55). Then consumers have to talk
about differences they perceive between manufactbrands and retail brands. This
technique provides differentiating associationse Tbaddering technique (Reynolds and
Gutman, 1988) enables to obtain different levehssociations through a question “Why?”
asked to any interviewee systematically. The follmyv step consists in interviewing
consumers about their motivations to buy or noefair brand instead of a manufacturer
brand. Then consumers talk about their experiemstare. In other words, they indicate the
most important service attributes, which make theappreciate or depreciate the retalil
company, its brands and its store. The analogicgthad is used to gather data about the
personality of brands and the personality of retail This method consists in asking
consumers to imagine the brand, the store andefad company as a person. Hence, the
collected metaphorical vocabulary defines an abstezel of image completed by managerial
values of the retailer.

Consumers must be familiar with retail brands, gm®es and attentive to signals send by

retailers (Chebat, 2002; Broniarczyk and Gersh@a€ip3), hence a selection of specific

12



consumer profiles. Consumers can then provide gémoassociations (Aaker, 1991; Yoo,
Donthu and Lee, 2000) and reveal more differenawden brands (Alba and Hutchinson,
1987: 415).

A traditional content analysis method helps to bemark main topics, to classify consumers’
responses through a pre-coding process, and taaengms until no other dimension of

retail brand equity can be found. Finally, dataemdten topics:

General associations about each retail Bfand

- Internal and external attributes (e.g., items eglato the attractiveness of the
packaging, recognition of the brand name...)

- Motivations to buy or not retail brands

- Benefits retired by the consumption of retail bsnd

- Consumer’s behavior and beliefs about the retamdy the retailer and the store when
dissatisfied by the retail brand

- Consumer’s behavior in the case of suppressioatafl brand

- Managerial values and symbols of retailer (see Adpg

- Personality of the retail€r(see Appendix)

- Personality of the brand (see Appendix)

- Store services dimensions perceived important mgwmers all the more as attitude

and purchase of retail brands depend on them.

2.2. Towards a differentiated retail brand equity
Content analysis findings indicate that retail lolanhave common image attributes.
Consumers perceive retail brands as:
- amid-range brand or mid-scale brand
- good and quality products

- attractive price

13



- good quality/price ratio
According to these results, retailers must prowadended products with an attractive price, an
acceptable quality level and a good quality/priegior to be coherent with consumers’
perception. However, a differentiated positionisghased on specific attributém order to
build high brand equity. The following findings shalobally that retail brands can build
their own brand equity. In other words, results abmfirm the three propositions exposed
above about 1) the halo effect, 2) the strengththadlifferentiation of positioning and 3) the
difference in brand equity between store brandspaivate labels.
The exploratory research brings two main resulist,At confirms the existence of a halo
effect between store and retail brand as alreaatgdin previous research (Richardsoral.
1996; Grewalet al. 1998; Burt, 2000; Burt and Sparks, 2002; Collinsd® and Lindley,
2003; Semeijret al. 2004; San Martin Gutierrez, 2006). Indeed consuneterviews reveal
that personalities of the store bra@@rrefour and the “composite” private lab&larque
Repéreare cordial, sociable, accessible, hard workingyctured, modern. According to
customers’ explanations, these adjectives refestdce services with physical elements and
employees in touch with customers (for examplerdhaorking” and “sociable” are linked to
employees). However, this is not confirmed for ptévlabels because associations of branded
products refer only to the product (for examplevatiogel May evoke the softness because of
the name May and because of the nature of proddeen if these results are included in a
preliminary research, it seems that P1, whichher# is a halo effect between stores and store
brands but not between stores and private labalsSupported and is extended to the
“‘composite” private labels.
Store brand and “composite” private label are finakal service brands because of the

important role of the store in the image buildinggess unlike private label. Hence, the
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service component is a primary source of buildirgferentiated positioning for only service
brands. The next section justifies this consideraind solves the second proposition.

The exploratory research reveals that in the caseoce brands three levels of abstraction do
exist for brand image building even though it i$ confirmed for private labels. Store brands
have three sources of image: the product, the siockthe retailer as stated above. For
exampleCarrefour as a store brand is perceived sociable (relatatid¢cstore employees),
serious (related to the grated cheese), acceqsdd&ded to the store location) and trustable
(related to the retail company). Thus, three saiofe@mage construct the store brand image.
In other words, product associations (concretel)egéore associations (intermediate level)
and retailer associations (abstract level) buikl ithage of store brand unlike private labels.
Indeed in the case of private labels, associatidealing with branded products work
exclusively at the concrete level. There is no ession between a private label and the retail
company or the stores. Brand name and storeséetame have no relationship. Results
show also that for “composite” private labels, loath product, stores and retail company
belong to the same category in consumer’s mindr(défby Mervis and Ros¢hin 1981). In
other words whereas branded products, stores dail cempany are three distinguishable
objects they are related to the same brand conpefite only cases of store brand and
“composite” private label. For exampldarque Repeérés perceived as open-minded (related
to store and more precisely to competent employeeigpendent (related to retail company)
and intelligent (related to product and in a stemgay to the shower gel). At this stage of the
research P2 is not totally supported: store bramds“composite” private labels can build a
more differentiated positioning than private labél® support totally P2, the strength of
positioning needs to be measured as well.

According to Keller (1993), the number of assooiasi defines the strength of a brand.

Krishnan (1996) states: “as the number of brand@asons increases, the memory structure

15



for that brand becomes richer.... Typically, incregsthe number of associations makes it
easier to access the particular brand node fromangnFrom the calculation of the number
of associations for each retail brand, results sttt the number of associations for service
brands (e.g. store brand and “composite” privabellais stronger than for private labels. For
example the store brar@arrefour present 22 specific associati#n® build its positioning
contrary to private labels with 15 specific assbores. Because service brands can build their
image on three dimensions (product, stores and cetmpany), it can be said that service
brands can help in building a more differentiated atronger positioning because of better
image synergies. Finally, P2 (“store brands caridbai more differentiated and stronger
positioning than private labels”) is supported.

Results show mostly that service brands and prilabels are different in their image
building process. Store image and retailer imaggy @n important role in service brand
image. Conceptualizing retail brand equity leadstto build two different models: one for
service brand equity and one for private label ggirections for defining these two models
are given further.

Therefore, P3, which is “there a difference in lora@aguity between private labels and store
brands” is supported and it can be summarizedthis “there is a difference in brand equity
between service brands and private labels”.

Before concluding this research on the retail bragdity a last proposition concerns the
feedback effect of retail brand on the retailerlrmage in the case of consumer’s
dissatisfaction.

No negative feedback effect on the retailer’'s image

During interviews consumers talk about what carmpkapwith a dissatisfying retail brand and
the consequences on the brand, the stores andtthkecompany itself. The store image and

the retail company image are unanimously preser8edit seems that there is no negative
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feedback effect on the brand (neither on the proditb the same brand name), on the stores
(frequentation is the same) and on the retail comppatill perceived trustable as far as
CarrefourandE. Leclercare concerned) when a critical incident occurdinigavith a retail
brand. This result is valid for every retail brarfdavate labels, store brands and “composite”
private labels). Therefore, results confirm thot&eller and Aaker (1992) on manufacturer
brands. Indeed authors explain that an unsuccessfeihsion do not decrease the core brand
evaluation. Consumers seem thus to make a differéitween the performance of the
extended brand which is here the retail brand bhadnhage of retailer.

So P4 which is “there is a negative feedback efééc¢he retail brand on the retailer's image
especially when consumers are dissatisfied byrétal brand” is not supported. There is no
negative feedback effect of the retail brand on tmiler's image when consumers are
dissatisfied by the retail brand.

Through this exploratory research, the followingesfions about the retail brand equity are
solved: What is the best framework to be built rdes to measure retail brand equity? Do
different retail brand policies lead to differeptail brand equity models? Why do some retalil
brands get higher brand equity than others? Wieafesadback effects of brand extension on

the retailer’'s image specifically in the case afisumers’ dissatisfaction?

2.3. Limitations, contributions and research perspetives
This work is an exploratory research based on @ddrsample of fifty-four consumers and
entails some limitations. A quantitative study ddotest the previous assumptions. The
sample is very localized (in Rennes, France) arad tonstitutes another limitation and
prevents from any generalization.
However, some contributions stem from this workisTik the first attempt in conceptualizing
retail brand equity (in grocery retailing) whendbkeetail brands are gaining larger and larger

market shares and are essential in many produegaa¢s (for example in the United
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Kingdom, Germany, Belgium and Switzerland markedrshof retail brands has exceeded
40% according to Private Label Manufacturer Asgamiain 2007). This research shows that
French retail brands cannot be considered homogseremwoymore because of the various role
played by the store and the retail company in timage building process and consequently
in their equity building process. Finally, it seethst there is no feedback effect of retall
brands on the retailer’s image when this brandatisfies consumers.
This study can stimulate future research. Frometlpgsvious results, two models may arise:
on the one hand, the model of retail brand eqtiguie 4) including both a store brand policy
like Carrefourand a “composite” private label policy likéarque Repéref E. Leclerc.

Insert Figure 4
On the other hand, figure 5 presents a model ghteilabel equity.

Insert Figure 5
The next objective is to test each model and topaomthe equity of each retail brand, where

it stems from in consumers’ mind, and why one potian succeed better than others can.

Conclusion

Adapting brand equity to retail marketing is a reahnagerial and strategic challenge.
Because retail brands can be considered as sdmarels, a model of retail brand equity
founded on Keller's work (1993) is proposed witlm&dimensions related to stores added to
the original Keller's model. The exploratory resdardescribed in this paper aims at
identifying dimensions and associations of retaihnd image. A survey on fifty-four
customers helps to collect data in order to betteterstand three different policies of retalil
branding: a store brand policy, a “composite” pieviabel policy, and a private label policy.
Results show primarily two policies could resutirfr the three original ones: a service retail
branding policy (store brands and “composite” peviabel branding policies) and a private

label branding policy. This distinction leads tasmler two different models of brand equity.
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Whereas private label equity depends only on prodimensions, retail brand equity (as a
service brand) is composed of three dimensiongecklto: 1) the product, 2) the services
delivered in the store, and 3) the retail compamyich displays this product under its own
store brand.

These results confirm previous works about reteahtding showing that a halo effect exists
between stores and retail brands (Richaragal. 1996; Grewakt al. 1998; Burt, 2000; Burt
and Sparks, 2002; Collins-Dodd and Lindley, 200&m8ijn et al. 2004; San Martin
Gutierrez, 2006).

Moreover, results show the superiority of servicanbling policies on private label policies
because of the possible extension of associatiom®nsumer’s mind and of the number of
associations, which is higher than for private lab&arketers can found retail brands as
service brands on a larger set of associationsitd their positioning. That enables them to
better differentiate and define a unique positianconsumers’ mind. That also entails a
stronger level of memorization because of the highenber of associations compared to
private labels). Finally, results show that no riegafeedback effect exists on the retailer’s
image when consumers are dissatisfied by a retaid

Store brands and “composite” private labels seelmetsuperior to private labels because of
the synergies of image and the absence of impattteoarganization in the case of incident.
So retail brands can be split in two categoriesesbrands and “composite” private labels in
the one hand and strictly private labels on themotand. The first category corresponds to a
strategic branding policy whereas the second iradactical branding strategy.

The next step of the research is to test the moaleksther strategic or tactical branding

policies.
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FOOTNOTES

1. Many retailers’ innovations indicate the will twild strong positioning for their brandsor examples
Sainsbury’s proposes pizza pie with the curry; €anr proposes of the wash liquid in doses; Bo@t&alth and
beauty products) launches giant effervescent pessfibr the bath... (Kapferer, 2002).

2. For example 54% of Sainsbury’s sales come fitismeitail brands and 41% for Tesco (Quelch and idgrd
1996). In 2005, retail brands in Europe had a 28%resacross 17 markets (Lybeck, Holmlund-Rytkdnech a
Saaksjarvi, 2006). And the growth rate of retadrus (+5%) is double than this of manufacturer dsamhich
is 2% (Lybeck, Holmlund-Rytkénen and Saaksjarvip@0 So retail brands continue their penetratiod an
represent a dynamic perspective of developmenttailers (Corstjens and Lal, 2000).

3. Lybeck and Holmlund-Rytkénen and Saaksjarvi @0show that retail brands’ quality does not enable
consider retail brands as cheap alternatives admeltbrands any longer.

4. In this research, retail brands include all dsaowned by retailers (like no name products, umied
products, generic products, private labels, stoamds...). A more detailed terminology is proposedhter for
each retail brand.

5. Brand personality is an important factor to elifntiate product-branded because “metaphoricabgmibolic
vocabularies available are much richer” (Biel, 1992&nd brand personality enables to capture lewfls
abstraction of a brand.

6. Dacin and Smith (1994) argue that “the favorgbdf consumers’ predispositions toward a brangéashaps
the most basic of all brand associations and istine of many conceptualizations of brand streegility”.

7. Strength of brand associations depends of thatiy of associations evoked by consumer.

8. Nouvelles Régulations Economiques, article €2Est considéré comme produit vendu sous margue d
distributeur le produit dont les caractéristiquest@té définies par I'entreprise ou le groupe deptises qui en
assure la vente au détail et qui est le propriéale la marque sous laquelle il est vendi5»mai 2001.

9. Lybeck, Holmlund-Rytkdnen and Saéaksjarvi (20@6)pose a different vocabulary for retail brandeyt
employ ‘brands owned by the retailer” instead a¥qe labels here and “retailer brands” insteadtofe brands
here.

10. Dhar and Hoch (1997) show that the use of émesname between products and the retailer is dalotyr
to raise the retail brand performance.

11. Systeme Was store brand named the « U brand ».
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12. Burt and Sparks (2002) do not precise thathhee levels concerns only store brands. But thleoss work
only on corporate branding which are store brandheir case examples (Tesco, Safeway, Sainsbuaryada).
13. According to Burt and Sparks (2002) and SantiMaGutierrez (2006), employees are an essential
contributor to the overall image of brand becaums®y tengender trust and satisfaction developed stooer
relationships what leads to build differentiatediponing.

14. Results of San Martin Gutierrez (2006) focudtanstore level, which corresponds to the intetiatedevel
not to the corporate level. Then the author analysdy positive feedbacks of the retail brand o titust in
store.

15. The interview of Alain Thieffry (Directeur du drketing et de la Communication Carrefour Europekt
place in 2005.

16. Associations are generally positive which shavwgtobal satisfaction of consumers toward retaihis.

17. Consumers easily employ metaphorical vocabulang then reveal the personality of retailer anel t
personality of retail brand. So retail brands sé@show possibilities of abstraction.

18. Attributes can modify consumers’ beliefs abmatnds. So they must be meaning for consumergier ¢o
build strong brand equity (Broniarczyk and Gershaf03).

19. “A category exists whenever two or more diglisgable objects or events are treated equivalefMgrvis
and Rosch, 1981).

20. 22 associations correspond to the total nurobgpecific associations for the three productdyGpecific

associations are taken into account because tharotsfocuses on differentiated positioning.
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APPENDIX

Table of specific associations: brand personalityetailer personality and managerial

values

Carrefour Marque Reperee.Leclerc Intermarché
(Store brand) ("Composite" private (Private labels)
labels)
Specific associations related |t@erson in charge |intelligent P soft P
product-branded of quality P modernS authentic P
« if the retail brand was a person| trustableR/P innovatingR refined P
would be... » attractive P economical simple P
loyal P functional large P
stable P independenk sincere P
rigorousS/P structureds/R sophisticated P
serious P nice
sociableS happyR
accessibl& sure P
friendly
Specific associations related |toustableP/R independent R Close to consumer $
retailer friendly S “political” R small S
«if the retail company was |[happy S = socially aware cordial S
person it would be... » attractive S attractive R/S disciplined S
large S open-minded S convivial S
omnipresent modern S
positiveP
carefully done?
well organized S
Specific managerial values/symbo(itizenship S Well-being S Solidarity R
Freedom R InnovationP Genuineness
Simplicity P
Accessibility
Total number of associations 22 18 15

Where:
- P relates to products;
- R:relates to retailer;
- S:relates to store.
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Figure 1:

Synthesis of Keller's framework
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Figure 2:

Organizational structures and power inside
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Figure 3:

Retail brand equity’s framework
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Figure 4

Service retail brand equity’s model
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Figure 5

Private label brand equity’s model
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