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Definition, Conceptualization and M easur ement of

Consumer-Based Retailer Brand Equity

Abstract

The objective of this research is to develop a m@asf consumer-based retailer brand
equity. The research process starts with the iiefinand the conceptualization of the construct
and leads to the evaluation of the measure usinfirowatory composite analysis. Results
suggest retailer brand equity is a second-ordéatefe-formative construct with eight sub-
dimensions that retailers can leverage to enhdmcedlue offered to consumers and
consequently to build brand equity. Relevant tegcal and methodological considerations are
proposed for academics, and implications for ptiacters are summarized to facilitate multiple
comparisons and benchmarking strategies acrosst®utl
Keywords
Consumers’ experiences; retailer brand equity (RBIBE dimensions; retailer’'s strategy, store

branding.



1. Introduction

Along with promoting specific products and serviaasjor brands now spend millions of
dollars and massive effort to promote the brarelfies a global brand (Steenkamp 2014). Their
aim is to develop valuable experiences and budtiang relationship with customers. In this
regard, they are focusing on increasing brand gawhich is the “added value” a given brand
endows a product (Farguhar 1989), including “theagicement in the perceived utility and
desirability a brand name confers on a productsélaa et al. 1995) or more basically, “the power
of the brand name” (Stahl et al. 2012).

This objective is also worth pursuing for firmsthi@velop brands in the retail industry.
Hence, retailers should build brand equity to exsbahe power of their name. Measuring
retailer brand equity (RBE) is a challenging isBueacademics because “the rise of the retailer
as not just a retail outlet but also as a brangiges perhaps one of the most critical trends én th
retailing field” (Grewal and Levy 2009). Retaileahd equity is a valuable and intangible asset
that affects consumer behavior and retailer perdowe (Grewal et al. 2009; Keller and Lehmann
2006). A clear example of the importance of retairand equity is evidenced by the conclusion
in theGlobal Powers of Retailing annual report (Deloitte 2012): “retailers will leato find ways
to distinguish themselves from competitors in otdesucceed. That means having strong brand
equity, offering consumers superior shopping exgmees, and being clearly differentiated from
competitors. The latter can entail unique mercismnadfferings including private brands, unique
store formats and designs, and unusual customerierpes”. That means that in fierce
competition markets (Kahn et al. 2018) brands ghdifferentiate from contenders to increase
their market share. The digital evolution with thiernet of things technologies, mobile
commerce and social media clearly enhance thisaaewvent (Verhoef et al. 2015; Grewal et al.
2017). Low prices are no longer enough for retaite prosper; they must develop branding

strategies to bring more value to consumers.



Brand equity research has frequently focused odymts and services, but not so much on
retailer brand equity. Consequently, a concepaabn and measure of brand equity adapted
specifically to retailers is relevant in spite bétunique challenges involved (Ailawadi and Keller
2004). The recent debate between Londofio et@l6(2017) and Pappu and Quester (2017)
clearly demonstrates that a measure of RBE isadtiligh interest in retailing nowadays. Table 1
summarizes the studies that have investigatedaheept of retailer brand equity in the past 15

years.

Most research works considered retailer brand g@sitan outcome construct striving to
understand the influence of various marketing \dei® None of them focused on the early
stages of definition and conceptualization (Dul®78; Kozlowski and Klein 2000) in order to
adequately adapt the brand equity concept in dingt@ontext, questioning existing scales to
develop a measure of retailer brand equity (Mackeatzal. 2011). For example, Arnett et al.
(2003, p. 161) state that “because retailer edsityform of brand equity its structure parallels
that of general brand equity” and consequently agg®duct-based brand equity model.
Applying general brand equity frameworks, suchhase of Aaker (1991, 1996) (e.g., Arnett et
al. 2003) and Keller (1993) (e.g., Hartman and &@005), to measure retailer brand equity may
lead researchers into the downward spiral of a padrinadequate conceptualization
(MacKenzie 2003). Ailawadi and Keller (2004) stttat retailers are “sufficiently different from
product brands” to escape from classic productdpamciples. These authors argue that retailer
image dimensions from consumer perceptions anducogisexperiences are retailer brand equity
bases, but with no empirical validation.

As current retailer brand equity measures are ifpdet@ and/or inadequate, this article strives
to fill this gap by developing an adapted and aatsumeasure based on a proper

conceptualization. From an academic standpoirigihg a new measure implies providing a



contemporary definition of retailer brand equitygdkenzie 2003), respecting construct
validation procedures (MacKenzie et al. 2011) aldding and properly using the appropriate
methods (Hair et al. 2012).

This objective should also lead to conceptualitailex brand equity in an understandable and
relevant manner for managers by developing a beguity metric (Ailawadi et al. 2003; Datta et
al. 2017) even though this concept appears congmdxifficult to assess the retailer brand value
(Ailawadi and Keller 2004; Buil et al. 2013). Thigudy focuses on large retailers with well-
known companies such as Walmart (US), Tesco (Ud)G@arrefour (France). This area of
research is important because these retailerssemrpowerful firms and major brands
consumers frequently patronize.

This research follows a consumer-based perspdatigiefine, conceptualize and measure the
retailer brand equity (RBE) construct and hencdrdmutes to the retailing and the branding
literature. Results identify eight RBE dimensi@m&l three of them are determinant: store
atmosphere, product quality and product value wdsestore access is considered weak.

The paper begins with a brief overview of the ral@diterature and the definition of focal
concepts. The next section introduces the newegnalization and presents the hypotheses.
Then, the methodology and the results are presamediscussed. The last section reports
important implications for both academics and manms@nd outlines limitations and future

research perspectives.

2. Conceptual framework and hypotheses

2.1. Theoretical background

In the following sections, we shall address defnial foundations that further serve to

develop the RBE conceptualization.



Since Ailawadi and Keller's (2004) call for a sgecmeasure of retailer brand equity, much
research has described the relevance of both atiniteutes (e.g., Burt and Davies 2010; Hartman
and Spiro 2005; Pappu and Quester 2006a) and the ¥aconsumers’ experiences (e.g.,
Puccinelli et al. 2009; Verhoef et al. 2009). Aesific conceptual definition adapted to retailers
remains to be developed and validated. Indeealeet typically build brand equity by
enhancing the product value (Monroe and Krishnab19eithaml 1988) and the experiential
value (Arnould et al. 2002; Hirschman and Holbrd®86; Holbrook and Hirschman 1982), but
still have no effective means to operationalize ax@ésure it (Hartman and Spiro 2005).

Considering that the store should be viewed aptbéuct in the retail area (Dicke 1992;
Floor 2006), this study considers retailer branditycas the added value with which the retailer
endows its stores, and the combination of prodsgetsjces and experiences that are delivered
through these outlets. This definition is inhelgatlapted to the definition of the retailer as a

brand instead of a classic product brand, as @dtlin Fig. 1.

Brand equity appears as a major construct andertahould take advantage of such a metric
to impact customer behavior and therefore produatket performance, accounting performance
and financial-market performance (Katsikeas e2@1.6). This seems especially worthwhile
because the equity of the retailer should served@ase the retailers:

i) share of wallet (by increasing the money spents owned stores);

i) market share (by adding up the current and nestomers due to its attraction)
iii) power against competitors within the market@a

iv) bargaining power against manufacturers and lgenspn the vertical channel;
v) efficiency (by a cost reduction); and

vi) revenue and profits.

2.2. Conceptualization of theretailer brand equity construct



Brand equity theories have been developed espetialproduct brands (Aaker 1991; Keller
1993). These product-based brand equity framewamdkgonsequently not appropriate and
should not be used when it comes to conceptualihiadprand equity of retailers. Ailawadi and
Keller (2004) explicitly address this issue andremkledge that Keller's former theory (1993) is
not relevant when assessing retailer brand eq@igce a theory is defined by the boundaries
within which it is expected to hold (Dubin 1978)daime entity to which it applies (MacKenzie et
al. 2011), the application and the relevance ofekak(1991) or Keller's (1993) brand equity
conceptualizations should be strongly justified¢Ket al. 1979; MacKenzie 2003; Nunnally and
Bernstein 1994). In this respect, results fronvimes RBE empirical research (Arnett et al.
2003, DeCarlo et al. 2007; Jinfeng and Zhilong 2028 pu and Quester 2006a, 2006b), which
did not provide arguments for transposing brandtgdieories to another distinct entity, should
be considered with caution. Retailer specifidlatties and the rich in-store experiences offered
to consumers involve an equity conceptualizaticepéed to retailers (Ailawadi and Keller 2004;
Anselmsson et al. 2017; Grewal and Levy 2009; Swalei al. 2016). The aforementioned
definition of retailer brand equity is the firseptto evolving toward a precise retailer conceptual

framework.

2.2.1. Conceptual definition

An initial step in the conceptualization is to iti§ndimensions by which a retailer can
manage to build brand equity. These dimensionaldhalidate several assertions. First, they
must be clearly perceived by consumers sinceetsdb a consumer-based retail brand equity
measure. Second, these dimensions may be coane&asily evaluated by consumers who are
the beneficiaries of retail offers (Drucker 198Bydherefore relevant to proceed to evaluation.
Last, retailers may leverage these dimensionsam tperational marketing strategies to increase

the delivered value to consumers and to build beaqnadty.



The value corresponds to general property (Mackeeatzal. 2011) and is established by
evaluations of consumers — the beneficiaries os#reice. So what should be the sources of this
value? Retailers would say customer benefits cioame both the acquisition of products and the
interactions with the brand; that is, the consuhetperiences.

A complete inventory of all attributes that reladgproducts, services, stores and interactions
is unlikely to be possible. Much research hascbestf for an exhaustive list of retailer attributes
and stimuli (Kunkel and Berry 1968) like in thergt@amage paradigm. The previous definition of
retailer brand equity does not imply the descriptsd every characteristic of the retailer’s offer,
but rather focuses on dimensions that contribut@lboe creation. Image is a concept that is
distinct from brand equity (Ailawadi et al. 2003y&yoda et al. 2016). Therefore, the store
image paradigm is a necessary but insufficientttoosto understand retailer performance and
customer behavior (Hartman and Spiro 2005).

It should be noted that brick-and-mortar storescégarly not the only retailing channel.
Indeed, other retailing channels such as onlinelasging are growing rapidly but are still only
about ten percent of US retail sales (Melis eR@lL6). From an academic perspective, brick-
and-mortar stores and online channels are toordiffdo be merged in a consistent retailer brand
equity definition without serious internal validiigsues (Dubin 1978; MacKenzie 2003).
Combining customers’ evaluations that come fronimtis purchase behaviors may lead to a
failure when operationalizing and measuring coms$iu Consequently, we chose to focus on
customers’ in-store experiences and rely upon tlaed repeated observations and evaluations of
retailers’ stores (Keaveney and Hunt 1992) to meatailer brand equity. In other words,

RBE is measured at the store level. Recent resoitSrm the centrality of retail stores by noting
that they act as billboards for brands in an onfrarmel strategy and are fruitful in the long-term

retail strategy, since the store increases salethar channels (Avery et al. 2012).



2.2.2. Operationalization of the RBE construct

These dimensions are unique aspects — or facdtRBE, which is consequently a
multidimensional construct (MacKenzie et al. 2018)ore precisely, we argue that RBE is a
reflective-formative second-order construct (Haiale2017). This hierarchical component
model (HCM) is theoretically appropriate becauseRBE construct evolves at a higher level of
abstraction as long as it has multiple inter-relaeb-dimensions (Law et al. 1998), each of
which represents a facet of the construct (Bollesh laennox 1991). Indeed, these dimensions
collectively “constitute” (Edwards 2001) or “prodaiqLaw et al. 1998) the retailer brand equity
construct. In other words, RBE sub-dimensionshateantecedents that cause the construct but
rather contributors of this construct in a composiieasurement model (Bollen 2011, Bollen and
Bauldry 2011; Henseler 2017; Sarstedt et al. 2016).

To determine what dimensions should be retaine@xgéanded literature review has served to
select the most common dimensions. Then, a qtiaditatudy was undertaken to explore
consumers’ shopping goals and experiences in theé sector and identify dimensions that
consumers care about when they patronize. Eigtié@ento-face semi-structured interviews
were conducted with consumers (nine females arelmales, ages 26-77) and interviews were
recorded. With this process, eight dimensions, or varialigthe retailer's marketing mix,
emerge and serve the retailer in order to credtee\and build its equity. The next section

summarizes these dimensions.
2.2.3. RBE dimensions
Access

Retailer access refers to the location of the stackthe relative shopping costs associated

with the consumer shopping there, including, faaraple, money, time or effort (Zeithaml 1988).

! The methodology as well as respondent verbatinedoh dimension and the node classifications aiiéhle&upon
request.



In this study, the access dimension denotes thesaa@onvenience (Seiders et al. 2005).
Retailers should build their strategies in fadiiitg consumers’ shopping trips with accessible
stores so that consumers can minimize devoted resfuln summary, this dimension assesses if
it is easy and quick to get into the store. Wedfore hypothesize:

H1. Access is positively associated with retailer braqguity.

Assortment

Assortment refers to the number of different itéma product category (Levy and Weitz
2011). More specifically, it includes the varietfygoods and services simultaneously offered in
the store (Gomez et al. 2004). In a branding @etsge, this crucial dimension for retailers
(Ailawadi and Keller 2004; Hoch et al. 1999; Paxd @mkhan 2006) is sometimes considered the
first determinant of the store choice (Brieschle2@09), especially because it modifies store
perceptions and the in-store experience (Verhoal @009). Consequently, retailers should
manage the assortment of their stores to satisfguwners’ needs, create value and enhance
loyalty. The best assortment for a retailer isdhe that satisfies the expectations and
preferences of consumers and consecutively enhéimeiesatisfaction and loyalty. Consumers’
evaluations of the assortment should be basedafabal suitability, that is, how the latter can
satisfy consumers’ individual expectations. In sifrthe selection of products and services

offered by the retailer are perceived as relevgrddmsumers. Formally,

H2. Assortment is positively associated with retdieand equity.

Atmosphere
In-store atmosphere refers to the enjoyable arebplg properties of the shopping trip
(Grewal et al. 2003). The atmosphere contribudgle hedonic value (Babin et al. 1994) with

the aesthetic (Holbrook 1994) or the visual appé#he store (Mathwick et al. 2001). This



dimension represents how the retailer can operikénvits stores to make the shopping trip
either pleasant and even enjoyable or distractvednsumers. In sum, if the store is judged
attractive and a nice place for shopping, thes favorably perceived on the appeal dimension.
Thus, we propose:

H3. Atmosphere is positively associated with retdilemd equity.

Convenience

The dimension convenience refers to the extentichwetailers make shopping easy for
customers. To do so, retailers must assist cussoamel make their shopping trip easier and
more convenient. Retail stores will be conveniegbods and brands that consumers are looking
for can be easily and quickly found. Following Dalkar and colleagues (1996), convenience is
associated with efficiency (Mathwick et al. 200hyas related to the utilitarian dimension
(Babin et al. 1994). More specifically, convenierie this research means usefulness and
easiness of the in-store layout and its propensityake the shopping trip more efficient. In
sum, convenience is achieved if the interior ofdhdet is well designed and facilitates the
customers’ shopping trip. Thus, we hypothesize:

H4. Conveniencés positively associated with retailer brand equity

Employees

This dimension refers to the competence of retameployees as perceived and evaluated by
customers. Interactions with staff members oftdate to a part of a more global dimension
called service. However, the conceptualization @merationalization in a service perspective
(Dabholkar et al. 1996; Parasuraman et al. 19882saeveral limits relative to the nature of the
retailer’s activities and characteristics. A distion between the value added by the employees

from other distinct service aspects should be m&imsumers’ evaluations concerning



employees can be neutral, especially in the FMGfBos&here interactions are less frequent

than in different sectors (e.g., fashion, furnijur@s we learned in our qualitative study,
consumers’ interactions with the staff frequendlgd to strong opinions, either positive or
negative, that contribute to either the creatiodestruction of value. Instead of gathering
evaluations of different facets of employee behigvias more logical to rely on a global and
holistic evaluation of retail employees as percgilig customers insofar as a staff member can
be respectful but not helpful or vice and versae €mployee dimension refers, therefore, to how
retailers can create value with the interactiortesben employees and customers and satisfy their
expectations. In sum, are the retail employeesc¥fe in delivering the service. Formally,

H5. Employees are positively associated with retditand equity.

Product Quality

The product quality dimension refers to customed@ations of the level of quality of
merchandise sold in retail stores. In the grosector, product quality evaluation concomitantly
relates to experiences with the product (Szymanoarsk Gijsbrechts 2012), for example, with
previous consumption and to subjective perceptioked to extrinsic product attributes
(Richardson et al. 1994). The selection of a rasfggands and the level of quality associated
with these brands influences the global percepifanerchandise quality and consequently the
perception of the store (Ailawadi and Keller 20Béker et al. 1994). In sum, the product quality
dimension is directly related to the perceptiothaf merchandise quality. In accordance with
these findings, we propose the following hypothesis

H6. Product quality is positively associated with Hetabrand equity.

Product Value

10



The product value dimension refers to customeruatans of the level of value of
merchandise sold in retail stores. Value meang whaceived and what is given (Zeithaml
1988) and is activated at the same time as peoceptif price and quality (Hallowell 1996).

Price only reflects the monetary aspect withoutsaeration of other resources, such as time or
effort (Baker et al. 2002). This study posits thaiduct value is a dimension that is distinct from
price or quality taken separately. The value efghoduct is crucial, as consumers look for a
retailer able to provide items with a good levetjahlity at competitive prices. This especially
holds in the FMCG context where trips are frequaert imply price sensitivity. In summary, the
product value dimension is directly related to pleeception of the price of the merchandise.
Thus, we hypothesize:

H7. Product value is positively associated with retairand equity.

Private Brands

Private brands are “owned and branded by organizaivhose primary economic
commitment is distribution rather than productig§thutte 1969). These brands are also
referred to as retail brands, private label orestiands (Kumar and Steenkamp 2007), as
opposed to manufacturer’s brands (or national l&gathct are owned by organizations whose
primary economic commitment is production. Retaileequently develop their private brand
portfolio to achieve various objectives, with aggribased segmentation strategy ranging from
“cheap and nasty” to premium and other strategiegiging specific benefits for consumers with
various ranges of products (e.g., organic, faidratc.). These brands enable retailers to gatisf
different kind of consumers, to differentiate th&om competitors (Sudhir and Talukdar 2004),
to enhance loyalty (Ailawadi and Harlam 2004; KagehFischer et al. 2014) and to increase
revenue (Corstjens and Lal 2000). Differentiatomgate brand strategies can consequently help

retailers to reap the benefits of a virtuous cyaldeveloping these brands (Ailawadi et al. 2008)

11



that should be viewed as a competitive resourcen@Bal991). Moreover, customer evaluations
of private brands should be holistic in order taenalize the value added by these brands and
how the various aspects satisfy consumers (e.gicehquality and size). In summary, private
brands are effective if the selection of brandemtipcts sold by the retailer is relevant in any
way. In accordance with these findings, we proghsdollowing hypothesis:

H8. Private brands are positively associated withilegthrand equity.

Fig. 2 displays the conceptualization of retailera equity. The model summarizes the
eight sub-dimensions that together form the RBEstrat and three other latent variables
included in the nomological network proposed assegnences of the focal construct. We
hypothesize that the eight dimensions of retaitan) equity have a positive influence on retailer
brand equity, which is also expected to predictLates, loyalty and word-of-mouth
communications. The idea that brand equity infagsnconsumer attitudes toward the retailer
and affects loyalty and word-of-mouth communicasgistrongly emerges in the marketing
literature.

Attitudes toward the retailer as a brand is a pshadical construct that is part of brand
associations (Keller 1993). Generally speakingnbrattitude is defined as “consumers’ overall
evaluations of a brand” (Wilkie 1986) and involvpuidgment about the brand and a cold affect
(Cohen and Areni 1991). Brand attitude is a @ltlorand equity driver (Park et al. 2010) that
predicts major variables of interests in retailiikg@ intention to purchase, purchase behavior, and
brand choice (Park et al. 2010; Priester et al4200 herefore, attitudes toward the retailer - the
brand - form the basis of consumer behavior araileetchoice.

Following Yoo et al. (2000) or Arnett et al. (20083tailer loyalty is defineds “a deeply
held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a prefeprdiuct or service consistently in the future,

despite situational influences and marketing effbeving the potential to cause switching

12



behavior” (Oliver 1997). This construct is crudialretailing (e.g., Jones and Kim 2011; Ou et
al. 2017; Reinartz and Kumar 2002), more especvetign studying brand equity. For example,
Swoboda et al. (2016) underline a strong and statdetween retail brand equity and
intentional loyalty across various retail sectof$ie present study follows the seminal definition
of Oliver (1997) as well as many retailing studie®randing (e.g., Arnett et al. 2003; Chebat et
al. 2009; Jinfeng and Zhilong 2009, Ou et al. 2Cdri¥) regard loyalty as a consequence of brand
equity.

Word-of-mouth communications is defined as "infolnp@rson-to-person communication
between a perceived noncommercial communicatoaardeiver regarding a brand, a product,
an organization, or a service" (Harrison-Walker BPOOWOM impacts consumer judgments and
behavior and is an important source of consumee&sggions (Brown et al. 2005: Zeithaml et al.
1993). When these communications are favorableM/i&even consider as the ultimate
product success factor (for a review, see Harristaker 2001). WOM is also a crucial variable
in the diffusion of innovation or novelty (Arndt 89; Bass 1969) and in the success of a firm in
the marketplace (Aaker 1991).

Therefore, positive evaluations of the eight retdirand equity dimensions lead to strong
brand equity for the retailer and consequentlydsifpre attitudes, higher loyalty and positive
word-of-mouth communications. Hence, we formutatefollowing hypotheses:

H9. Retailer brand equity is positively associatechvaittitudes toward the retailer.
H10. Retailer brand equity is positively associatechudtyalty.

H11. Retailer brand equity is positively associatechwibrd-of-mouth communications.

3. Model evaluation and results

13



To test the proposed model, we administered am@wujuestionnaire to European grocery
consumers who agreed to respond; 313 usable respomse obtained. Respondents were asked
to identify and focus on their principal store;ttis the one where they buy most of their grocery
products. Previous research articles provided sc¢hbd have previously been used and validated
in a retail context (see appendix A).

Two pretests were conducted in developing the questire to ensure a good understanding
level. First, following Anderson and Gerbing’s 9119 approach, substantive validity (item
validity) assessment ensured that concepts weaggldistinct from one another. Second, two
different groups of respondents (academics anduroess) received the questionnaire to assess
face validity and evaluate each item for relevaanue clarity; this led to minor modifications.

Requirements to achieve a statistical power of@@gnt assuming a one percent significance
level when the minimum Rvalue in the model is .10 (Cohen 1992) led torapsa size of 238.
Thus, the sample size met the recommended critgrdicators used seven-point Likert-type
scales, with anchors of 1 = strongly disagree and®ongly agree. The sample consisted of 102
males and 211 females, and the average age wa¢sghdard deviation = 12.68) (see appendix
B). Covariance-based SEM and component-based BEM{Ehin et al. 2008; Hair et al. 2017)
are two appropriate methods to assess the theairetadel (Hair et al. 2019). Partial least
squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM)idely used in business research (Sarstedt et
al. 2016) and was suitable for the present stiMdgreover, this method is particularly relevant in
a prediction-oriented perspective (i.e., predicionattitudes, loyalty and word-of-mouth
communications) (Shmueli et al. 2016). The patldehestimation uses the statistical software
SmartPLS 3 (Ringle et al. 2015). Guidelines ofrkéial. (2012, 2017) and Becker et al. (2012)
enabled measurement model evaluation with the tegéadicators approach to develop the

hierarchical component model (HCM).

3.1. Modedl evaluations

14



Since an unequal number of items leads to weakgstital results (Becker et al. 2012; Chin
2010), we conducted preliminary analysis in orderetain the same number of items for each
RBE dimensions. The assessment of the composabihigy (Hair et al. 2017), as well as a
principal component analysis, served to reducentimber of items and confirm
unidimensionality of the RBE dimensions (Churchilld lacobucci 2006; DeVellis 2003). This
preliminary analysis led to a final scale with B&his (3*8 dimensions) with all outer loadings
upon the cutoff of .70 (Nunnally and Bernstein 188dd allowed for evaluation of the model
(see appendix C). Model assessment followed Hail. 2011, 2019) guidelines by
systematically evaluating composite reliabilitydicator reliability, convergent validity and
discriminant validity for the eight first-order densions and for the three outcome constructs,
because they were measured reflectively (see Patdedetails). Absolute and relative fit
indices (e.g., goodness-of-fit, RMSEA, GFI) are motuded since PLS algorithm differs from
the commonly used covariance-based algorithm (eigyel) and does not produce such indices.
Moreover, goodness-of-fit measures for PLS aresniéble for model validation (Henseler and
Sarstedt 2013). Composite reliability ranged fr@@to .95 for the eleven constructs, exceeding
the minimum requirement of .70 (Hair et al. 2018)dicator loadings for all indicators were
above .708, confirming individual item reliabilifiair et al. 2019). The average variance
extracted for the constructs ranged from .61 to s demonstrating convergent validity for all
constructs by exceeding the minimum standard ofH&lr et al. 2017). All calculated AVEs
exceeded the squared correlations between thergotss(Fornell and Larcker 1981), indicating
discriminant validity (see Table 3).

Since discriminant validity issues (e.g., dimenseerlap) are an important consideration
when using SEM, the HTM4s criterion was employed in addition to the Forredlicker test

(Henseler et al. 2015). All of the stakeholderstaucts exhibited ratios of less than .85 showing

15



discriminant validity for the RBE dimensions ané tiomological net endogenous constructs

(see Appendix D).

The next step was the structural model evaluatidheorelationship between the RBE
construct and endogenous constructs embeddedrionislogical network (Bagozzi 1980;
Cronbach and Meehl 1955; Diamantopoulos and Wirikih2001). This allowed us to bring out
the coefficient of determination (R?), the size aighificance of the path coefficients and the
Stone-Geisser criterion (Q3).

Since unobserved heterogeneity can cause estin@atiatems and bias the results (Becker et
al. 2013), this study applied the FIMIX procedufénfte MIXture) to examine this (Hair et al.
2016; Matthews et al. 2016). Results suggesta@ ieeno meaningful level of heterogeneity in

the data, further strengthening the validity of BH&5-SEM results.

3.2. Results

This paper describes the development of a new naddetailer brand equity. Fig. 3 shows
the standardized path coefficients, the relatealier (in brackets) and the R2 value. Taken
together, these results suggest that retailer begndy is an important and relevant predictor of
Loyalty, WoM and Attitude. All relationships aresiamingful and significant. Finally, the Stone-
Geisser criterion yielded meaningful Q2 valuesiaurty the model’s predictive relevance

(respectively .13; .33 and .455 for Loyalty, WoMlahttitude).

The statistical results confirm the relevance séeond-order reflective-formative model with

eight sub-dimensions related to products and sesyio stores and to consumers’ experiences.
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Within all these significant dimensions, the analysveals that the in-store atmosphere (path
coefficient: .23) and the quality (.22) and valdehe products (.20) offer the greatest potential
for marketing activities. In other words, it medhat consumers are very demanding regarding
these dimensions. In contrast with the lowest disien access (.12), these three major
dimensions underline that consumers may sacrifice to reach and patronize a pleasant store
with quality products. Retailers have to delivérigh performance on these dimensions in order
to reap the benefits of a virtuous circle by buigla strong brand equity, which in turns increases
loyalty and commitment towards the retailer andvtes a positive and favorable opinion over

the retailer.

4. Discussion
Academic and managerial contributions will firstfresented, followed by the limitations of

the study and perspectives for further research.

4.1. Research implications

Brand equity is an important concept in marketiAte{vadi and Keller 2004; Keller and
Lehmann 2006). Based on a contemporary defindgiaetailer brand equity, this research is the
first to provide a retailer brand equity concepization that more effectively considers
specificities and their relationship with customef$is study minimizes the limitations
described in several previous studies:

- by implementing their recommendations for investigaretailer brand equity (Ailawadi

and Keller 2004; Hartman and Spiro 2005; PappuCuester 2006a);

- by considering store attributes (Ailawadi and Ke2804; Grewal and Levy 2009;

Hartman and Spiro 2005) and consumers’ experiefisvadi and Keller 2004,

Puccinelli et al. 2009; Verhoef et al. 2009);
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- by considering several specific and essentiallrdiiaiensions like access (Ailawadi and
Keller 2004; Pappu and Quester 2006a), employealsh@kar et al. 1996; Haelsig et al.
2007);

- by integrating the key role of private brands iatbrand equity measure (Burt and Davies
2010; Grewal and Levy 2009; Pappu and Quester 3006a

This research fills the gap in the literature biggrating these varied results in a specific RBE
framework, and by quantifying the importance ofstneimensions for the retailer when

attempting to build brand equity.

The findings clearly demonstrate that product ladikes and in-store interactions are crucial for
consumers. Retailer brand equity is, therefore rdéisult of different sources of value that are
derived from products and services and at the semeefrom customer experiences. Our
research also specifies which dimensions are detants for consumers when they are looking
for a store to patronize. In fact, product quadityd a pleasant place to shop are both key
elements in the grocery sector. The belief in nomer behavior research that consumers often
attempt to minimize total shopping costs does td.hCustomers are able to devote time and
money to patronize their preferred retailer evatsitores are not as easy to reach as those of
competitors. Indeed, access is the weakest poedighile quality and value are two of the three

main predictors and in-store atmosphere is the mgsdrtant.

Last, but not least, the comparison of the evabnatof customers loyal to a specific retailer

serves to empirically assess the conceptual waliiacKenzie et al. 2011).

4.2. Implications for managers

Low margins and intense competition characterieeréail industry where customers shop

frequently. Retailers must develop relevant stjigtein order to attract and retain consumers.
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To do so, they must build their brand equity toyisle more value to consumers and create and
sustain market awareness. Our findings assist netamagers in four distinct ways.

First, by identifying the dimensions retailers ¢atter manage their brand. All the
dimensions significantly relate to RBE, confirmithgt the more positive consumers’ evaluations
of these dimensions are the more a retailer witltle to create added value with its offerings.

In this regard, it is critical for retail firms fmrovide a better understanding of these dimensions
and leverage them to enhance both consumers’ expes and perceptions of goods and
services.

Second, this research provides valuable insights asweighted ranking in order to compare
RBE dimensions according to their own contributiometailer brand equity. Global analysis
underlines significant variations from one dimensio another. For example, with a weight of
.23, atmosphere is almost twice as important assscc12) in terms of building brand equity.
This is a crucial operational insight from the fimgk, since this hierarchy facilitates
identification of the main dimensions that detereniomand equity and the degree to which each
dimension is determinant. For example, three dsiers (atmosphere, product quality and
product value) are strong drivers of brand equity @entify key factors of success within the
grocery sector that retailers should understandnaaster. The non-significant level of
heterogeneity strengthens the consistency of gdtsg as it outlines the influence of these three
variables for various retail firms in different ¢derts. These are major areas of development that
can be addressed by marketing activities.

Third, analysis of a single dimension could alsdrbgful for retail firms through the weight
of the contribution associated with the score ai@difor the dimension. This score reflects
consumers’ evaluations of the dimension and prevadaseful estimate of the retailer’s ability to
deliver the right performance on the dimensiontalers have the capacity to determine whether

one dimension should be prioritized above othecsmaling to the contribution and the score of
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each dimension. They can subsequently monitotraic# these two values and use them in
benchmarking analyses (e.g., across time period®s).

The performance of the access dimension, for exangptrucial for retailers owning
convenient stores where consumers should be ablet to the stores quickly and easily. Even if
this dimension does not appear crucial becauds oélatively small contribution, it is relevant to
track this score and allocate resources to dewslapegies for specific retailers.

Retail firms must also understand that all dimemsicontribute to the equity of their brand.
Resources are sparse and must be well orienteddirogdo strategic priorities. It seems risky,
however, to radically reduce investments of oneifipadimension to invest in another. In fact,
using a similar reasoning as the two-factor th€bigrzberg et al. 1959), one dimension cannot
directly create value, but a failure on this dimensan destroy value. For example, in-store
convenience is a basic dimension that may notréiftgate a retailer upward but can lead to
serious issues if customers judge this dimensidretpoorly achieved. Consequently, weighting
allocations of resources among RBE drivers isaaitand neglecting one dimension can lead to
other important drawbacks. We recommend maintgithe right balance between these
dimensions when developing brand equity.

Fourth, the conceptual definition of RBE outlinee tmportance of the value creation within
the relationship between retailers and consunmiRetail firms should remember that it is possible
to analyze these drivers at a lower level, for eglanby dividing consumers according to
different criteria that can relate to their chaeaistics, but also by revising the retail marketing
strategy. In this regard, splitting consumers ediog to the store they patronize may lead to
more precise analyses and accurate results antedimais to adapt specific strategies and

objectives at the local level.

5. Limitations and directionsfor further studies
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Overall, we find support for this new measure amatisical results validate the conceptual
model, even though there is a need for severalaugmnents and further research. From a
theoretical perspective, this new conceptualizatieolves eight crucial dimensions as drivers
for the retailer in order to build its brand equit4 primary finding is to consider brand equity as
a second-order construct with multiple dimensiaon§irat-order variables. Several dimensions
can probably be added — or removed — to fit otbtilers or distinct customers (ina B to B
relationship for example). However, following remmendations of previous research on RBE
(e.g., Swoboda et al. 2016), two pretests and htaine study helped to identify relevant
dimensions in the specific FMCG context and magrgjthen the first order dimension selection.
Nonetheless, parsimony in dimension selectionss aksential because the more dimensions
included in the model the higher the likelihoodttiain non-significant results for some
dimensions due to statistical constraints (Cenfetet Bassellier 2009).

These limitations also suggest grounds for furteeearch. Regarding the stability of the
concept, the replication of the model is desirablearious other retail sectors (e.g., hard
discounters, DIY retailers) in order to determihihese eight dimensions are equally relevant
and to assess their respective contributions tocbeguity. Cross-sector differences may appear
according to both different retailer’s strategiad aonsumers’ goals. As FMCG sector and
retailing in general are also highly culturally sifie (de Mooij and Hofstede 2002), there is need
for research across various countries to betteenstahd potential variations in the way a retailer
can build its brand equity.

Customer goals (Puccinelli et al. 2009) and mot{sasrschett et al. 2005) vary not only
from one to another, but also for the same consar@rding to his/her shopping plans. In this
respect, customers should weight RBE dimensiorerdiitly from time to time and investigating

that could be of great interest since consumegheats may not even be relevant. Clustering
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shopping patronage according to these goals angesatould lead to a better segmentation that

can be very relevant in both academic and mandgemgexts.
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Appendix A. Measurement scales.

Measurement scales

RBE Dimensions

Access Seiders et al. (2005); Chowdhury, Reardwh Szivastava (1998)
Assortment Chowdhury, Reardon, and Srivastava (998

Atmosphere Grewal, Baker, Levy, and Voss (2003)

Convenience Dabholkar, Thorpe, and Rentz (1996)hwiak, Malhotra, and Rigdon (2001)
Employees Dabholkar, Thorpe, and Rentz (1996)

Product Quality Arnett, Laverie, and Meiers (2003)

Product Value Sweeney and Soutar (2001)

Private Brands Dodds, Monroe, and Grewal (1991he#tr Laverie, and Meiers (2003)
Nomological Network

Attitude Chebat, Sirgy, and Grzeskowiak (2010)

Loyalty Yoo, Donthu, and Lee (2000)

Word-of-Mouth Chebat, Sirgy, and Grzeskowiak (2010)
Communication
Notes. * adapted with the results of the qualitative study.
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Appendix B. Demographic statistics.

Value Share (%)
Gender
Male 102 32.59
Female 211 6741
Age
18-24 34 10.86
25-34 144 46.01
35-44 51 16.29
45-54 43 13.74
55-64 36 1150
Over 64 5 1.60
Household size
1 74 23.64
2 119 38.02
3 36 1150
4 53 16.93
5 29 9.27
6 2 0.64
Household Income per month (€)
-1000 30 9.58
1000-2000 71 22.68
2000-3000 78 24.92
3000-4000 76 24.28
4000-5000 32 10.22
5000 + 26 8.31
Number of store visits
One every month 12 3.83
Twice every month 62 1981
One every week 148 47.28
Twice every week 62 19.81
3 every week 18 5.75
More 11 3.51
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Appendix D. Discriminant validity (HTMTs criterion)

Constructs 1 2 3 4
1 Access -
2 Assortment .283 -
3 Atmosphere 447 .634 -
4 Convenience 417 433 482 -
5 Employees 341 449 .592 437 -
6 P Quality 331 .678 .783 423 578 -
7 P Value .322 .520 .557 453 .334 .705 -
8 Private Brands .158 .651 467 .409 314 .562 A429—
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Products and/or Services

Fig. 1. Conceptualization of retailer brand equitgpped to brand equity.
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Retailer Brand
Equity
Dimensions

Atmosphere

Convenience

Employees

Private
Brand:

H1

H2

H9
H3

H4
H10

Retailer Branc
Equity

H5

H11
H6

H7

H8

Notes. Measurement items are omitted for conveniencpgqaas.

Fig. 2. Retailer Brand Equity Model.
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Table?2
Results Summary for First-Order Reflective MeaswenModels.

Item Outer Item Composite  AVE
loading reliability reliability

RBE dimensions

Access ACC1 872 761 .893 .736
ACC2 .865 .748
ACC3 .835 .698

Assortment AST1 793 .629 873 .697
AST2 .828 .686
AST3 .881 T77

Atmosphere ATM1 .888 .788 912 776
ATM2 877 .769
ATM3 .878 T71

Convenience CON1 .840 .705 .880 .710
CON2 .808 .653
CON3 .879 773

Employees EMP1 .852 127 .897 744
EMP2 .875 765
EMP3 .860 .740

P Quality PQ1 .848 719 .888 725
PQ2 .831 .691
PQ3 .874 764

P Value PV1 .829 .687 .897 743
PV2 .908 .825
PV3 .847 .718

Private Brands PB1 754 .568 .887 725
PB2 .889 791
PB3 .904 .817

Nomological network

Attitude ATT1 .957 916 .956 917
ATT2 .958 917

Loyalty LOY1 778 .606 .864 .615
LOY2 784 .614
LOY3 .750 .563
LOY4 .822 675

WOM WOM1 913 .833 .920 .851
WOM2 .932 .869
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Table3

Discriminant validity (Fornell-Larcker criterion).

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Access .858
2 Assortment 231 835
3 Atmosphere .374 .530 .881
4  Convenience .339 .352 400 .843
5 Employees .283 .367 .501 .357 .863
6 P Quality .269 .553 .653 .342 476 .851
7 P Value .269 439 487 375 .289 .593 .862
8 Private Brands .129 .532 .389 .335 .260 456 .363.852
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