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Abstract: The study aims to develop a model of brand equity for a Romanian 

women’s clothing brand. The research aims are: (1) to investigate the 

relation between Brand Awareness/ Brand Associations/ Perceived Quality 

/Brand Loyalty  and Brand Equity; (2) to investigate the relation between 

Brand Equity and Brand Value; (3) to investigate the relation between Brand 

Value,  Purchase Intention and Consumer Willingness to pay a Premium 

Price. The research methods are the documentary study and the survey based 

on a quantitative questionnaire. The research sample consists of 120 

respondents. The results showed that brand association and brand loyalty 

have a direct influence on brand equity, while awareness and perceived 

quality do not display a significant impact on overall brand equity.  

Keywords: brand equity, brand loyalty, brand value, brand awareness, brand 

associations 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Brand equity and brand loyalty are two concepts that have managed to 

generate interest within the academic community for nearly three decades. As such, 

the specialized literature on the subject is quite extensive. However, if one looks at 
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the origin of brand equity founders, it is enough to understand that the concept of 

brand equity is entirely US made. Recent years have seen various contributions in 

the field from around the world, with focus on developing scales reliable for cross-

national validation and a global applicability, as well as applying various already 

validated scales in country-specific settings (Malaysia or Turkey). It can then be 

inferred that the field of brand equity is becoming increasingly globalized.  

The Romanian environment, however is suffering from low awareness in 

regard to the concept of Brand Equity. In Romania, the term of brand equity is less-

known than elsewhere around the world. There is not even a corresponding term 

for brand equity in the Romanian language. As such, brand equity research in the 

Romanian business environment is quite scarce, which is problematic in that, if 

managers are not aware of the concept, they cannot very well seek to apply it and 

subsequently gain valuable information which might help strengthen their brand 

and help their business.  

The concept of brand loyalty is usually used to describe the repetitive buying 

process for a brand, this behavior being generated by the consumer’s belief that a 

specific brand will satisfy his needs in the best way possible. Is it very important 

for a brand to generate customer loyalty, as this process involves both attitudinal 

and behavioral components? Brand loyalty is linked to brand reliability, credibility 

- honesty, commercial implications (Țugulea, 2014), involvement and satisfaction.  

Considering the benefits companies can gain from building strong brands, 

we believe that Brand Equity and Brand Loyalty- as a component of Brand Equity- 

are two concepts definitely worth exploring, which is the aim of this paper. 

The purpose of this research is to develop a model of brand equity for a 

Romanian women’s clothing brand, built and maintained during the last two 

decades by the company which bears the same name.  

The research objectives are: 

 To investigate the relation between Brand Awareness/ Brand Associations/ 

Perceived Quality /Brand Loyalty and Brand Equity  

 To investigate the relation between Brand Equity and Brand Value 

 To investigate the relation between Brand Value,  Purchase Intention and 

Consumer Willingness to pay a Premium Price  

The study is focused on a Romanian women’s clothing brand. The company 

designs and manufactures women’s clothing, in a very wide range of products, 
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from casual-wear to formal-wear and from business attire to outfits. From 

confidentiality and privacy reasons, the name of the brand is not specified. The 

company was also involved in the research process and was very interested in the 

final results.  

The research hypotheses are: 

H1: There is a positive relation between Brand Awareness/ Brand Associations/ 

Perceived Quality /Brand Loyalty and Overall Brand Equity 

H2: There is a positive relation between Overall Brand Equity and Overall 

Brand Value 

H3: There is a positive relation between Overall Brand Value and Purchase 

Intention 

H4: There is a positive relation between Overall Brand Value and Willingness 

to pay a Premium Price 

2 BRAND EQUITY 

2.1 Theoretical Conceptualization 

The subject of Brand Equity generated great interest from the scientific 

community in the last three decades, with various and numerous contributions 

made in this direction, from conceptual framework development to marketing 

research practical applications. 

 In 1988, Lance Leuthesser noted that a precise, unanimously accepted 

definition of brand equity did not, in fact, exist (Leuthesser, 1988). Although 

several long and very productive years have passed since then, the situation today 

does not seem to be much different from that described by Leuthesser (1988). 

 In order to define brand equity, two major perspectives were identified: the 

financial perspective and the customer (consumer-based) perspective 

(Severi and Ling; 2013). 

The first distinction between these two perspectives was made by Cobb-

Walgren and Rubble (1995) and briefly recounted by Atilgan et al. (2005). Cobb-

Walgren and Ruble propose that where manufacturers and retailers are mostly 

interested in the possible strategic implications of brand equity, i.e. brand strength, 

a company’s investors, both present and potential, will find more appeal in a 

financial outlook of brand equity.  
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From the financial perspective, the evaluation of brand equity is done in 

accordance with the market value of a company’s assets. Simon and Sullivan 

(1993) define financial brand equity as “monetary value of the brand to the firm”, 

consisting of “the incremental cash flows which accrue to branded products over 

unbranded products. Those adhering to the financial perspective of brand equity, 

however, recognize that any value a brand might have and, as such, a company 

might benefit from, is a direct result of consumer responses to that particular brand. 

Consequently, the grand majority of brand equity research is focused on a 

consumer-based approach.  

The customer/consumer-based approach suggests that the power of a 

brand stems from the minds of consumers. The two most notable authors who 

address consumer-based brand equity are David Allen Aaker (1996) and Kevin 

Lane Keller (2001). Both of these authors are considered pioneers in the area of 

theoretical conceptualization of brand equity and each of them has made invaluable 

contributions to the subject through their extensive studies. Most of the empirical 

research carried out in the field of brand equity is based on the studies of either 

Aaker or Keller.  

As such, when defining consumer-based brand equity, it is essential to 

examine the studies of these two founders of the concept. 

In his book, “Building Strong Brands” (1995: 23), David A. Aaker defines 

consumer-based brand equity as “a set of assets (and liabilities) linked to a brand’s 

name and symbol that adds to (or subtracts from) the value provided by a product 

or service to a firm and/or that firm’s customers.” There are five major asset 

categories identified by Aaker which need to be taken into consideration when 

attempting to measure brand equity, namely Brand Name Awareness, Brand 

Loyalty, Perceived Quality, Brand Associations and Other Proprietary Assets.  

 These five major asset categories identified by Aaker have subsequently 

acquired the name of Brand Equity Dimensions and have widely used in consumer-

based brand equity measurement. Aaker (1995) propunds that brand equity be 

measured by combining consumer perception measures with market-performance 

measures. His definition of brand equity is included as an integral part of 

consumer-based brand equity, however, due to the fact that the grand majority of 

empirical studies following his model are aimed in this direction. 
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In 1993, Kevin Lane Keller (2001) introduced the term Customer-based 

Brand Equity in a paper that would shape the face of brand equity research for 

years to come. Keller (2001: 34) defines brand equity as “the differential effect of 

brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand.”  

2.2 Theoretical Models 

Most brand equity research is conducted with consideration toward a 

selection of few conceptual models, with respect to which brand equity scales and 

measurements are developed. While researchers will often develop their own 

scales, specifically tailored to their area of focus and interest, the theoretical 

models they examine largely remain the same.  

More specifically, most empirical studies aiming to measure brand equity are 

based on either the Aaker Model or on the Customer-Based Brand Equity Model 

developed by Keller. 

The Aaker Model was introduced in 1991 by David A. Aaker. The model 

introduces five major asset categories, which require constant monitoring and 

investment on the company’s part if management of brand equity is to be 

successful. Managing brand equity effectively involves creating and enhancing 

these assets. The five major asset categories, or brand equity dimensions as 

proposed by Aaker are:   

(1) Brand Awareness – refers to the strength of a brand’s presence in the 

consumer’s mind and that can affect consumer perceptions and attitudes; 

Aaker goes on to identify several perspectives from which awareness can be 

identified and measured, namely Recognition, Recall, Top-of-mind, Brand 

Dominance, Brand Knowledge and Brand Opinion.  

(2) Brand Loyalty. Brand loyalty was defined as the repeating buying behavior 

of a product or a specific brand (LaBarbera, Mazursky, 1983, p. 395). This 

type of loyalty involves an emotional attachment while repeating the 

purchase can only mean the frequent acquisition of the same brand.  The 

inclusion of this dimension in the brand equity model was extremely 

controversial, with most authors believing that loyalty to certain brand is an 

outcome of high brand equity, not a determinant; Aaker, however argues that 

Loyalty should be included as an equity-generating asset, as doing so 

justifies the adoption of loyalty-building programs which, in turn, enhance 

brand equity. A major issue in including Loyalty as a dimension of brand 
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equity applies to the actual measurement process, in that loyalty measures do 

not apply to non-consumers. In order to obtain consumer's loyalty, the brand 

must be perceived both warm and competent (Kervin et al., 2012; Andrei 

and Zait, 2014) 

 (3) Perceived Quality – a very important component of brand equity as, 

according to Aaker (1991), among all brand associations, Perceived Quality 

is the only one to actually drive financial performance. Aaker argues that 

Perceived Quality should be measured in comparison to other brands, in 

terms of level of quality (high/average/inferior) and consistency of quality.     

(4) Brand Associations – might include product attributes, a particular symbol 

or a celebrity endorser/spokesperson. The levels of Brand Associations are 

Value, Brand Personality and Organizational Associations.   

(5) Other Proprietary Assets – include but are not limited to strong distribution 

channels for a brand and patents attached to a particular brand.  

The Customer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) Model was developed by 

Kevin Lane Keller (1993) and expanded upon in subsequent works. It provides 

insight into what brand equity is, as well as how this concept should be built, 

measured and managed.  

Keller stresses out the importance of having strong brands (which have high 

brand equity) from the very beginning, i.e. building them from scratch, as 

attempting to change any one given aspect or dimension of brand equity with 

consumer-perceived low value might result in the brand losing ground in another 

one of its dimensions. The example of lowering prices as a means of achieving 

higher market share, while sacrificing the existing customer base is provided. 

According to Keller (2001), building a strong brand (with the aid of the 

CBBE Model) is important due to the many benefits a company will gain from 

doing so. Among these benefits, the following are listed: less vulnerability to 

market crises, increased effectiveness of marketing communications, as well as 

increased customer loyalty. Greater customer loyalty is, therefore, identified as a 

benefit of brand strength and a direct result of brand equity. Keller’s view on Brand 

Loyalty is thus in direct conflict with that of Aaker. 

Keller’s view of brand equity as a means to building a strong brand entails 

following a series of steps (four to be more precise), with each of these steps 

outlined as being dependent upon the successful implementation of the previous 

step. An exception to this rule would be the very first step as introduced by Keller 
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as the first step has no previous step. Like the brand equity dimensions, the steps 

are organized and presented in a pyramid shape and model, also referred to as the 

“branding ladder”. 

The four steps identified by Keller (2001) involve answering a series of four 

questions, each of which is directly related to one Brand Equity Dimensions of the 

CBBE Model: 1. Identity (Who are you?); 2. Meaning (What are you?); 

3. Response (What about you?); 4. Relationships (What about you and me?). 

2.3 Brand Equity Measurement 

When it comes to measuring brand equity, whether from a financial 

perspective or a consumer-based one, most researchers will base their studies on a 

theoretical model found in the literature. For the consumer-based brand equity 

perspective, examples of such studies based on one of the two previously presented 

models include:  

 Keller’s CBBE Model in Park (2009), Kuhn et al. (2008); 

 The Aaker Model: Gill and Dawra (2010); Severi and Ling (2013); Buil 

(2013); Atilgan (2005); Yoo (2000) just to name a few; 

  Both of the previous models: James (2006). 

When it comes to brand equity measurement scales, the generally accepted 

practice within literature shows individual researchers either developing their own 

set of scales or, more commonly, employing and adapting scales which have been 

previously validated in the literature. Either way, the scales used by the brand 

equity research community are specifically tailored to the nature of the research at 

hand and the precise product category serviced by the brand in question.  

While it is very uncommon to find the same scales utilized in different 

contexts, there is a selection of few sets of brand equity scales which have been 

found to generate reliable results, which can be adapted to most any product 

category. Such scales can be found in the studies of Yoo et al. (2000), Pappu et al. 

(2005), Aaker (1996) and Lassar et al. (1995). 

The scale for brand equity measurement developed by Yoo, Lee and Donthu 

(2000) was validated by Washburn and Plank (2002) and is, at present the most 

commonly accepted measure of brand equity, from a consumer-based perspective. 

The scale developed by Yoo et al. initially consisted of 19 items specifically aimed 

at the four brand equity dimensions proposed by Aaker (comprising 
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Multidimensional Brand Equity), as well as a new equity construct, titled Overall 

Brand Equity (OBE), which was developed by the authors, in accordance with 

what they perceived to be acceptable definitions of brand equity; 5 of 14 initially 

proposed brand equity items were deleted during the scale validation process 

(generated low alpha values during factor analysis). The 14 remaining items are 

measured on one to five Likert-type scales; anchors range from 1, indicative of a 

strong level of disagreement (“Strongly Disagree”) and 5, representing a high level 

of agreement (“Strongly Agree”). 

As one of the most widely used measurement scales in brand equity 

research, the scale proposed by Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000) is briefly presented in 

Table 1. The authors put forward that brand equity be measured based on two 

constructs, namely Multidimensional Brand Equity, which encompasses the four 

dimensions envisioned by Aaker, and Overall Brand Equity, which is meant to 

provide an accurate measure of what consumers perceive a brand’s equity to be. 

Table-1 Brand Equity Scale introduced by Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000) 

Brand Equity 

Construct 
Brand Equity 

Dimension 
Scale Item 

Multidimensional 
Brand Equity 
(MBE) 

Perceived Quality 
The quality of X is extremely high. 
The likelihood that X would be functional is very 
high. 

Brand Loyalty 

I consider myself to be loyal to X. 
X would be my first choice. 
I will not buy other brands if X is available at the 
store. 

Brand Awareness 
I can recognize X among other competing brands. 
I am aware of X. 

Brand Associations 

Some characteristics of X come to my mind very 
quickly. 
I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of X. 
I have difficulty imagining X in my mind. 

Overall Brand Equity 
(OBE) 

 It makes sense to buy X instead of any other brand 
even if they are the same. 
Even if another brand has the same features as X, I 
would prefer to buy X. 
If there is another brand as good as X, I prefer to buy X. 
If another brand is not different from X in any way, 
it seems smarter to purchase X. 

Source: Yoo, Donthu and Lee: 2000 
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3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research Methods 

The research combined documentary study with quantitative survey.  

As part of the exploratory phase of research, a literature review was 

conducted. It is this review that has lead to the development of the brand equity 

model.  The brand equity model developed for the purpose of this study is based on 

the Aaker model (determinants of brand equity include Brand Awareness, Brand 

Associations, Perceived Quality and Brand Loyalty) with the addition of 

Purchase Intention and Consumer Willingness to pay a Price Premium as 

proposed outcomes of brand equity. A construct intended to measure Overall Brand 

Equity (Yoo, 2000) is also an integral part of the model. The model was adapted 

from the study of Buil, Martinez and de Chernatony (2013) and is to be presented, 

in graphical form bellow, in Figure 1. All depicted arrows indicate assumed 

positive relationships between the dimensions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure-1  Proposed Customer-Based Brand Equity Model  
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H3: There is a positive relation between Overall Brand Value and Purchase 

Intention 

H4: There is a positive relation between Overall Brand Value and Willingness 

to pay a Premium Price 

The relations between these variables were investigated using data collected 

through a quantitative survey based on a self-administered questionnaire serving as 

research instrument. 

3.2 Research Sample 

The population of interest for this particular research problem consists of 

consumers who have had recent experience with the brand and the products sold 

under this brand. Actual purchase of the products in the recent 12 months was 

introduced.  The research sample consists of 120 women respondents. 10% of total 

respondents have been excluded from participation in the study as a result of not 

meeting the eligibility criteria. 33.3% of the women are 25-34 years old and 20% 

of them have ages between 35-44 years.  

3.3 Research Instrument  

The questionnaire was applied online, by means of Google forms and was 

sent by the Marketing Department of the company to their existing client base. The 

questionnaire was available in Romanian, over a two-day period, in the month of 

June, 2014. Table 2 presents the scales used for each construct, developed based on 

literature review. Each item is evaluated on a 5 point Likert scale, from Total 

agreement to Total disagreement. The items from the questionnaire contained also 

the name of the brand but we replace the name with dots, intending to protect the 

company’s confidentiality.  

Table-2 Constructs and scales  

Constructs Scale Item 

Brand Awareness 

I am able to associate the … brand with the clothing products market. 

… is a clothing brand I am very familiar with. 

When I think about clothing products, …. is the first brand that comes into my 
mind. 

When I think about clothing products, … is one of the brands that come into 
my mind. 

Brand Associations 
I can easily recall the … logo. 

I think … has created for itself a strong image in the eyes of the consumers. 
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Constructs Scale Item 

I think … matches my personality. 

I think … is different, in a good way, from competing brands. 

Perceived Quality 

I can always trust in … if I want a quality clothing product.  

… offers very good quality clothing products.  

… always offers quality clothing products.  

… offers clothing products which have attractive prices. 

During use … products are highly unlikely to be defective. 

… offers clothing products made from fabrics which are of better quality than 
anything else on the market. 

… offers clothing products which have an attractive design. 

I think a … purchase is a good investment. 

… offers superior product quality when compared to what else is available on 
the market. 

Brand Loyalty 

I consider myself to be loyal to …. 

I always buy … products. 

I buy … products much more often than I buy products offered by other 
clothing brands. 

If I were to recommend clothing products, … would be the first brand I would 
recommend. 

I recommend … to my acquaintances, family and friends as often as I can. 

Consumer 
Willingness to 
Pay a Price 
Premium 

The prices of … products would have to go up quite a bit before I would 
consider not buying their products. 

I am willing to pay a higher price for … clothing items than I would pay for 
similar products offered by other brands. 

Purchase Intention 

I am seriously considering buying … clothing. 

It is very likely that I will purchase …clothing in the future. 

It is very likely that I will purchase … clothing in the following 3 months. 

Overall Brand Equity 

I would buy … instead of any other brand, even if they are similar in terms of 
product quality. 

I would buy … instead of any other brand, even if they are similar in terms of 
product price. 

Even if another brand is as good as …, I prefer to buy … clothing. 

Overall Brand Value In my opinion the overall value of …. is: 

4. RESULTS 

4.1 Dimensions Scores 

In order to investigate consumers’ perception regarding the dimensions 

included in the model, we computed a score for each of the dimensions. The results 

are presented in Table 3. 
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The scores presented in column 2 of Table 3 were computed by averaging all 

consumer responses for each of the 36 variables; the scores presented in column 3 

were computed by averaging the scores obtained by all variables comprising a 

specific brand equity dimension. 

These scores provide a first, basic outlook into the equity assigned by 

consumers to the investigated brand. The highest equity consumer-attributed values 

are 3.8 assigned to Overall Brand Value and Perceived Quality, while the lowest is 

2.9 attributed to Willingness to Pay a Premium Price.   

Table-3 Descriptive Statistics by Brand Equity Dimension  

Brand Equity Dimensions Variable Score Dimension Score 

Brand Awareness 

4.14 

3.63 
3.52 

3.10 

3.78 

Brand Associations 

3.69 

3.6 
3.69 

3.43 

3.73 

Perceived Quality 

3.91 

3.8 

4.07 

3.93 

3.50 

3.70 

3.70 

3.80 

3.80 

3.80 

Brand Loyalty 

3.1 

3.2 

2.8 

3 

3.4 

3.6 

Consumer Willingness to Pay a 
Premium Price  

3 
 

2.9 
 

2.8 

Purchase Intention 

3.5 

3.6 3.9 

3.4 

Overall Brand Equity 

3.3 

3.3 3.3 

3.4 

Overall Brand Value 3.8 3.8 

A very basic inference which can be made based on these scores alone, 

suggests while Perceived Quality may, in fact, directly and positively impact the 
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overall consumer-perceived value of the brand, said brand value does not 

positively impact Consumer Willingness to pay a Premium Price. An in-depth 

analysis of the relationships hypothesized Figure 1 will be conducted by means 

of regression analysis. 

4.2 Regression Analysis between Brand Awareness, Brand Associations, 

Perceived Quality, Brand Loyalty and Overall Brand Equity 

For the purpose of testing the proposed research model (Figure 1) and 

verifying the hypotheses associated with the model, regression analysis was run.  

 A very first step towards employing regression analysis was undertaken by 

computing new variables representing each brand equity dimension proposed in the 

model. These dimensions of brand equity were computed with Transform – 

Compute Variable option in the SPSS Statistics menu by computing the averages 

of scores given to each variable associated with a respective brand equity 

dimension. All of the 30 ratio variables were transformed into 7 new variables, 

which are to be tested with regression analysis. The 31 ratio variable (B_value) to 

be measured was kept the same, as there was only one item used to measure it. 

As per the first hypothesis, it is at this stage in the research process 

assumed that there is a positive linear relationship between each of the four brand 

equity dimensions proposed by Aaker and overall brand equity. As such, a linear 

regression model is run with SPSS Statistics, version 17.0, with overall brand 

equity as a dependent variable, and the four proposed determinants as 

independent variables. 

The coefficient of determination (R) is 0.813 and indicates strong 

relationship between the dependent variable – Overall Brand Equity and the chosen 

independent variables (Brand Awareness, Brand Associations, Perceived Quality 

and Brand Loyalty). The coefficient of correlation is 0.661 and suggests that 66.1% 

of the variation of overall brand equity can be explained by the simultaneous 

variation of the chosen independent variables. 
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Table-4 Anova Analysis  

Model 
Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 

Residual 

Total 

76.256 

39.179 

115.435 

4 

103 

107 

19.064 

380 

50.119 .000a 

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_loyalty, brand_awareness, brand_associations, 

perceived_quality 

b. Dependent Variable: overall_BE 

The ANOVA table (Table 4) indicates that the linear regression model run 

with overall brand equity as a dependent variable is statistically significant. This 

particular inference can be drawn from both the level of significance (sig.=0.000, 

which is smaller than α=0.05) as well as by doing a quick Fisher test. The F value 

is 50.119 for sig.=0.000, indicating that the model is significant.  

It can, therefore, be inferred that the linear regression model between Overall 

Brand Equity and all of the four independent variables is significant.  

However, even though it can be concluded, with a probability of 95% that 

this regression model is significant, a quick look at the Coefficients table (Table 5) 

reveals problems with three of the four estimated regression coefficients, 

corresponding to Brand Awareness, Brand Association and Perceived Quality. 

With sig. values higher than α=0.05, the results yielded by this model are not 

applicable to the entire population of interest. 

Table-5 Regression coefficients  

Model 
Non-standardized Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

(Constant) 

brand_awareness 

brand_associations 

perceived_quality 

brand_loyalty 

.024 

.110 

.149 

.119 

.606 

.380 

.117 

.139 

.179 

.093 

 

.081 

.122 

.077 

.599 

   .062 

   .938 

1.075 

   .665 

6.542 

.951 

.350 

.285 

.507 

.000 

In order to shed some light into the aforementioned problem, backward 

regression is run for these five variables. The results of backward regression 

indicate that although, to some extent, linearly related to overall brand equity, the 

total variation in brand awareness and perceived quality is insufficient in 

explaining the variation in brand equity. In fact, the combined variations of these 
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two variables only determine 0.05% of the variation of the dependent variable and, 

as such, are to be excluded from the model. Ultimately only brand associations and 

brand loyalty explain the total variation in Overall Brand Equity, with the value of 

          , indicating that 65.6% of the variation of Overall Brand Equity can be 

explained by the simultaneous variation of the brand associations and brand 

loyalty. 

Analysing the regresission coefficients presented in Table 6, we conclude 

that the mathematical representation of the model can be, thus written as: 

                    
                                                       

As a result, the first hypothesis is only partially confirmed (H1: There is a 

positive relation between Brand Awareness/Brand Associations/Perceived 

Quality/Brand Loyalty and Overall Brand Equity), with awareness and perceived 

quality not having a significant impact on overall brand equity. 

Table-6 Regression coefficients for the three models 

Model 

Non-standardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficien
ts t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

 (Constant) 

brand_awareness 

brand_associations 

perceived_quality 

brand_loyalty 

.024 

.110 

.149 

.119 

.606 

.380 

.117 

.139 

.179 

.093 

 

.081 

.122 

.077 

.599 

.062 

.938 

1.075 

.665 

6.542 

.951 

.350 

.285 

.507 

.000 

 (Constant) 

brand_awareness 

brand_associations 

brand_loyalty 

.176 

.119 

.203 

.629 

.302 

.116 

.112 

.086 

 

.087 

.166 

.621 

.583 

1.027 

1.814 

7.291 

.561 

.307 

.073 

.000 

 (Constant) 

brand_associations 

brand_loyalty 

.331 

.256 

.655 

.262 

.100 

.082 

 

.209 

.647 

1.264 

2.575 

7.961 

.209 

.011 

.000 

4.3 Regression Analysis between Overall Brand Equity and Overall 

Brand Value 

In order to ascertain the validity of the second hypothesis (H2: There is a 

positive relation between Overall Brand Equity and Overall Brand Value) a linear 

regression model is run. 
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With R
2
=0.604, the total variation of Overall Brand Equity explains 60.4% 

of the total variation in Overall Brand Value. The estimated equation for this model 

is given bellow: 

Overall Brand Value=1.580+0.657 x Overall Brand Equity 

An increase of 1 point in overall brand equity will generate an increase of 

0.657 in overall brand value. 

The results of the regression model previously summarized indicate a 

positive linear relationship between overall brand equity and overall brand value. 

As such, the second hypothesis (H2: There is a positive relation between Overall 

Brand Equity and Overall Brand Value) is confirmed. 

4.4 Regression Analysis between Overall Brand Value and Purchase 

Intention 

The nature of the relationship between overall brand value and consumer 

purchase intention constitutes the basis for the third proposed hypothesis (H3: 

There is a positive relation between Overall Brand Value and Purchase Intention). 

In order to test the accuracy of this hypothesis a regression model between the two 

previously mentioned variables was made so as to assess the nature of the 

relationship between the two variables.  

The total variation in overall brand value explains 50.9% of the variation in 

purchase intention. The model is statistically significant, as indicated by all sig. 

values associated with its coefficients (sig. =0.00<0.05). 

The estimated equation for this model is: 

 Purchase Intention=1.116+0.653 x Overall Brand Value.  

An increase of 1 point in overall brand value will result in an increase by 

0.653 points in consumer purchase intention. 

The model suggests a significant positive relationship between these two 

variables, with purchase intention as the dependent variable, thereby confirming 

the third hypothesis. 

4.5 Regression Analysis between Overall Brand Value and Consumer 

Willingness to Pay a Premium Price 

As a means of testing the fourth hypothesis (H4: There is a positive 

relation between Overall Brand Value and Willingness to pay a Premium Price), 

a linear regression model was run with Overall Brand Value as the independent 
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variable and Consumer Willingness to Pay a Premium Price as the dependent 

variable to be explained.  

Regression analysis suggests a medium-strength relationship between the two 

variables, with the total variation in consumer willingness to pay a price premium 

being explained to the extent of 31.1% by the total variation in overall brand value.  

The estimated equation for this model is:  

Consumer Willingness to Pay a Premium Price =0.222+0.708 x 

Overall Brand Value 

From this equation (and the coefficients associated with each variable) we 

can infer that when overall brand value has a value of 1 point, consumer 

willingness to pay a price premium increases by 0.708 points. 

All sig. values generated by SPSS (for both ANOVA and coefficients tables) 

indicate a significant model, and as such a positive linear relationship between 

overall brand value and willingness to pay a price premium. 

Consequently, the fourth and final research hypothesis is confirmed. 

5 CONCLUSIONS  

Based on studies previously found in literature, a brand equity model was 

put forward.  This model included 8 brand equity variables and made hypotheses in 

regards to the nature of the relationships between various sets of variables, which 

were then translated into a total of four research hypotheses. The scores obtained 

for each equity dimension range from 2.9 to 3.8, where the minimum value which 

could have been obtained was 1 and the maximum could have been 5.  

The average for the scale measuring Consumer Willingness to Pay a 

Premium Price is 2.9. This dimension speaks towards the consumers’ willingness 

to accept price variations for the brand.  

The average for the scale measuring Brand Loyalty is 3.2, indicating the 

value of the extent to which consumers themselves display brand loyalty and 

recommend it within their social circles.  

The average value for the scale Overall Brand Equity is 3.3. This dimension 

aims at providing an overall value of brand equity.  

The average for the scale measuring Brand Associations is 3.6. This scale 

measures the extent to which the image of the brand is considered to be a match by 

the respondents, both in terms of image and style.  
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The average value of consumer’s intention to purchase the brand in the 

future (the scale for Purchase Intention) is 3.6, indicating a medium level of 

interest in this direction. 

The extent to which consumers know what the brand stands for (the scale for 

Brand Awareness) is 3.63, indicating a good level of brand awareness.  

The Perceived Quality of Brand and Product is evaluated with the average of 

3.8; this value shows us that consumers perceive a good quality of the brand.  

Consumer-assigned Brand Value is 3.8. This dimension aims at capturing an 

overall view and consumer opinion of the brand in question. 

Research findings with respect to the four hypotheses include: 

 H1: There is a positive relation between Brand Awareness/ Brand Associations/ 

Perceived Quality /Brand Loyalty and Overall Brand Equity – hypothesis was only 

partially confirmed; based on the collected data, positive, linear relationships 

were found between brand associations and  brand loyalty, when regressed upon 

overall brand equity; it was further determined that awareness and perceived 

quality had an indirect positive impact on Overall Brand Equity, the nature of 

which will be presented bellow shortly; 

 H2: There is a positive relation between Overall Brand Equity and Overall 

Brand Value – confirmed  

 H3: There is a positive relation between Overall Brand Value and Purchase 

Intention - confirmed  

 H4: There is a positive relation between Overall Brand Value and Willingness 

to pay a Premium Price- confirmed  

It was inferred that associations and perceived quality, rather than directly 

influencing brand equity, play an indirect part in ascertaining consumer-perceived 

brand equity by influencing brand awareness and loyalty, which in turn directly 

impact and determine brand equity. The relationship between brand equity and 

brand value is linear and positive in nature, meaning that high brand equity 

automatically generates higher brand value. It is this brand value that determines 

the extent to which consumers are willing to tolerate price increases for the brand 

as well as future purchase intensions specific to the brand in question. 

Research Limitations 

Having been applied in an online format, as well having allotted a rather 

small timeframe for data collection, it is unlikely that all of the target population 

had access to the questionnaire form, which is reflected in the fact that the “Over 
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54 years old” market segment is not at all represented in the study. It can 

therefore be inferred that the results obtained do not apply to the entire 

population of interest. Other limitations include a relatively small sample size 

that might impact the results. 

Future research directions 

All of these findings were however generated by examining the responses 

and attitudes of brand users and at-one-time brand owners. An idea for further, 

complementary research is to apply the brand equity model to non-users and non-

owners so as to gather information regarding why they do not consider the 

investigated brand as a viable option in product purchase situations. Such an 

endeavor has already been undertaken (Tolba, 2009) with positive and insightful 

results. Using more complex statistical methods such as factor analysis and 

structural equation modeling is yet another idea for further research.     

Managerial Implications 

Based on the scores alone, it can be inferred that both equity and value for 

the brand are above average. With scores of 3.3 and 3.8 respectively, it can be 

inferred that consumers perceive the brand to be of good quality and worth 

investing in.  

However, although in essence addressing a certain type of lady based on the 

products that it designs and offers to consumers, the brand needs to redouble its 

efforts in attracting the younger demographic, possibly through another brand 

extension. It is obvious from the data gathered that the younger demographic does 

not, in fact, harness the same enthusiasm towards the brand as the older one. 

 The company’s management needs to find a way to provide more attractive 

benefits to these younger consumers, without in any way, shape or form chasing 

away their older ones. As things stand now, older consumers are this company’s 

bread and butter, and the reason the brand achieved its high values in terms of both 

equity and overall value.   

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

This paper was funded by the European Social Fund through Sartorial 

Operational Program Human Resources Development 2007 – 2013; project 

number POSDRU/159/1.5/S/134197, project title “Performance and Excellence in 

Doctoral and Postdoctoral Research in Economic Sciences in Romania” 



Claudia BOBÂLCĂ, Daniela-Cornelia APACHIŢEI, Adriana MANOLICĂ, Teodora ROMAN 

 

82 

BIBLIOGRAPHY  

1. Aaker, D.A. (1991), Managing Brand Equity: Capitalizing on the Value of a Brand 

Name, The Free Press. 

2. Aaker, D.A. (1995), Building Strong Brands, The Free Press. 

3. Aaker, D.A. (1996), “Measuring brand equity across products and markets”, California 

Management Review, Vol. 38, No. 3, pp 102-120. 

4. Agarwal, M.K.and Rao, V.R (1996), “An empirical comparison of consumer-based 

measures of brand equity”, Marketing Letters, Vol. 7, No.3, pp 237-247. 

5. Andrei, A. G. and Zait, A. (2014),  Perceptions of Warmth & Competence in Online 

Networking: An Experimental  Analysis of a Company Launch, REBS, Review of 

Economic and Business Studies, Vol. 7, No. 1, pp.11-29. 

6. Atilgan, E., Aksoy, Ş. And Akinci, S. (2005), “Determinants of the brand equity scale – 

a verification approach in the beverage industry in Turkey”, Marketing Intellingence 

and Planning, Vol. 23, No. 3, 2005, pp 237-248. 

7. Ciobanu, O., Bobâlcă, C. (2011), “Importance of credibility’s factors- an analysis on a 

particular category of web sites”, Anale. Seria Stiinte Economice. Timisoara, Vol. XVII, 

Editura Mirton Timisoara, ISSN: 1582-6333, p. 260-267.  

8. Bravo, G.R., Fraj, A.E and Martinez, S.E. (2007), “Family as a source of consumer-

based brand equity”, Journal of Product and Brand Management, Vol. 16, No. 3, 

pp 188-199.  

9. Buil, I., de Chernatony, L. and Martinez, E. (2008), “ A cross-national validation of the 

consumer-based brand equity scale”, Journal of Product and Brand Management, 

Vol.17, No. 6, pp 384-392.  

10. Buil, I., Martinez, E. and de Chernatony, L. (2013), “The influence of brand equity on 

consumer responses”, Journal of Consumer Marketing, Vol. 30, No. 1, pp 62-74. 

11. Butnaru, G. (2011), “Comparative Analysis on the Clients’ Perception of the Quality of 

Tourist Products and Services”, International Business and Management, Vol.3, No.1, 

pp. 63-76. 

12. Gill, M.S. and Dawra, J. (2010), “Evaluating Aaker’s sources of brand equity and the 

mediating role of brand image”, Journal of Targeting, Measurement and Analysis for 

Marketing, Vol. 18, No. 3, pp 189-198.  

13. Iglesias, O., Singh, F.F and Casabayo, M. (2011), Key changes and challenges for 

brands in an uncertain future, Journal of Product and Brand Management, Vol. 20, 

No. 6, pp 436-439. 

14. Keller, K.L. (1993), “Conceptualizing, Measuring and Managing Customer-based 

Brand Equity, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 57, pp 1-22. 

15. Keller, K.L. (1999), “The brand report card”, Harvard Business Review, pp 3 -10. 

16. Keller, K.L. (2001), “Building customer-based brand equity”, Marketing Management, 

pp 15-19. 

17. Kervyn, N., Fiske S. T. and Malone, C. (2012), “Brands as intentional agents 

framework: How perceived intentions and ability can map brand perception”, Journal of 

Consumer Psychology, Vol. 22, pp. 166 – 176.  

18. LaBarbera, P.A. and Mazursky, D. (1983), „A Longitudinal Assessment of Consumer 

Satisfaction-Dissatisfaction: The Dynamic Aspect of the Cognitive Process”, Journal of 

Marketing Research, Vol.  20, pp. 393-404. 



BRAND LOYALTY – A DETERMINANT OF BRAND EQUITY 

 

83 

19. Lee, G.C. and Yew Leh, F. C. (2011), “Dimensions of customer-based brand equity: a 

study on Malaysian brands”, Journal of Marketing Research and Case Studies, Vol. 

2011, pp 1-10.  

20. Leussether, L. (1988), “Defining, Measuring and Managing Brand Equity: A conference 

Summary”, Marketing Science Institute, Report No. 88-104. 

21. Manolica, A. (2013), Implicaţii decizionale ale comportamentului consumatorului, 

Editura Tehnopress, Iaşi. 

22. Manolica, A., Roman, C. T. (2011), “Consumer – from Atitude to Behavior. Testing 

Fishbein’s Model of Rational Action”, Proceedings of the 6th International Conference 

on ICBE, Editor C. Brătianu, pp. 157-165. 

23. Pappu, R., Quester, P.G. and Cooksey, R. W. (2005), “Consumer-based brand equity: 

improving the measurement – empirical evidence”, Journal of Product and Brand 

Management, Vol. 14, No. 3, pp 143-154.  

24. Raggio, R.D. and Leone, R.P (2007), “The theoretical separation of brand equity and 

brand value”, Brand Management, No 14, pp 380-395.  

25. Severi, E. and Ling, K. C. (2013), “The mediating effects of brand associations, brand 

loyalty, brand image and perceived quality on brand equity”, Asian Social Science, Vol. 

9, No. 3, pp125-137. 

26. Teas, R.K. and Grapentine, T.H. (1996), “Demystifying brand equity”, Marketing 

Research, Vol. 8, No. 2, pp 24-29. 

27. Tolba, A.H. and Hassan, S.S. (2009), “Linking customer-based brand equity with brand 

market performance: a managerial approach”, Journal of Product and Brand 

Management, Vol. 18, No. 5, pp 356-366.  

28. Țugulea, O., Bobâlcă, I. C. and Soponaru, C. (2013), “City Brand Personality – An 

International Concept with Regional Appliance in the Tourism Development Strategy”, 

CES Working Papers, Vol. 5, No. 4. 

29. Ţugulea, O. (2014), What Dimensions Discriminate Users to Consider a Presentation 

Website to be Credible or not Credible?, Annals of the „Constantin Brâncuşi” 

University of Târgu Jiu, Economy Series, No. 4, pp. 207-214. 

30. Veloutsou, C., Christodoulides, G. and de Chernatony, L. (2013), “A taxonomy of 

measures for consumer-based brand equity: drawing on the views of managers in 

Europe”, Journal of Product and Brand Management, Vol. 22, No. 3, pp 238-248.  

31. Wang, H., Wei, Y.and Yu, C. (2008), “Global brand equity model: combining 

customer-based outcome approaches”, Journal of Product and Brand Management, 

Vol. 17, No. 5, 2008, pp 305-316.  

32. Washburn, J.H. and Plank, R.E. (2002), “Measuring brand equity: an evaluation of a 

consumer-based brand equity scale”, Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, Vol. 

10, No. 1, pp 46-62.  

33. Yaseen N., Tahira, M. and Anwar A. (2011), “Impact of brand awareness, perceived 

quality and customer loyalty on brand profitability and purchase intention: a resellers’ 

view”, Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary Research in Business, Vol. 3, No. 8, 

pp 833-839.  

34. Yoo, B., Donthu, N.and Lee, S. (2000), “An examination of selected marketing mix 

elements and brand equity”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 28, 

No. 2, pp 195-211. 


