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Storeimage dimensions and brand equity: the moderating role of demographic
characteristics

1. Introduction

Managing store image is crucial for retail succeStore characteristics are cues that
consumers consider important before patronizingnsdmers use these attributes to
determine which stores fit better their needs. Sanglies have examined store image
dimensions such as price and merchandise qualgailers market is characterized by more
competition. Thus, store brands can be used toggaire competitive advantages.

More and moretetailers seek to increase their brand equity bggirating their store brands
and distributor brands such as store brands oaferilabels. This study proposes to examine
the effects of store image on distributor branditygn store brands (i.e., we focus on brands
that bear or suggest the name of the store). Rejastudies have recognized that although
distributor’'s brands enjoy brand equity, few stgdiefer to it (Beristain and Zorrilla, 2011;
De Wulfet al, 2005).

Specifically, we address the following question:[¥bes store image influence the equity of
the distributor brands? Investigation of that e&ssot only will enable us to better understand
what dimensions of store brand are crucial for aorex choice, but also will provide useful
marketing implications for manufacturers and retail Manufacturers will choose the stores
that fit better their brands and retailers will pdand therefore optimize marketing policies
taking account ofonsumers’ perception. The author concludes wilseussion of these and
other implications for researchers and practitisner

2. Resear ch background

The concept of brand equity began to gain an expgrattention in the 1980s. Since these
years, brand equity has been studied across thaeeparspectives: customer, product market
and financial (Keller and Lehmann, 2003). Becalrs® drticle focuses on the perspective of
the consumer, customer-based brand equity canfmeedeas “the differential effect of brand
knowledge on consumer response to the marketitigedérand” (Keller, 1993).

Marketing literature has examined a large varietybmand equity determinants: product
(Pauwels, 2004), price (Suri, Manchanda & Kohli02)) promotions (Valette-Florence,
Guizani & Merunka, 2011; Ailawadi, Neslin & LehmanR003) and advertising (Keller,
2003). However, a few studies have examined theaanpf distribution (Czellar & Denis,
2002), especially in terms of store image.

This study focuses on the store image influencestone brand equity. Collins-Dodd and
Lindley (2003) suggest that a strong relationsl@fwieen a retail store image and its brand is
a crucial requirement for a successful differemrastrategy.

2.1. Relationship between storeimage dimensions and store brand equity

Store image is defined as “the way in which theests defined in the shopper’s mind partly
by its functional qualities and partly by an aufgsychological attribute” (Martineau, 1958).
Beristain and Zorrilla (2011) define store brandiiggas “a set of components (assets and
liabilities linked to a brand) that flow into a ¢fal and subjective value associated with a
brand, generating a differential response from gores. These definitions deal with the
purpose of this article suggesting the influencstofe image on store brand equity.



The cue utilization theory suggests that consurasesan array of cues (e.g., price, color,
brand name, brand image, store image, etc.) teassproduct’s quality (Olson and Jacoby,
1972). According to Smeijn et al. (2004), consumese these cues to form an overall
evaluation that will affect their attitude towaltetstore as a whole and its store brands. Some
recent researches have tried to examine empirittadyelationship between store image and
store brand equity.

Collins-Dodd and Lindley (2003) have demonstrateat store image plays a role in specific
store brand evaluations. Thus, in this view, thayehfound support for the notion that store
brands can be seen as extensions of the store ,in@agk so can contribute to store
differentiation in the consumer’s mind.

Vahie and Paswan (2006) have investigated the itrmgdegtore image on private label brand
image. They find that store atmosphere and stoagtgyositively influence the perception of
private label brand’s quality. This implies that@sing on store image dimensions can boost
store brand equity.

Marketing literature use interchangeably the conadpstore brands with terms such as
‘private label brands’ or ‘own brands’ (Smeijn &t 2004). But some researchers distinguish
between store brands that bear retailer's namegwa brands, and those that don’t do it, i.e.
others store brands (Rao et al. 2004; Ngobo, 201i#)is study, we use the concept of store
brands as those that bear retailer's name (i.efostes on own brands). Because they use
retailer’'s name, own brands operate as a signadtafler product quality (Erdem and Swait,
1998). Studies have shown that own-name brandisgdiféerent effects on customers in
comparison to other-name branding strategies (RhdrHoch, 1997). However, in line with
Beristain & Zorrilla (2012, p 565), there is a lackempirical evidence in the relationship
between store image dimensions and store brantiyetjéeé develop a model of yoghurt own-
brand equity where we assume a first and more ipgeggemise that store image may
influence own brand equity.

In addition, although some studies, particularkysih mentioned above, have investigated the
relationship between store image and brand eqlittie attention has been paid to the
moderating role of demographic characteristics.

2.2. Moderating role of demographic characteristics

Several studies have examined the influence of wuas characteristics on brand
performance. For example, Dhar and Hoch (1997)eatigat demographics could vary across
retailers because of differences in targeting, tmsng, and real estate. One year before,
Hoch (1996) found that private label shares vagoating to the age, income, education, etc.
Richardson, Jain and Dick, (1996) suggest thatctwdlicting findings may not only be an
artifact of the different products, but also samgilees and dependent measures used in the
various investigations. We draw on previous studireslemographics’ effects and include the
following demographic characteristics in our reshdp estimate the effects of store image on
brand equity: (1) family size, (2) age, (3) incor(®, education, (5) working female presence,
and (6) occupations. Including these variablesun model affords the opportunity to test
their importance relative to consumer store peroaph determining own brand equity. This
variables selection is based on the rationale shte own brands are different to national
brands and other store brands (e.g. relative tweprown brands may otherwise appeal to
consumers in distinct demographic groups. The skcprimary hypothesis is that
demographic characteristics can act as moderatinghles by significantly influencing own
brand equity. Studies have shown that socio-denpbgracharacteristics affect brand
knowledge, i.e. a component of brand equity. Basethrand literature evidence, we expect
that demographic characteristics can moderatartkdétween store image and brand equity.



3. Data

We use data provided by the MarketingScan Pane& .plimel was drawn up one city (Angers,
147,571 inhabitants) in France and covers purchasee from January 2004 to June 2009.
Panel households make more than 95% of their pseshaside the town where there are
fourteen stores. The study variables include puwebha marketing mix variables,
demographics and store image data. MarketingSdéettostores perception in early January
of every year. We selected all the householdstibaght an own brand at least once during
the period of study (Cotton and Babb, 1978). Wéresed the model using one category:
yoghurt. This category represents a broad repratentof physical and chemical properties,
sensory quality (e.g., aroma, texture) and packp(fouteille et al. 2013). We also selected
stores that sell yoghurt bearing store name, teem®es constitute 62 % of the test market.
Therefore, our study covers purchases made in i@sston 6 brands by 2053 households
(Table 1).

Tablel
Consumers’ distribution (n=2053).
Households’ factors Number (%)
Age of family head
18-29 14 (0.01)
30-44 545 (0.27)
45-59 844 (0.41)
60 and over 650 (0.32)
Education
College and over 1458 (0.71)
Other level 595 (0.29)
Occupation
High occupation level 760 (0.37)
Middle occupation level 677 (0.33)
Low occupation level 616 (0.30)
Income (€)
Well-off (2745 and more) 695 (0.34)
Middle class (1295-2745) 1008 (0.49)
Low-income family (up to 1295) 350 (0.17)

Store image was measured with 19 items (see alsobdNgand Jean, 2012). The
dimensionality of the construct was checked vianegting an Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA). Like Ngobo and Jean (2012), we obtainedadlst structure with six components:
price image, sales staff service, locational corersre, assortment perceived variety, produce
quality, and store brand quality (Table 2). Theiasare explained by these factors exceeds
67%. Reliability was assessed by the Cronbach’©@lpAll variables yielded an Alpha at or
over the recommended 0.7 (Fornell and Larcker, },9&gtisfying the criteria. In addition, the
composite reliability (CR) estimates (Joreskog®s, ), ranging from 0.74 to 0.90, exceed the
cut-off value of 0.7 (Nunnally and Bernstein, 199%e conducted a Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) using AMOS. We tested a one-factadel before a multiple-factor model
(Byrne, 2009). The one-factor model provided thdlowing fit: Chi-Square (df) =
377535.748 (152), p=0.0000; RMSEA=0.159; RMSR=0;1881=0.652; TLI=0.608. The
six-factor model fit the data better than the ometdr model: Chi-Square=43185.780, df=
138, p=0.0000; RMSEA=0.056; RMSR=0.049; CFI=0.980j=0.951. The RMSEA and



RMSR values are less than the recommended 0.8 iidWBantler, 1999). The CFI and TLI
measures fall above the recommended 0.9. Furthetheaobtained standardized loadings
were satisfactory and the Z-values were significgst0.001). All the average variances
extracted (AVE) were greater than the recommendgdThese tests demonstrated evidence
of adequate convergent validity. Table 2 presdr@composition of store image factors.

Table2
Store image factors.
Factors Items Standar dized Z-
Factor statistic*
L oadings
Price imagePRIM,g) Reliability : Alpha=0.74, p=0.78
The store has attractive flyers 0.69 -
The store has good sales promotions 0.75 128.93
The advantages (e.g. coupons) offered by the stor  0.63 111.50
are attractive
Sales staff servicsSERY;s) Rédiability : Alpha=0.72, p=0.78
There are short lines 0.61 -
The store staff is available and responsive 0.73 101.08
The cashiers are nice 0.71 103.89
Locational conveniencéA\CS,s) Reliability : Alpha=0.77, p=0.80
| can easily get a place to park my car 0.75 -
| can easily get to the store to do my shopping .840 86.17

Assortment perceived varietyARls) Reliability : Alpha=0.70, p=0.77

Products are clearly displayed and it is eadintb 0.75 -

what you want

In general, the store has a large variety of pctsi 0.66 116.38

The products | need are never out of stock 0.60 06.78
Produce qualityRROD,s) Reliability : Alpha=0.87, p=0.90

Fresh produce sold in the following departmenéscd
good quality (1=totally disagree, 5 = totallyeg)

Fruit and vegetables 0.69 -
Bakery section 0.65 109.41
Cheeses 0.73 116.79
Fishery 0.68 113.66
Butchery 0.71 116.74
Pork butchery 0.75 122.27
Store brand qualitydSBRs) Reliability : Alpha=0.93, p=0.74
The low-end private labels are of good quality 670. -
The store brands are of good quality 0.75 126.02

* p<0.001

Table 3 compares the average variances extractéH)(®alues with the squared correlations
for each pair of constructs and shows that the éorare greater than the latter, indicating
distinct differences and discriminant validity betm the latent variables (Fornell and
Larcker, 1981). Therefore, we retained the sixdantodel of store image.



Table3
Constructs correlations and Average Variance etdtAVE).

1 2 3 4 5 6
0.54 0.54 0.66 0.52 0.59 0.58
PRIM (1) 1
SERV (2) 0.41 1
ACS (3) 0.10 0.17 1
VARI (4) 0.42 0.50 0.16 1
PROD (5) 0.44 0.47 0.13 0.43 1
QSBR (6) 0.31 0.38 0.09 0.42 0.45 1

Note: Squared correlations are in italics; AVE laoéded
4. Resear ch modédl formulation

We begin our model development with a generalizedal model (GLM) including logit
framework (Gupta et al. 1996):
”hist = ahis + ﬁlhs X PRICE ist + IBZhS X DISPist + ﬁ3hs X FEAT ist + ﬁ4 X INC h

+ B, x AGE , + B, x SIZE, + B, x EDU , + B, xXWFEM , + 3, x OCUP ,
¥ Biors X PRIM 1y + Brire X SERVy + Biope XVARI o + frane X ACS ;. (D)

P-1
+ :814hs x PROD hst + ﬁlShs X QSBR hst + z :Bp xZ p

p=1
whereris; denotes the probability of househdidl, ... H) choosing own brand(1,...N) in
stores (1,...K) on purchasing occasian(l,...,T); anis is the intrinsic utility or value for
household regarding brandin stores; 5 is the vector of variables on brand choile&ICEg;
is the price average of branth stores in yeart; DISPg; is the average of the product display
activity for brand in stores in yeart; FEAT is the average of the feature advertising activity
for brandi in stores in yeart; INC,, is the householtt income;AGE,; is the household head
age; SIZE, is the household size;EDU, is the householt head education (1 if he/she has a
college education or over, 0 otherwis&JFEM, denotes the working female presence in a
householdh; OCUR, is the householth head occupation levelPRIM.g is the measure of
price image for household concerning stors in yeart; SERV: is the perception of service
quality for stores in yeart; VAR is the perceived assortment variety by housetold
regarding stors in yeart; ACSsis the access perception for householelated to storsin
yeart; PRODis the measure of produce quality for houseloégsociated to stosein year
t; QSBRs: denotes the quality perception of the store brdrydsousehold corresponding to
storesin yeart. Z, is the year-specifip (p=1,...,P effects.
Eq. (1) assumes that store image effects on owmdlchoice are the same for all consumers.
However, prior research demonstrated that conssnfedd choice is affected by many
factors like consumer-related factors. Pohjanheamd Sandell (2009) show that consumers
differ in their liking and motives for yoghurts. 8suse there are different segments of
consumers in yoghurt choice and its consumptionjnekide the moderating effects of the
demographic characteristics as follows:

K
Ty = Z B % Slyq X DC 2)

k=1
where the interactions concern all the variabkeg¢k=1,...,K of store imageSks and
demographic characteristid3C;,. Then we reintegrate Eq. (2) into Eq. (1). Because

specify the within-household correlation structdox the panel, model parameters are
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estimated by generalized estimating equations (GwBgre a logit-based function is
estimated using STATA.

5. Findings

To test our model, we first computed a model whisterlooked demographics and their
interactions with store image dimensions. Next,assessed a model that accounts for the
interactions variables. In order to determine whiabdel provides the best fit for our data, we
rely on the specification error and select the rhadldn the smallest p-value. It implies that as
more thep-value is high as more the model needs to incllidthe relevant variables. The
second model yielded a good fit (coef=0.0400, p340) in comparison to the first model
(coef=0.0599, p=0.0000). In addition, the Wald sturare (1189.43, p=0.000) is greater than
for the model 1 (898.01, p=0.000). Then, we rethithe results from the model 2 (Table 4).

Table4

Model results.

Predictors Coefficient
(z-value)

Intercept -3.067*** (-10.40)

Marketing mix variables

Price 0.523*** (21.73)

Display activity 1.751%** (14.54)

Store image

Salesperson service quality -0.146%*** (-4.52)

Assortment variety -0.236*** (-3.87)

Store brand quality 0.107*** (7.42)

Demographic characteristics

Household size 0.108*** (7.35)

Income -0.060*** (-5.61)

College education 0.088* (2.14)

I nteractions

Age x Locational convenience 0.012%** (3.90)

Family size x Assortment variety 0.036** (2.82)

Family income x Price image -0.009* (-2.03)

College education x Locational convenience -0.100** (-2.70)

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<.001. Notep< 0.05
Note: To more understand relationships, irrelevaniables were deleted.

According to the marketing mix variables, Table hbws that price increases own brand
equity (0.523, p=0.000). Display activity positiyeinfluences own brand equity (1.751,

p=0.000). These findings confirm that marketing rakgpenditures have positive effects on
distribution. Past research showed that consunmsgsptice as a proxy for the store brand
guality and consider display as a more importantketang variable than price (Ngobo and
Jean, 2012). The findings on store image showftmatlies that are inclined to rely on the

private label quality tend to choose own brand4(Q®, p=0.000). The own brand equity
decreases as the variety assortment increases3q;0(2=0.000) and is similar when

households highly perceive salesperson servicety#l.146, p=0.000).



Affluent families manifest lower propensity to bawn brands (-0.060, p=0.000) because of
less financial pressure (Frank and Boyd, 1965)s Tésult is consistent with the observation
that store brands target price-sensitive consum@rs.the other hand, households’ size
positively influences own brands’ equity (0.0108,0@00). Households with more highly
educated heads are prone to purchase own braf&8(=0.033).

The results show that own brands’ equity is posiyivinfluenced by locational convenience
and age (0.012, p=0.000). This means that oldersdtmids transfer more retailers’
convenience image to own brands. Older shoppereaappo have developed more
sophisticated choice processes in brand choiceybang shoppers due to their expertise. It
has also been pointed out that the larger the Ihaldethe greater the transfer of store variety
assortment image to own brands (0.036, p=0.00%).0¢en brands’ equity decreases with the
family income and price image (-0.009, p=0.043)isT$uggests that wealthier households
strongly relate price to quality and consider pasea proxy for the product quality (Yoo et al.
2000). Frequent promotions lower product qualltyerefore, low perceived quality may not
drive own brands’ equity. Finally, the results icate that the influence of locational
convenience on own brand equity become more impbbéas household’s education is high (-
0.100, p=0.007). Highly educated households arenatined to choose own brands. Because
education is considered as a surrogate measune@he, stores offering large assortments to
consumers give more opportunities to better eddcatuseholds to prefer quality and
premium products.

6. Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to examine the effe€tstore image on distributor brand
equity in brands that bear store name. Prior rebdaas indicated that store image predicts
brand quality, which in turn affects brand equi@wn brands contribute to the retailer’s
differentiation (Collins-Dodd and Lindley, 2003ndaalthough it has been argued that they
enjoy brand equity, little attention has been gaitesting this assumption. The present study
was an attempt to better understand the store imliagensions that are crucial for consumer-
based own brand equity. Two main conclusions flomnfthis analysis.

First, we found the evidence that store image dsioes are an important determinant of own
brand equity. This highlights the notion that stbrands are an extension of store image and
they can sustain the retailer's differentiation time market. This research particularly
contradicts prior studies showing that private ladpgality is negatively associated to store
brands equity. Retailers should keep up a good emthgt consumers use to infer the
product’'s quality. According to manufacturers, thegy choose stores which demonstrate
good image and, therefore, build the equity ofrtbeands.

The second conclusion is that store image effectsboand equity may vary with
demographics. This supports the importance to wtaled how different types of consumers
perceive stores such that managers may adjust st@ge dimensions to socioeconomic
characteristics to increase brand value.

The present study has limitations. Our model inetudnly a few store image dimensions.
More store image data (e.g. shopping experiendes)ilé be collected in order to better
investigate brand equity. Secondly, our study corgeene test market in France. Replications
in other countries and cultures are needed. Reggedbf these limitations, our study
contributes to better understand factors that dyiva brand equity.
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