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Abstract 
 

The main purpose of the thesis is to determine the degree of relationship between customer 

relationships and brand equity in the customer-based brand equity (CBBE) perspective. 

The lack of comprehensive and approved definition of brand equity (BE) has in turn 

produced various methodologies to measure the construct.  Even though there is no generally 

accepted definition of BE, there is some consensus in that BE indicates the added value 

endowed by the brand for product. Brand equity is based on the product position of the brand 

in the mind of customers. A consumer who believes that a brand delivers superior 

performance is excited to use the product, and is likely to be willing to pay a premium for the 

brand, and to go to extra trouble to locate and buy it, to recommend it to others, to forgive a 

mistake or product flaw, or to otherwise engage in behaviors that benefits the firm that 

markets the brand. Thus, one source of economic value from a positive brand image results 

from consumers’ behaviors toward existing items with that brand name. The study presents 

several objectives such as customer relationships and Brand equity that provide new insight 

in Brand equity (BE) areas. Our study develops a theory-based framework and empirically 

exhibits that exploration and exploitation are major constructs that can positively effect on 

overall brand equity for the improvement of long-term relationships in the petrochemical 

suppliers companies. We have selected 400 companies of Petrochemical industry suppliers as 

population sample size. Descriptive analysis, and structural equation model (SEM) has been 

developed on collected data. The result shows that Factors of customer relationships such as 

Trust, customer satisfaction and relationship commitment has a significant effect on brand 

equity in suppliers companies of Iranian Petrochemical industry. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Key words: customer relationships, brand equity, suppliers companies, Iranian 
Petrochemical industry  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

This chapter contains: first the background of the study, second Problem Discussion, third 

purpose of the thesis, fourth delimitations and finally Expected Contribution. We follow 

them as bellow: 

1.1. Background 
Branding plays a distinct role in industrial marketing because strong relationships of 

customer enhance suppliers’ brand equity in intangible products and services (Aaker, 

1997).Branding is a fundamental concept because a positive corporate brand will help a 

company to achieve higher levels of performance, by increasing this ability grow the sales 

without having to spend enormous amounts of money on advertising. Branding and brand 

management have been well-recognized management priorities and strategic aims for 

companies for many years (Aaker, 1997). The importance of knowledge in memory to 

consumer decision making has been well documented (Cobb-Walgren, Ruble, & Donthu, 

1995). Understanding the content and structure of brand knowledge is important because 

they influence what comes to mind when a consumer thinks about a brand. 

Branding is a strategy that transpired from the consumer memory (e.g. Gardner &Levy 

1955) and branding is seen as the process of adding value to the product (Farquhar 1989). A 

brand is a cluster of functional and emotional benefits that extends a unique and welcomed 

promise (de Chernatony & McDonald, 2003). Brand is applied globally and in various 

domains including fast moving consumer goods FMCG, internet services and B2B (de 

Chernatony & Christodoulides, 2004; Lynch et al., 2007). More recent research 

acknowledges that despite the differences between B2C and B2B contexts (e.g. fewer and 

larger buyers in B2B markets) both B2C and B2B brands need to engender trust and 

develop both cognitive and effective ties with stakeholders (Lynch et al., 2004). The term 

Brand Equity emerged in the early 1980s to denote an intangible market-based relational 

asset that reflects bonds between the brand and its customers (Christodoulides & de 

Chernatony, 2010). This definition implies that the brand value can be examined from two 

perspectives depending on the beneficiary of value (firm or customer). Research into firm-

based brand equity has focused on the financial measurement of the brand asset. For 

marketers it is more important to understand the drivers of brand equity in different markets 
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and most of the researches in marketing have taken this direction (Christodoulides & de 

Chernatony, 2010). 

Brand equity is regarded as one of the most accepted and potentially significant marketing 

concepts. Because of its strategic function and importance in strategic decisions in the past 

decade and in order to achieve competitive advantage, this important issue, has been broadly 

discussed by both practitioners and academicians (Atilgan, Aksoy, & Akinci, 

2005).Building brand equity is a an important strategic issue for each company because it 

makes multiple advantages such as the ability to leverage name of brand by making private 

brand label, enhances revenue and profitability through insulating brand from 

competitors(Ailawadi & Keller, 2003). Understanding the constructs of brand equity, 

subsequently investing to cultivate this intangible asset increases barriers of competition and 

raises brand wealth (Yoo et al., 2000). 

 

Additionally brand equity provides distinctive benefits for producers and managers, and 

enables the company to create massive volume and real margins. It provides durable 

platform for establishing new products and protects the brand versus competitive assaults 

(Cobb-Walgren, Ruble, & Donthu, 1995). According to Keller and Lehmann (2003), 

customer relationship plays a significant role in assessing and monitoring of brand with 

important elements such as trust, customer satisfaction, relationship commitment, brand 

loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality and brand association. Relationship commitment 

is also a crucial construct in business-to-business relationships, which focuses on the long-

term relational exchanges between sellers and buyers (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) 

 

In the field of marketing activities many theoretical aspects have been considered for 

defining brand equity by Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) as well as for investigating the 

customer satisfaction scale (Anderson, Fornell, & Lehmann, 1994; Anderson & Sullivan, 

1993; Angulo & Rialp-Criado, 2007). For example Keller (1993) mentioned that Brand 

Equity (BE) should be considered as a multidimensional concept, which can be offered by 

the knowledge structures in the consumers’ minds. 

Customer-based Brand Equity (CBBE) involves the set of memory-based associations to a 

particular brand that exist in the minds of consumers (Keller, 2003). 



Page 8 of 89 
 

The customer-based brand equity framework has been recognized as an  

important concept in marketing and consumer behaviour research. Brands are considered as 

complicated social phenomena (Reichheld & Kenny, 1990; Mühlbacher et al., 2006). 

The presence of interested parties such as suppliers of products and services in a company 

creates customer confidence. In private and public sectors of industries, various factors of 

customers and related aspects such as, brand equity and image of company can be crucial 

challenging factors to satisfy and then enhance products quality (Reichheld & Kenny, 1990). 

The success of brand ought to be based on analysis of customer feeling about brand, brand 

image, and customer trust on definite brand that have an effect on customer satisfaction (Xu, 

2011).Additionally, the consequence of branding activities should be considered for 

customer retention and loyalty in Oil industry. Branding refers to an integrated process to 

serve consumers and can be applied to anything from products and services to companies 

(Kotler, 2002). Branding activities are all actions that provide the process. 

 

1.2.Problem Discussion 
There are streams of previous studies regarding brand equity models and CBBE 

perspectives modeling and aspects of brand equity which addresses several related gaps. As 

shown in the background of these studies, more recent empirical research addresses the role 

of brand equity and its antecedents and consequences in various business markets. Much of 

these studies have been conducted in industrial brand equity context. The important of them 

includes tile market (Baldauf, et al.,2003), specialty chemicals (Van Riel et al.,2005), 

Shampoo (Cretu & Brodie, 2007), leasing mall space to retail tenants (Roberts & Merrilees, 

2007), Financial services-insurance (Taylor et al., 2007), logistics services(Davis et al., 

2008), Electronics, electricity, engineering, chemicals, plastics, and equipment(Han & Sung, 

2008), industrial pump manufacturers (Jensen & Klastrup, 2008), and IT software sector 

(Kim & Hyun, 2011). The main empirical (academic) research gap in these studies, are that 

they do not consider industrial branding in Petrochemical industry context, specifically 

Petrochemical suppliers’ brand equity. However, no study has been found that focuses on 

the role of brand equity within the Petrochemical industry. 

The second academic gap is that the research stream emphasizes the antecedents and 

consequences of brand equity on business to business (B2B) of products and services 

separately. They uncover empirically test concerning mediating role of brand equity 
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dimensions (MBED) and comprehensive evidences that encompasses both products and 

services in B2B context in Petrochemical suppliers’ brand equity of Iran. 

The current research stream highlights constructs dominate to building long-term 

relationships with customers, such as trust (Boles et al., 2000; Crosby et al., 1990; Doney & 

Cannon, 1997), relationship closeness and strength (Barnes, 1997), cooperation(Heide & 

Miner, 1992), relationship status (Frankwick et al., 2001), and satisfaction (Barnes, 1997; 

Boles et al., 2000; Crosby et al., 1990). Additionally, Liljander and Strandvik (1995) 

pointed out higher level bonds between sellers and buyers that comprising trust, 

commitment and attraction. Hence, the lack of integrated, empirically test in relationship 

between suppliers and customers in the context of suppliers of Iranian Petrochemical 

industry are the third empirical research gap. 

The fourth gap in the literature is related to the practical view of the bonds between 

customer relationship components and Petrochemical suppliers’ brand equity.  

Emerging study (Boulding et al., 2005 and Chang et al., 2010) suggests generalization of 

research outcomes. The suggestion is that the results of researches must generalize rather 

than be distinctive or idiosyncratic. Thus, there are limited evidences of such studies in 

Petrochemical and similar industries like Petrochemical and gas sectors in Iran. 

The main gaps in the stream of pervious researches is that service and products dominate the 

conventional business-to- business branding approach, with little attention to B2B products 

and services in Petrochemical’s suppliers sector. Referring to the B2B literature, so far 

branding issue was not seriously adapted in suppliers of Petrochemical industry. 

Furthermore, service and product in B2B markets have been developing very rapidly in past 

decades, because of the outsourcing of inputs of Petrochemical’s value chain like 

manufacturing of Petrochemical equipment, technical services, engineering, and 

construction activities. Thus, this research will address these gaps by studying suppliers 

brand equity of services and products to Petrochemical companies as main customers in 

Iranian Petrochemical industry. 

 

1.3.The Setting – Iranian Oil Industry 
Iran has adopted "the 2025 vision of country development" through implementing of article 

44 of the constitution and focuses on "higher added value", and "targeted subside 

strategies”. The implementation of such long-term strategies and plans on one side and 

international sanctions, pressures and limitations imposed on import and procurement of 
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strategic equipment, projects financing and insurance problems in Petrochemical industry on 

the other side are the most crucial problems that need more attention and consideration. 

Moreover, these limiting strategies have led to remarkable negative changes in production 

status of the main inputs of value chain, as well creating barriers for technical services, E&C 

companies, and Service contactors in Petrochemical industry of Iran. It is very important 

whether CR factors can be efficient and help the main players in Petrochemical‘s value 

chain in Iran that can lead to high added value in suppliers’ brand equity and create a long-

term relationships between suppliers and Petrochemical companies as customers(Oil & 

energy magazine, 2014). 

 

1.4.Value chain in oil industry 

To understand how oil companies can come to resemble one another, our study consider 

external pressures such as media coverage, government regulations, support campaigns, 

participation in business associations, and uncertainty circumambient the role of recent 

technologies. We need to understand the essential structure of the business of the 

suppliers companies of Iranian oil industry to understand what suppliers companies are 

saying and doing. The oil industry is divided broadly into three parts: upstream, 

midstream, and downstream.  Upstream comprises exploration and production. The 

midstream is the distribution system, consisting of tankers and pipelines that carry crude 

oil to refineries. Downstream contains marketing, refining, and retail distribution, 

through gasoline stations and convenience stores. Suppliers that operate upstream, 

midstream, and downstream activities, such as the companies examined in this paper, 

are considered integrated (Yergin, 2008).  

 
The operation of suppliers companies involves a substantial amount of risk, to 

environmental and personal safety, as well as to the business. While taking risk is 

unavoidable, a certain level of risk assessment and mitigation is essential for the long-

term success of an oil company. The oil industry has been one of the important industries 

in the twenty century. Despite increased awareness of action regarding the environmental 

impact of fossil fuels,  it will play significant role into the 21st (Padgett & Galan, 2010).    

 

The oil industry in the world has formed the three key parts, including upstream, 

midstream, and downstream. In Iran the story is the same. Hundreds of suppliers make up 
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this industry and are dealing with all products and services from upstream to downstream. 

Many of the largest players such as Shell, BP, or Esso are integrated companies related to 

all aspects of business. In Iran’s oil industry, three public, private, and cooperative sectors 

are trading and dealing with different parts of oil value chain.  

 

These suppliers are presenting various services and products such as industrial 

equipments domestically, consultancy such as engineering and construction, consultancy 

of managerial system and other related contractors companies. Hence, the key strategic 

priorities in Iran’s oil industry can be pointed to the preparation of necessary facilities 

and potentials to encounter fast external and domestic growing market. And also, 

privatization and improvement of assets and maximizing their efficiencies is precedence 

in oil industry in the Iran.  

 

Iran is one of the important members of OPEC and second largest oil producer in this 

organization. Iran holds also 10 present (125.8 billion barrels) of the world’s proven oil 

reserves. About 80 percent of total oil is located in southwestern part of Iran. In addition, 

the vast majority of crude oil reserves of Iran are located in giant onshore fields in 

Khuzestan region. Iran has 32 production oil fields, of which 7 are offshore and 25 onshore 

(Oil & energy magazine, 2014). 

Hence, the current economy of Iran relies deeply on oil and related products revenue 

(about more than 85 percent of total export income and 45 percent of the government 

budget). Moreover, Iran is trying to diversify its economy through investing some of its 

oil income in the other fields, particularly in refining and petrochemical’s downstream 

(Oil & energy magazine, 2014). 
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                           Figure 1.1: oil value chain of Iran 

1.5.The Purpose of the Thesis 
This study provides new insight in customer-based brand equity. Our study develops a 

theory-based framework and empirically exhibit relationship between customer 

relationships and Brand equity in oil industry. 

Therefore, the purpose of this quantitative study of manufacturers of Petrochemical 

suppliers in the Petrochemical industry of Iran is to determine the degree of relationship 

between customer relationships and brand equity in the customer-based brand equity 

(CBBE) perspective. The relationship considered here is based on brand equity models and 

CBBE perspectives (Aaker, 1991) in order to assess which element of customer relationship 

(Devos, Landeghem, & Deschoolmeester, 2012) has more strength and direction with the 

brand equity. The design of study includes a convenient sampling technique for various 

demographic segments representing the target population. 

We are going to answer following Hypotheses: 

H1. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand loyalty plays as mediator. 

H2. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when perceived quality plays as 

mediator.  
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H3. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand awareness plays as 

mediator.  

H4. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand loyalty 

plays as mediator.  

H5. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand equity when perceived 

quality plays as mediator.  

H6. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand awareness when brand 

awareness plays as mediator.  

H7. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 

loyalty plays as mediator.  

H8. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when perceived 

quality plays as mediator.  

H9. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 

awareness plays as mediator.  

 

1.6.Delimitations 
Although the research attempts to ensure the findings of this research, but there are some 

limitation as follows: 

 First, the data collection method is interview with experts. So as a result there is 

personal manner in this survey. 

 Second, other mediating variables should be stronger  than the current variables but  

we could not consider them 

 Third, the scales and data sampling used in the measurement of variables were 

small, so we should extend our data sampling. 

 Fourth, customers’ attitudes toward the company and response rates are changeable 

and we could not trust on these results. 

 Fifth, the effects of using experts based sampling frame and using a donation as an 

incentive offer may have had some impact on results. 
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 Sixth, the modified model chosen by using overall goodness-of-fit measures does 

not imply that it represents a valid reflection of reality. What can be expected from overall 

goodness-of-fit measures is that the model indicates a good representation of relations 

between factors favorable results in any modeling are relative and not absolute 

The above outlined limitations do not however minimize the significance of the results and 

the findings of this research. Instead, they are addressed for the improvement of future 

research in this area. The opportunities for future research are next discussed. 

 

1.7.Expected Contribution 
The current study is expected to provide several academic and practitioner contributions. 

The contributions focus on the current understanding of brand equity which is an important 

concept of CBBE perspectives (Aaker 1991, 1996) and customer relationship factors in oil 

industry, specifically in the Iranian oil suppliers. The result of this study will be beneficial 

for top managers of Oil industries for providing the best solutions to achieve the needed 

added value and confronting with the current barriers in oil production system practically 

the finding of this study will exhibit how decision makers, top managers, and customers 

distinguish the goods-centric constructs and service-based concepts of oil suppliers’ brands. 

Thus, it may assist company managers understand customer assessment of their brand and 

help them to improve clear guidelines to situate their brands according to customer options 

and requirements. Furthermore, an examination of the impacts of customer relationships 

factors on brand equity will improve marketer’s perception of factors that may enhance 

brand power and create insights toward brand equity management. Likewise, this study 

empirically demonstrates these relationships and manifests how they help improvement of 

marketing performance. 

Consequently, this study will not only present theoretical verification which supports the 

value of brand equity based on CBBE but also provide a practical model that display how 

brand equity dimensions guide tactical decisions and marketing strategy, evaluate the 

extendibility of brand, assess the effectiveness of marketing efforts and actions, and track 

and monitor the brand health in the oil industry. 
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1.8.Summary 

Chapter 1 presented the plan of the study for analyzing relationship between the constructs 

of customer relationships and brand equity in products and services suppliers of oil industry. 

This chapter includes introduction, background regarding to the importance of the study, the 

purpose of the Thesis, Problem Discussion and Delimitations.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 

2.1.Introduction 
A literature review is an assessment report of pervious and related literature to selected 

arena. The review must explain, summarize, and evaluate this literature. It must provide a 

theoretical source for the study and help researcher to determine the nature of research. 

Indeed, a literature review shifts beyond the look for information and contains the 

identification and articulation of links between the literature and study field. Therefore, the 

basic objectives of literature review include preparation a perspective and justify for 

research, find out different concepts related to research and the potential linkages between 

customer relationship factors and suppliers’ brand equity in oil industry of Iran. It also 

identifies fields and potential hypothesis, support research design, methodology, and 

analysis techniques, and finally helps to refine and refocus on topic of products and services 

suppliers in oil industry, specifically in Iran.          

 

This chapter demonstrates a review and evaluation of both theoretical and empirical 

literature employed in the development of the proposed framework and hypothesis of the 

study. The chapter is divided into three main parts: 1) an overview of major constructs, as 

well as related literature, 2) value chain in oil industry of Iran and 3) a proposed conceptual 

framework and table of independent outcome and mediating constructs. In the first part of 

this chapter, the description of an overview of existing literature on major constructs which 

includes overall brand equity, customer relationship factors, and Mediating role of brand 

loyalty, perceived quality, and brand awareness . The second part of this chapter will 

illustrate the main suppliers and value chain of Iran’s oil industry. The final part which is 

the descriptions of proposed framework that contains three main elements such as customer 

relationship factors and brand equity will be described. In this section, different factors of 

customer relationship as independent variables and brand equity as outcome (dependent) 

variables will be considered. And also, intermediate constructs like brand loyalty, perceived 

quality and brand awareness are introduced. The conceptual framework must depict related 

paths to cover research objectives.   
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2.2.Brand Equity (BE) 

2.2.1. Theoretical Background 

Brand is a complex social phenomena where various shareholders have a role and task in 

generating brand value (MacKinnon & Fairchild, 2009; Mühlbacher et al., 2006) . A brand 

denotes the product source, gives responsibility to product and service creators, supply 

promise, deceases search risk and costs of customers(Lovelock, 2008) and signaling 

products’ quality (Janiszewski & Van Osselaer, 2000; Malhotra, 2008). The concept of 

brand equity has been broadly discussed in the marketing literature. The brand equity has 

become an important key to considerate the mechanisms, objectives and net effect of the 

holistic effect of marketing (Reynolds & Phillips, 2005).  

 

A number of related researches stem from a marketing science institute conference on the 

issue, the important of them such as Aaker (1991), Aaker and Keller (1990), Broniarczyk 

and Alba (1994), Farquhar (1989), Feldwick (1996), Keller (1993), Loken and Roedder-

John(1993), and Park, Milberg, and Lawson (1991)(Ailawadi, Lehmann, & Neslin, 2003) 

have spelled widely regarding the concept of brand equity and concerning how to create, 

manage, and develop it. At the same time, advertising and market researchers have 

emphasized the significance of brand equity (Baldinger 1990, 1992; Blackston 1992, 1995) ,  

making the situation of brand equity and consulting methods have been set up to assess 

brand equity (Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann, & Neslin, 2011). 

 

Additionally, Davis (2000) and Ambler (2003) believe that brand equity is a key marketing 

asset, which can produce a welcome and unique relationship differentiating the linkages 

between the developments long-term consumer behavior, company image and its 

shareholders (Hunt & Morgan, 1995; Capron and Hulland, 1999). Understanding the 

constructs of brand equity, subsequently investing to cultivate this intangible asset increases 

barriers of competition and raises brand wealth (Yoo et al., 2000). For companies, growing 

brand equity is a major objective accomplished through achievement more favorable 

feelings and associations among target customers (Falkenberg, 1996). Moreover, it is not 

surprising that measure capturing characteristics of brand equity have become one of the 

important parts of marketing performance indicators (Ambler, 2003). 
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 Regarding the capturing brand equity characteristics, the meaning and content of BE have 

been argued in a number of various ways and for several different intentions, but as yet no 

common point of view has emerged (Atilgan, Aksoy, & Akinci, 2005; Keller & Lehmann, 

2003; Vazquez, Del Rio & Iglesias, 2002). It can be debated from the viewpoint of the 

consumer, retailer and manufacturer. While retailers and manufacturers are more 

sympathetic in the strategic applications of BE, investors are interested for a financially 

defined notion (Atilgan, et al., 2005; Cobb-Walgren, Ruble, & Donthu, 1995).   

 

 In addition, Feldwick (1996), Atilgan and its colleagues (2005) as proponents of the 

financial perspective have defined BE as the total value of a brand that is a divisible asset- 

when it is sold or included in a balance sheet. And also, Simon and Sullivan (1993) 

considered brand equity as the incremental cash flow that increases branded products 

comparing with unbranded products. These researches just consider the financial aspects of 

brand equity not strategic applications approaches.      

 

 On the other side, strategic applications perspective focuses on guiding marketing decisions 

and functional strategic purpose of brand equity. It is more important for suppliers and 

customers to completely understand the source of BE. How sources affect interest outcomes 

such as customer acquisition and retention. How the sources change continually. How they 

impact on suppliers’ brand equity in oil industry. In addition, knowing the source and 

outcomes of BE presents a common denominator for estimating and assessing of brand 

value, as well interpreting strategies of marketing. This perspective of brand equity helps 

marketing managers to understand exactly where brand equity create and add value for 

many of suppliers firms in industries (Simon & Sullivan, 1993). 

 
 

2.2.2. Conventional Scheme of Customer-based Brand Equity (CBBE) 

The lack of an approved definition of brand equity (BE) has in turn produced various 

methodologies to measure the construct. Even though there is no generally accepted 

definition of BE, there is some consensus in that BE indicate the added value endowed by 

the brand for a product. Brand equity is based on the product position of the brand. A 

consumer who believes that a brand delivers superior performance is excited to use and is 

likely to be willing to pay a premium for the brand, to go to extra trouble to locate and buy 
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it, to recommend it to others, to forgive a mistake or product flaw, or to otherwise engage in 

behaviors that benefit the firm that markets the brand. Thus, one source of economic value 

from a positive brand image results from consumers’ behaviors toward existing items with 

that brand name (Hawkins, 2012). 

 

And also, the definition and perspective of brand equity helps to better understand 

marketing as seen by Table 2-1. 

 

Feldwick (1996) about understanding and interpretation of brand equity, recognized three 

various methods in which the phrase of brand equity has been utilized: 1) to indicate the 

total brand value as a distinct asset when it is sold or comprised on balance sheet; 2) as a 

scale of the power of consumers attachment to the brand; 3) as a description of the belief 

and associations the consumers have regarding the brand. The first method of the term is 

related to firm-based perspectives of brand equity and the other two is associated with 

customer-based perspective of brand equity. Therefore, CBBE is enhanced by generating 

the favorable responses of consumers to promotion activities, pricing, advertising and 

distribution of brand. Indeed, this conceptualization shows the CBBE is a consumer-

oriented model. The CBBE conceptualization is a key component of the suggested 

framework in this document (Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2010; MacKinnon & 

Fairchild, 2009). 

 

 Additionally, the development of CBBE model was determined by three objectives: 

First, the model required state-of-the art thinking regarding branding from both industry and 

academic approaches as well as the model inherent have logical, grounded and well-

integrated. 

 Second, the model should be applicable and multipurpose to all possible types of brands 

and industry locations. As more various branding applications continued for companies, 

people, places, products, services, and so forth. 

Third, the model has to be comprehensive with sufficient scope to cover vital branding 

topics as well adequate depth to present valuable guidelines and insights (Keller, 2003). 

Hence, the CBBE model needs to support marketers and top managers set strategic path and 

update their related decisions of brand (Keller, 2001). 
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Author(s) Year Dimensions of CBBE   

Aaker 1991 & 1996 

Brand loyalty 
Brand awareness 
Perceived quality 
Brand associations 

Blackston 1992 
Brand relationship: 
Trust 
Customer satisfaction with the brand 

Keller 1993 
Brand knowledge: 
Brand awareness 
Brand associations 

Sharp 1995 

Company awareness 
Brand image 
Relationship with customers/existing customer franchise 
 

Berry 2000 
Brand meaning 
Brand awareness 
 

Burmann & colleagues 2009 

Brand benefit clarity 
Perceived Brand quality 
Brand benefit uniqueness 
Brand sympathy 
Brand trust 

 
Table 2-1: Conceptual Research on CBBE 

 

 

According to the backgrounds of the conceptual research on CBBE, the study by 

Christodoulides and De Chernatony (2010), this study focuses on Aaker (1991, 1996) 

framework as mediating dimensions and Blackston (1992) to introduce two independent 

variables. Aaker researches are conventional scheme of CBBE as logical, grounded, and 

well-integrated perspectives in order to introduce the variables and being complementary 

instead of competing, term in marketing literature. In addition, these schemes create state-

of-art thinking about branding from both academic and industry perspectives and provide 

sufficient scope to cover vital branding topics as well adequate depth to present valuable 

guidelines and insights. Moreover, these schemes are multipurpose and applicable to all 

categories of brands and industry sites (Aaker, 1991, 1996). 

 

 Furthermore, another set of reasons for utilizing of the conventional plan is: 

 1) The CBBE schemes are strategic application perspectives that focus on marketing 

decisions and functional strategic purpose of brand equity. It can be important for suppliers 

and customers to completely understand the dimensions of brand equity and industrial 

marketing. 
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 2) They are interdisciplinary and multilevel approaches which represent frame for fully 

understanding of company’s selection between customer relationships factors, brand equity, 

and other related constructs. 

 3) The CBBE plans provides a yardstick ,measure and create a manifest for marketing study 

initiatives to next steps such as tracking mode of brand to identify opportunities, planning 

strategic actions, and implementation these actions.  

 4) The CBBE perspectives quantify the sources and outcomes of brand equity to cover 

widely range of both qualitative and quantitative measures in both academic and industry 

fields (Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2010). 

 

According to Yoo and Conthu (2001), they believe that the indirect approaches to CBBE 

have fewest weaknesses and most strength. The limitation of the study by Christodoulides 

and De Chernatonyis necessitate more scales development to let practitioners and 

researchers to reach closer to a generally accepted measure of CBBE. The strength of CBBE 

includes: 

1) These approaches are ethic approaches to scales development that refer to the 

simultaneous usage of samples concerning multiple cultures and thus the scales are 

culturally valid (Gholami, 2011b; Washburn & Plank, 2002). 

2) Scales are applicable to different product groups without requiring additional adjustments 

like case of Vazquez, Del Rio and Iglesias (2002). 

3) The tools are easy to brand managers to evaluate their brand equity. 

4) Measurement of BE is suitable for individual consumer level. 

5) The authors approved a rigorous multi-stage validation process. As a result, indirect 

approaches compared to direct approaches to consumer-based brand equity measurement 

accept more holistic approach of the brand and look for to measure BE either by its manifest 

constructs or by an outcome indicators or dimensions like price premium. Thus, this study 

introduces the Aaker’s model and exploits it.    

2.2.3. Brand Equity Studies 

Reviewed literature on brand equity is compiled in Table 2-2 

The abbreviations in below are: 

BED: brand equity dimensions(Cretu & Brodie, 2007) 

ABED: antecedents of brand equity dimensions (Cretu & Brodie, 2007) 

CBED: consequences of brand equity dimensions (Roberts & Merrilees, 2007) 
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Study Business market Classification 
of study 

Finding Gap 

(Baldauf, Cravens, & 
Binder, 2003) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Tile market 
 

BED  
CBED 

 
 

Strong support for measures of 
brand loyalty, brand awareness, 
perceived quality as antecedents of 
firm performance, willing to buy, 
and customer value  

 

Do not fully cover the 
distinctive nature of 
industrial branding 
(products and services)  

(Van Riel, Pahud 
de Mortanges, & 
Streukens, 2005) 
 

specialty chemicals ABED 
BED 
DCIB 

Empirically validates and 
theoretically structures approach to 
measure brand equity and 
antecedents and consequences for 
industrial products.  

Focused exclusively on 
single industrial market 
(specialty chemicals) 
and relationships 
between dimensions of 
brand equity and their 
consequences are not 
examined. 

 
(Cretu & Brodie, 
2007) 

 
 
 

Shampoo  ABED  
BED 
DCIB 

 More specific influence of brand’s 
image on the customers’ 
perceptions of product and service 
quality as well company’s 
reputation on perceptions of 
customer value and loyalty. 

Do not fully cover the 
distinctive nature of 
industrial branding 
(products and services) 
and do not consider the 
consequences of the 
dimensions of brand 
equity. 

 
(Roberts & 
Merrilees, 2007) 

leasing mall space 
to retail tenants 

BED  
CBED 

important influence of brand 
attitudes on the contract renewal, 
brand attitudes explained by service 
quality, and brand play role in 
building trust between the supplier 
and the customers 

Do not fully cover the 
distinctive nature of 
industrial branding 
(B2B services, such as 
management consulting 
projects and B2B 
product) as well larger 
sample should be 
preferred 

(Taylor, Hunter, & 
Lindberg, 2007) 

 
 
 

Financial services-
insurance 

 

BED  
CBED 

Proposed model addresses brand 
equity as comprising perceived 
quality, brand value, brand attitude 
and brand uniqueness. The overall 
value of brand equity is proposed 
as their consequence. 

 

Uncover the 
relationships between 
dimensions of brand 
equity and their 
consequences as well as 
relationships among 
dimensions of brand 
equity. 

(Davis, Golicic, & 
Marquardt, 2008) 

logistics services BED  
CBED 

Logistics service providers and their 
customers have different 
perspectives on the relative 
influence of brand image and brand 
awareness on brand equity. 

 

Do not fully cover the 
distinctive nature of 
industrial branding 
(B2B services) 

(Han & Sung, 
2008) 
 
 
 
 

Electronics, 
electricity, 
engineering, 
chemicals, 
plastics, equipment 

ABED  
BED 
CBED 

Supplier competence directly 
affects purchasing value and 
customer satisfaction, and via 
purchasing value and customer 
satisfaction, it indirectly affects 
commitment, switching cost, brand 
trust and loyalty 

Do not consider the 
distinctive nature of 
industrial branding 
(B2B services). 

(Jensen & Klastrup, 
2008) 

 
 
 

industrial pump 
manufacturer 

ABED  
BED 

Customer brand relationship is 
influenced by product quality, 
service quality, price, 
differentiation, promise, and trust 
and credibility 

Do not consider the 
distinctive nature of 
industrial branding 
(B2B services). 



Page 23 of 89 
 

(J.-H. Kim & Hyun, 
2011) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mari 
Juntunen(2011) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amanda Spry 
(2011) 
 
 
 
 
 
Shamindra Nath 
Sanyal(2011) 

It software sector 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Finnish industrial 
logistics service 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

shopping center 
 
 
 
 
 

Generic drugs. 
 
 

ABED  
BED 
CBED 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CBED   

all the marketing-mix efforts 
positively affect the overall value of 
brand equity and 
Corporate image mediates the effect 
of the marketing-mix efforts on the 
dimensions of brand equity 
 
 
 
The analysis showed that the model 
was unworkable, 
and therefore the data was further 
analyzed in an explorative manner 
to determine 
How brand-related concepts affect 
customer loyalty. 
 
endorser credibility has an indirect 
impact on brand equity when this 
Relationship is mediated by brand 
credibility.  
 
 
country of origin image had a 
positive and significant effect on 
components of brand equity, i.e. 
brand strength and 
brand awareness, derived from 
factor analysis conducted on brand 
equity components 

some dynamic aspect of 
the brand equity 
building process is not 
considered in the model 
and uncover the B2B 
services 
 
 
 
some dynamic aspect of 
the brand equity 
building process is not 
considered in the model 
and uncover the B2B 
services 
 
 
Do not consider the 
distinctive nature of 
industrial branding 
(B2B services). 
 
 
Do not consider the 
distinctive nature of 
industrial branding 
(B2B services). 

Current study (our 
study) 

Manufacturers, 
Engineering and 
Construction 
Technical services, 
Accommodation 
and food service 
Transportation (oil 
suppliers) 

 
BED 
CBED 

 
Brand loyalty,  perceived quality, 
and brand awareness with 
association as dimensions of brand 
equity  will play mediating role in 
the bond of customer relationships 
and brand equity 

 
 
 

  ? 

BED: brand equity dimensions    ABED: antecedents of brand equity dimensions 
MBED: mediating of brand equity dimensions  CBED: consequences of brand equity dimensions 

 

                 Table 2-2: Brand equity studies 

2.2.4. Aaker’s Customer-based Brand Equity (CBBE) Model 

The Customer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) Model of Aaker (1991) is well-known and as a 

pioneer model in the brand world it covers five dimensions: brand awareness, brand 

associations, brand loyalty, perceived quality as goods-centric constructs and other 

proprietary assets such as patent, trademarks, and channel relationships as service-based 

concepts. Moreover, the four attributes of brand equity signify consumer reactions and   

insights to the brand (Yergin, 2008). 

 

Park (2009) believes that these brand assets help customer to understand, interpret, process, 

and collect information pertaining brand and products by adding or subtracting its values. 

These five groups are considered the focal bases for measurement of brand equity from a 
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consumer-oriented perspective. The Aaker’s perspective is valuable for overall perception 

of brand equity formation. The strong point of this scheme lies on combination of both 

consumer-based constructs behavioral and perceptional. The key weakness of this model is 

inadequacy of indications of bonds among dimensions and their individual scores in the  

overall BE that it is related to its superficiality (Johnson, Gustafsson, Andreassen, Lervik, & 

Cha, 2001). 

Additionally, Aaker (1996) highlighted the firm-based brand equity can be value added by 

the CBBE which this aspect of model is related the brand value to the firm. Indeed, high 

brand equity allows the products and brands with differentiating products or brands. 

Therefore, brand owners are able to promote brand loyalty of customer as well charging a 

price premium. As a result, from Aaker’s standpoint, brand equity is customer-based instead 

of financial-based. Thus, CBBE would be more vital for services and manufacturing 

industries such as oil companies and related suppliers rather than financial based brand 

equity (Aaker, 1996).  The following figure2.1 Source: depicts Aaker’s CBBE (1996) and 

its dimensions. 

 
                           Figure 2.1: Aaker’s CBBE (1996) and its dimensions 
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2.3.Customer Relationships Factors 
In this section we introduce Customer Relationships Factors, Customer Relationships 

Factors are: Trust, Customer Satisfaction, Relationship Commitment, these concepts 

mentioned as bellow: 

  

2.3.1. Trust 

One important theory in relationship marketing study is commitment-trust theory that is 

applied in business to customer (B2C) and business to business (B2B) relationships. This 

theory emphasizes on the long-term interactive exchanges between buyers and sellers. 

Giving this theory, three vital constructs such as relationship commitment, cooperation, and 

trust are identified (Park, 2009). Morgan and Hunt (1994) indicated trust have positive 

impact and is a key factor of relationship commitment as well as it is clear that trust is a key 

determinant in cooperative relationships with consumers in business marketing.  

 

 Additionally, trust as one main important part of relationship has received an immense deal 

of consideration from scholars in different directions such as sociology(Lewis & Weigert, 

1985), economic (Dasgupta, 2000), and psychology (Deutsch, 1960; Larzelere & Huston, 

1980), as well as in more practical fields like marketing(Andaleeb, 1992; Dwyer, Schurr, & 

Oh, 1987; Morgan & Hunt, 1994) and management (Barney & Hansen, 1994). There are 

several researchers that use a variety of terms to refer the dimensions of trust. For example, 

Morgan and hunt (1994) use the reliability, Ganesan (1994), and Donev and cannon (1997) 

point out credibility, as well as Anadaleeb (1992) and Mayer (1995) used the term of ability 

as another dimension. 

In addition, Gurviez and Korchia (2003) pointed up the credibility, integrity and 

benevolence as three important dimensions of brand trust that concentrated on a 

psychological variable with a set of accumulated presumptions involving these 

attributes(Sahin & colleagues, 2011). 

 

B2B relationship depends on how it is defined. If B2B brand definition includes an 

emotional element such as trust (e.g. Lynch et al., 2004) then the concept links into the 

development of relationships. There are a number of models describing how brands are 

constructed in the B2C context (e.g. Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993) but these have largely been 

untested in a B2B context which emphasizes the importance of relationships. 
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2.3.2. Customer Satisfaction 

A number of researches such as Anderson and Sullivan, Bloemer, Kim and Lee have claimed 

that overall customer satisfaction with a product and service has link with specific features of the 

product and service. The specific aspects like price, customer service, product attributes, or 

combination of these aspects are vital to explain the satisfaction by customers (Anderson and 

Sullivan, 1993; Bloemer, et al., 1998; Kim and Lee, 2008; Parasuraman, Berry & Zeithaml, 

1991). These features are important evidences in the existing literature which customer 

satisfaction is an antecedent of brand equity. Moreover, academic research often focused on 

measuring verification, contradiction, and expectation. The nature and types of expectations 

varied significantly from predictive expectations to desire and experience-based types 

(Anderson, Fornell, & Lehmann, 1994; Cadotte, Woodruff, & Jenkins, 1987; Oliver, 2010).  

Keiningham and colleagues (2007) believed that applied marketing or practical research tends to 

measure satisfaction at transaction level but recently focus on overall assessment, accumulative 

level that is improved over all the experiences a consumer has with a company. 

 

There is important facts in the marketing text that customer satisfaction is an significant 

driver of financial variables like profitability (Anderson, Fornell, & Rust, 1997; Fornell, 

Mithas, Morgeson III & Krishnan, 2006; Gruca & Rego, 2005).Another groups of studies 

explore the related outcomes of individual customer that central findings is that customer 

satisfaction, influences future repurchase intention and behavior, and enhance customer 

loyalty(Anderson & Mittal, 2000; Chandrashekaran, Rotte, Tax &and Grewal, 2007; 

Homburg & Fürst, 2005; Kim & Lee, 2008). Thus, this is a rationally supported that when 

customer has higher degrees of satisfaction, his/her behavioral purpose toward the brand tend 

and company to be more positive and then is more probable to stay as loyal 

customer(Chandrashekaran, Rotte, Tax, & Grewal, 2007; Homburg & Fürst, 2005; Kim & 

Lee, 2008). 

 

In the other words, survival of companies, moreover, is extremely dependent on customer 

satisfaction and then customer loyalty (Zeithamal & et al., 1990). Zeithamal and colleagues 

(1990) have proved customer satisfaction is considered as vital condition for retention of 

customer and support in understanding economic goals such as profit revenue and sales 

turnover. Furthermore, Che-Ha and Hashim (2007) defined CS as the response of customer to 

the assessment of the perceived difference between former expectations and the real 
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performance of the products and services as perceived after consumption. Olive (2010) 

defined customer satisfaction as psychological state resulting when the feeling around 

disconfirmed expectations is joined with prior emotion of consumer regarding the 

consumption experience. Therefore, CS results when consumers either approve their pre-

purchase expectations for a purchase of a product or an acquired service as well positively 

exceed their expectations about purchased products or services, resulting in several level of 

post- purchase outcome toward the experience (Olive, 2010). 

 

The customer satisfaction studies have developed around two various kinds of evaluations, 

including cumulative satisfaction and transaction-specific satisfaction(Kartono & Rao, 2005). 

The cumulative satisfaction is an economic-based approach that reveals satisfaction as an 

overall experience of customer to meet with a product manufacturer or service 

providers(Johnson, et al., 2001). Indeed this definition includes both welfare 

economic(Simon, 1974) and economic psychology (Johnson & Fornell, 1991) where 

customer satisfaction has same meaning and equivalent with the construct of consumption 

utility. A significant advantage of this approach comparing with the supply transaction-

specific satisfaction is better and able to anticipate subsequent economic and behaviors 

performance (Fornell, et al., 1996; M. D. Johnson, et al., 2001).  

 

In addition, Gupta and Zeithaml (2006) have categorized the customer metrics into behavioral 

(observable) and perceptual (unobservable). The behavioral classically relate to consumption 

and purchase of products and service. From a customer’s view, these consist of decisions of 

what, when, where, and how much to purchase a product. From a firm standpoint, this 

interprets into decisions regarding customer acquisition, retention, and customer lifetime 

value. Perceptual metrics include attitudes (customer satisfaction), behavioral intentions 

(purchase intention), and customer perceptions (service quality). Behavioral metrics are 

exhibited preferences, while perceptual constructs are expressed preferences (Gupta 

&Zeithaml, 2006). 

 

From the other point of view, there are two main categories of metrics: market-based metrics 

and customer-centric indicators (Winer, 2001). The market-based as traditional metrics focus 

on financial aspects like profitability, market share and profit margins as well the centric-

based metrics concentrate on unobservable or perceptual indicators such as service quality, 
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intention to purchase and customer satisfaction (Schweitzer, 2010).Winer (2001) and Cravens 

(2009) have suggested that CRM means the traditional metrics used by senior managers to 

assess and measure of their products and services in the market that must be updated and 

shifting the customer-centric indicators.  

 

majority of recent research in transaction- specific satisfaction approach have focused on the 

relationship between brand equity dimension like perceived quality and satisfaction(Bryan, et 

al., 2007; Robins &Greenland, 1992) and the role of strong feeling in satisfaction  

assessment(Bryan, et al., 2007; Rose, et al., 2004). Therefore, the essence of this view is to 

change companies from a product-centric to customer-centric Indices and scales in order to 

obtain customer satisfaction as well as valuable and sustainable competitive advantage.  

 

2.3.3. Relationship Commitment 

Commitment is a main characteristic related to successful marketing relationships (Liljander 

& Strandvik, 1995). Likewise, marketing scholars have defined  term of commitment as a 

desire to sustain a relationship(Liljander &Strandvik, 1995; Taylor, et al., 2007), an assurance  

and initiate of  continuity among parties (Davis, et al., 2008). 

 

Commitment level is defined the strongest predictor of decision voluntary to continue a 

relationship (Baldauf, et al., 2003). Moreover, relationship is built on the basis of  mutual and 

reciprocal commitments(Cretu & Brodie, 2007; Van Riel, et al., 2005). The relationship 

marketing texts recognize the relationship commitment as one of potential drivers of 

customer satisfaction and loyalty (Liljander & Strandvik, 1995; Roberts & Merrilees, 2007). 

As a results, the pervious definitions propose affective commitment and calculative 

commitment as two constructs of relationship commitment (Jensen & Klastrup, 2008; J.-H. 

Kim & Hyun, 2011).    

 
Calculative commitment is more rational and economic-based dependence on products 

advantages because of a shortage of select or switching costs. This kind of commitment is 

called colder (Christodoulides & De Chernatony, 2010; Davis, et al., 2008; Gillett, 1989). 

And also, another type of commitment is affective commitment that is more emotional that 

develops by the degree of personal involvement or of reciprocity that a customers have with a 

company. This type of commitment is a hotter and results in a higher level of commitment 
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and trust (Gillett, 1989; Liljander & Strandvik, 1995).  

 

 In the value chain of oil industry in Iran we can see three predictors of customer relation 

management such as overall customer satisfaction, calculative and affective commitments. 

They activate between oil companies and their suppliers. The customer satisfaction is an 

overall assessment of performance to time. Calculative commitment obtains the reality of 

switching costs or shortcoming of practical alternatives. Also, the affective commitment takes 

from the mutuality and trust in the relationships of company and suppliers in the oil value 

chain. As a result, this is important that which of these issues has the utmost influence on 

overall brand equity. (Jensen & Klastrup, 2008; J.-H. Kim & Hyun, 2011).    

 

2.4.Mediating dimensions of Aaker’s CBBE model 

2.4.1. Brand Loyalty 

The basic dimension of the brand equity is the brand loyalty(Gillett, 1989). Loyalty is often 

understood as actual retention that is a keystone of customer relationship (Gillett, 1989).  

With comparability, brand loyalty decreases doubtfulness and economize a customer the 

payment or expense of searching for fresh exchanges of the relational with other brands. The 

customers in this condition play a significant role to enhance profitability and sustained 

relationship in the long term  (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2002). 

 

Additionally, providing the firms with reduction the costs of marketing are one of the major 

benefits and antecedents of the brand equity (Reichheld & Teal, 2001). In the first stage, the 

acquisition of new customers may make the customer relationship unprofitable and causes the 

increasing of costs- references (Reichheld & Sasser, 1990). Just in the next steps, through the 

diminished cost concerned in serving a devoted customer, create a bond more economical and 

commercial. This action has roots in the customer behavior (Kuehn, 1962). 

In the other word, loyal customers incline to create and reinforce the relationship and linkage 

with a company and act distinctively from other particular non-loyal customers(Zeithaml, 

2000). Loyal customer through affecting clearly customer behaviors in both purchases and 

non-purchases contribute to the performance of financial in a firm(Zeithaml, 2000) . For 

instance, the loyal customer stress and concentrate a close bond and relationship with a firm 

along lower price elasticity, as well as such customer transfer recommendation by word of 
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mouth(WOM) (Gremler & Brown, 1999).  

 

Fundamentally, brand equity can create positive confidence in customers. Customers' loyalty 

has root in this confidence and encourages customers to pay a premium price as major 

characteristic for the brand. As a sample, Intelliquest Inc. and McKinsey co. in a study 

discovered that customers tend to purchase brand with  low brand equity similar to Packard 

Bell solely at a discount of price compare with Compaq and IBM  that offering their products 

at price premium (Lassar, Mittal, & Sharma, 1995; Pope, 1998). 

 

The extension of existing brand has lower cost of advertising and higher sales with comparing 

to a new brand name, because there is significant knowledge about to original brand. These 

factors cause effectiveness in the marketing activities (Dacin & Smith, 1994; Smith & Park, 

1992).  

Consequently, there are a number of studies that have illustrated and explored customer 

relationship is a closely related idea to brand equity (Kumar, Ramani, & Bohling, 2004; 

Kumar, Venkatesan & Reinartz, 2006; WJ Reinartz & Kumar, 2003; W Reinartz, Thomas, & 

Kumar, 2005). Kumar and his colleagues (2004) have investigated a lot of questions 

pertaining customer life value and how companies have to earmark their costs of marketing to 

the acquisition and retention.  

As a result,  in suppliers companies of Iranian oil industry, brand loyalty and equity can be 

leveraged to increase and improve both productivity and effectiveness of the efforts of 

customer relationship, as well enhance customer equity (Leone, et al., 2006). Due to all 

reasons illustrated aforementioned, the brand loyalty is a more important element that 

contribute to the marketing costs and improve the customer relationship management.  

 

2.4.2. Perceived Quality 

Perceived quality is one of the most important mediating dimensions and also brand equity is 

closely related with the high price performance. This condition boosts the profitability and 

prepares resources for combining the brand with fresh properties. And also the provided 

resources are suitable for improving and promoting awareness in marketing and brand 

activities such as optimizing cost of customer acquisition, customer retention, Conversion 

rates, and research and development (R & D) in marketing (Aaker, 1991). Indeed, the 

suppliers such as companies in other industries use perceived quality as a powerful strategic 
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weapon. They create the components of CR such as customer acquisition and satisfaction by 

regularly and profitably meeting the needs of customer and customer preferences for quality. 

Based on these points, CR factors and brand equity literature, the relationship between the 

brand Perceived quality (BPQ) and CR factors can be considered as important dimensions for 

industrial marketing(Kotler & Gertner, 2002). 

 

2.4.3. Brand Awareness 

There are three reasons that illustrate brand awareness is significant in the decision making of 

a customer(Keller, 1993). The first reason is the brand comes to mind of customers when they 

think pertaining to the product group (Hoyer & Brown, 1990; Keller, 1993; Macdonald & 

Sharp, 2000). The next reason is brand awareness can influence judgments and decisions 

regarding brands in the consideration, in spite of no existence of other brand associates. 

Previous researches revealed that a minimum degree of brand awareness could have a 

meaningful impact on product purchase decisions, especially when customers have low 

involvement (Hoyer & Brown 1990; Keller 1993). The final evidences points out brand 

awareness impacts consumer decisions through arrangement and strength of brand 

associations in the brand image. Hence, brand awareness creates diversities in information 

processing (Hoyer & Brown 1990; Keller 1993).       

Additionally, the significance of brand awareness is to build stronger customer relationships 

that in turn influences present and future acquisitions in the business(Esch, Langner, Schmitt, 

& Geus, 2006). In addition, a study pointed out the usefulness of brand awareness in 

alternative of consumers by exhibition that customers who are aware of one brand in a 

selection set are likely to pick the identified brand even when it has lower quality compared 

to unrecognized brand (Hoyer & Brown 1990).     

Awareness of brand as the power of the brand’s existence in the minds of customers (Pappu, 

Quester, & Cooksey, 2005) is the first stage in the communication with the customer (Aaker, 

1991). The awareness of the brand is the starting of loyalty (Aaker, 1991),there is a fact that a 

high level of awareness of brand can help customer to consider products and services in the 

point of buying(Yoo, Donthu, & Lee, 2000). As a result, the awareness of brand affects, a 

customer’s decision making via impacting the arrangement and effectiveness of brand 

association in the marketing activates (Keller, 1993).    

Brand awareness is connected to brand familiarity, which relates to the level of customer 

knowledge(Alba & Hutchinson, 1987) and suggests worth for a brand (Rangaswamy, Burke, 
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and Oliva, 1993). Hence, in suppliers companies, Brand awareness is improved in different 

marketing activities such as advertising, direct mail, business press, WOM communication, 

and promotion activities that these activities increase CR indicators like customer retention 

and conversation rate, and customer share(Srinivasan, Park, & Chang, 2005; Yoo, et al., 

2000).  

 

2.5.Conceptual Framework 

Brands are as complex social phenomena and a multi-dimensional concept. Various key 

players have a role and task in generating brand value (MacKinnon & Fairchild, 2009; 

Mühlbacher, et al., 2006). A brand represents the product source, assigns responsibility to 

product and service makers, supply promise, deceases search risk and costs of 

customers(Lovelock, 2008). It is signaling products’ quality products(Janiszewski & Van 

Osselaer, 2000; Malhotra, 2008). The notion of brand equity has been broadly discussed in 

the marketing literature. The brand equity has become important key to considerate the 

mechanisms, objectives, and net effect of the holistic effect of marketing (Reynolds & 

Phillips 2005). 

 
Davis (2000) and Ambler (2003) believe that brand equity is a key marketing asset, 

which can produce a welcome and unique relationship differentiating the linkages 

between the developments long-term consumer behavior, and company and its 

shareholders (Hunt & Morgan, 1995; Capron & Hulland, 1999).  

 

Additionally, the conceptualization of brand equity helps the marketing managers to 

understand where brand equity create and add value. Furthermore, the assets and liability 

discussed by Aaker (1996) and Keller (2003) comprise of brand loyalty, brand awareness, 

brand associations and image, perceived quality, and other proprietary assets such as 

trademark, patent, and channel relationships. These assets, in turn, present different value 

and benefits to the company or to the customers of company(Leone, et al., 2006). 

However, these dimensions are not synonymous since one can be aware of brand without 

having strong set of brand image linked in memory (Yergin, 2008). In addition, Pappu 

and colleagues (2005) realized a distinction between the dimensions of brand image 

(associations) and brand awareness.   
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Our study utilizes the CBBE perspective to describe and introduce the important 

constructs in suppliers companies of Iran’s oil industry, because the customer-based 

brand equity (CBBE) scheme provides a yardstick and measure by which brand can 

evaluate their growth in their brand building attempts. It is a manifest for marketing study 

initiatives. In addition, the development of CBBE model is determined for three 

objectives: 

 First, the model required state-of-the art thinking regarding branding from both industry 

and academic approaches.  

Second, the model is applicable and multipurpose to all possible types of brands and 

industry locations.  

Third, the model has to be comprehensive with sufficient scope to cover vital branding 

topics as well adequate depth to present valuable guidelines and insights. Hence, the 

CBBE model needs to support suppliers and top managers set strategic path and update 

their related decisions of brand. 

In this study, therefore, CS will be presented by the customer-centric such as trust, 

customer satisfaction, relationship commitment, brand loyalty, perceived quality and 

brand awareness(Devos, Landeghem, & Deschoolmeester, 2012) that create better insight 

and idea of how their CR policies and programs are working for managers and leaders. 

 

The study’s purpose also focuses on the relationships between customer relationships 

factors such as trust, customer satisfaction, relationship commitment as independent 

variables and brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand awareness as mediating 

dimensions (Devos, et al., 2012). Hence, in data collecting process the study will focus 

on them to enhance the criteria assessment of research such as validity, reliability, and 

generalization.  

As mentioned above, conceptualizing brand equity from consumer mind-set approach is 

valuable and appropriate for suppliers companies of Iranian oil industry because it 

proposes both precise guidelines for marketing tactics, strategies, and areas where study 

can be valuable in assisting decision making process. Two main reasons for this claim 

include:  

First, marketing managers must take a wide view of activities of marketing for brand 

equity. Also, how modifications in brand knowledge affect additional traditional result 

measures is significant (e.g. sales).  
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Second, marketing managers should realize that long-term success of totally future 

programs of marketing for a brand is importantly affected through the knowledge 

concerning the brand in memory which has been established by short-term marketing 

efforts of company. Theoretical framework shows in figure 2.2. 

 

Figure 2.2: Theoretical Framework 

 

The main purpose of the thesis is to determine the degree of relationship between customer 

relationships and brand equity in the customer-based brand equity (CBBE) perspective. 

Based on Aaker’s (1993) theoretical framework, the following hypotheses are developed: 

 

H1. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand loyalty plays as 

mediator. 

H2. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when perceived quality plays as 

mediator.  

H3. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand awareness plays as 

mediator.  

H4. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 

loyalty plays as mediator.  
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H5. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand equity when perceived 

quality plays as mediator.  

H6. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 

awareness plays as mediator.  

H7. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 

loyalty plays as mediator.  

H8. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when 

perceived quality plays as mediator.  

H9. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 

awareness plays as mediator.  

 

Finally, the model considers the overall brand equity as dependent variable. 

 

2.6.Summary of the chapter 

The study uses different theories that each theory supports defined constructs.  

 

 
Construct Theory Source 

 
 
Trust 
 

 
Commitment-trust theory (CTT) 

 
(Morgan & Hunt, 1994); (Sum & 
Adviser-Luk, 2007) 

 
Customer Satisfaction 

 
Kano theory (KT) 
 

 
Kano (1984) 

 
Relationship Commitment 

 
Commitment-trust theory  (CTT) 
 

(Morgan & Hunt, 1994); (Sum & 
Adviser-Luk, 2007) 

 
Brand Loyalty 
 

 
 
Research action theory (RAT) 
 

 
(Ajzen, 1980; Ha, 1998; Hale, 
Householder & Greene, 2003); (Padgett 
& Galan, 2010)  

Brand Awareness 
 
 
Perceived Quality 
 

 
Lemon market theory (LMT) 

 
(Akerlof, 1970;Devos, Landeghem& 
Deschoolmeester, 2012) 

 
Brand Equity 

 
Information economic theory (IET) 

 
(Erdem & Swait,1998) 
 

 

                       Table 2-3: Theories of the study 
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            Figure 2.3: schematic of literature review 

 

 
As previously mentioned, the CBBE models were designed to satisfy several criteria; 

these schemes were meant to be well-grounded, cohesive, up-to-date, actionable, and 

comprehensive. Moreover, the CBBE perspective describes and introduces the 

important constructs, because the customer-based brand equity scheme provides a 

yardstick and measure by which brand can evaluate their growth in their brand 

building attempts as well as a manifest for marketing study initiatives. These models 

create state-of-art thinking concerning branding from both academic and industry 

perspectives and provide sufficient scope to cover vital branding topics as well 

adequate depth to present valuable guidelines and insights. Moreover, these schemes 

are multipurpose and applicable to all categories of brands and industry sites. 

Consequently, the study utilizes CR metric or customer- centric such as trust, customer 

satisfaction, relationship commitment, brand loyalty, and brand awareness that create 

better insight and idea of how their CR policies and programs are working for 

managers. The important fact is that CR is a significant driver of financial and non-

financial variables. This is logically supported, that when customer has higher degrees 

of satisfaction, his/her behavioral purpose toward the brand tends and company’s 

image becomes more positive and then it is more probable that customer stays as a 

loyal customer. 
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Chapter 1 presented the study plan for examining the relationship between the 

elements of customer relationships factors and brand equity in suppliers 

companies of Iran’s oil.  

Chapter 2 demonstrates an assessment industry of the literature surrounding the 

theoretical structure and framework of the research and the consequences of past 

investigation. A conceptual framework for better understanding the relationships 

has been presented at the end of the chapter. 

 Chapter 3 will explain on the research method suggested for conducting the 

research. 

 Chapter 4 will focus on data analysis and clear the condition of hypothesis. 

Finally,  

Chapter 5 will illustrate the conclusions, implications and recommendations. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
 

3.1.Research Method 
The purpose of this study design was to measure the conceptual model fitness and to test 9 

research hypotheses, the proposed model and hypotheses were examined. 

This chapter includes a description of the research design used in this study. The first part 

summarizes the development of measurement scales. The instrument design section contains 

a preliminary investigation for developing brand image scales and includes the scales 

utilized to measure five constructs, including brand awareness, brand familiarity, the 

customers’ overall satisfaction, brand trust and brand loyalty. The second part offered a 

description of sample selection and data collection procedures. Information about 

participant recruitment and general procedures for collecting data was also presented. Data 

collection procedures include all sequential steps of data collection. The third part explains 

the methods of data analysis. The data analysis section involves the justification for the use 

of confirmatory factor analysis structural equation model and plans to assess construct 

validity for all measures addressed in the study. 

 

3.2.Research approach 
Research as a key issue is vital in the business and academic environment. Indeed, the 

research means various things to various people (Heron, Reason, & Bradbury, 2006). 

Thus, the research is defined as a process of both examination and exploration, 

systematic and logical. Furthermore, it increases different aspects of knowledge 

(Amaratunga, Baldry, Sarshar, & Newton, 2002). Some factors are important in the 

conditions of the defined operational research, including arranged investigation of the 

problem defined, using of suitable scientific methods, present adequate evidence and 

sensible reasoning, able to illustrate or demonstrate the validity of conclusions, as well 

as showing research path for future.(Jenkins, 1985). Consequently, it is significant that 

scholars and practitioners are required to be conscious that the pick is affected through 

that nature of the investigation, as well as the investigator's own analytical preferences 

(Amaratunga, et al., 2002). Morgan and colleagues (2004) defined methodology as a 

process of analysis of the philosophies of rules, postulates or hypotheses, and methods 
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employed by a discipline. It states more than a simple set of methods and it refers to the 

philosophical and rational assumptions which underlie a specific study (Amaratunga, et 

al., 2002). In this research we need to calculate the Influence of the factors and use 

Quantitative approach. 

 

3.3.Data Collection Procedures 
The choice of data collection approaches suggest various methods such as survey 

questionnaire, focus group, observation, interview, and analysis of document (Easterby-

Smith, Antonacopoulou, Simm, & Lyles, 2004). Clark and Watson (1995) proved that the 

quantitative method is useful to gain preliminary information about responses to survey 

questions. Survey research seems to be applicable and valid strategy to investigate the 

research hypotheses developed in the study. 

 

3.3.1. Justification of Survey Method 
 

This research procedure is suitable for this study for two reasons. 1) The interested variables 

are difficult for the investigator to manipulate(Emory & Cooper, 1991; Forza, 2002) and 2) 

it is appropriate because participants could not be simply assigned to conduct and control 

groups as they are in experimental researches. This type of quantity research is a well-

known approach to the study of industrial relations(Anderson, Håkansson & Johanson, 

1994).Additionally, the survey of field research employs the reports of key informant and 

SEM which is well known by marketing scholars in the business marketing (Håkansson & 

Johanson, 1993).  

 

The questionnaire is a formal schedule to get accurate and complete information concerning 

the problem of research (Kartono & Rao, 2005). The questionnaire for the study will employ 

a number of purposes by translating research objectives into groups of questions. The 

defined questionnaire must have several characteristics.  

First, the format of the questions and the responses should be standardized so that all 

participants meet the same incentive.  

Second, it should be planned in a way to offer clear questions to encourage respondents to 

contribute and answer all the questions asked correctly.  
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Finally, the questionnaire would facilitate and simplify management and processing because 

majority of the questions are in standard or pre coded formats (Fraser & Lawley, 2000) . 

Therefore, this study will focus on survey questionnaire as the main instrument to gather the 

required data from important suppliers companies (such as raw materials suppliers) in the 

oil industry in south area of Iran where they produce up to 85 percent of total oil and 

produce 100 percent of total gas and Liquid Natural Gas (LNG). 

 Hence, the study follows two main parts of the survey process to collect data including pilot 

and main survey. 

 

3.3.2. Pilot Study 

Pilot study is another step of development of a new survey. It involves pre-testing with 

small sample of target population to receive and solve any possible error in its design 

(Emory & Cooper, 1991; Kartono & Rao, 2005; Litwin, 1995). A pilot study was conducted 

with a representative group of suppliers who were manufacturer and suppliers of goods and 

services for oil companies as a customer. The study used a sample about 50 respondents 

(suppliers) and their comments were exploited to review, revise and clarify the statements 

and items in the survey. We had interview with 30 suppliers of 50 defined supplier samples 

for our pilot study and asked them to fulfill questionnaire, Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

(CFA) and Explanatory Factor Analysis (EFA) were exploited as survey instruments to 

verify the reliability and validity of the data, after that a questionnaire was developed to 

collect Quantitative data for final survey. Therefore, a self-administered structured 

questionnaire was developed to collect quantitative data about the different aspects of the 

relationships among customer relationships components, mediating dimensions and brand 

equity. For this, a quota sample drew 400 participants from raw materials suppliers in the 

oil’s supply chain in the south area of Iran. The study used fax, e-mail, and face to face 

interviews as the three main tools for collecting data. 

 

Consequently, in the first step of the questionnaire design, the study concentrated on some 

of the characteristics of the participants like gender, company type, number of employees, 

responders’ position and work experience. The second step to design the questionnaire was 

to find out the construct validity of the items generated from pilot survey. The study 

generated a pool of various candidate measure items to reveal the dimensions or indicators 
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of customer relationships factors, mediating dimensions, and brand equity constructs. All 

items were evaluated with a seven-point scale anchored at: 

 1 – Strongly disagree  

 2 – Disagree  

 3 – Somewhat disagree  

 4 – Neither agree/disagree  

 5 – Somewhat agree  

 6 – Agree  

 7 – Strongly agree  

The advantage of utilizing an interval scale is that it allows the researcher to exploit a 

variety of statistical techniques which are applied to ordinal and nominal scales data in 

addition to the calculation mean, standard deviation, correlation, and other statistical 

techniques commonly used in marketing research.  

 

In the third step, the questionnaire that included following items: 

1.9 items of trust 

2. 8 items of customer satisfaction 

3. 7 items of relationship commitment 

4. 10 items of brand loyalty 

5. 6 items of perceived quality 

6. 6 items of brand awareness  

7. 4 items of brand equity.  

These dimensions cover dependent, independent and mediating variables. The outcomes of 

the main survey stage need both descriptive and inference analysis.  

 

3.3.3. The sampling design process 

Sampling design starts by specifying the target population. The collection of factors that 

process and analyze these essential information by the researcher and about which 

inferences are to be made is target population (Malhotra, 2008). The target population 

should be defined precisely. Defining the target population deals with translating the defined 

problem into a detailed statement of who should and should not be included in the sample. 

So, the target population must be defined in terms of elements, sampling units, extent, and 

time frame (Malhotra, 2008; Wywiał, 2008).  
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We use cochran formula as bellow: our population size is and Sample size is 400. 

 

⇒
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N=Population size 

Z= Statistics for a level of confidence 

P= Expected proportion 

D= precision 

n'= Sample size 

 

3.3.4. Data analysis method 

In this study, data analysis was conducted in four phase approaches that include descriptive 

and inferential analysis.  

 

Phase 1: Descriptive Analysis 

The first phase covers the descriptive analysis that includes tables, graphs and charts used to 

organize, summarize, describe and present raw data. The descriptive statistics examine 

central tendency of data such as mean, median and mode that focus on the location of data. 

Moreover, it considers dispersion of data such as variance, related square root, and the 

standard deviation that zoom the variability of data. And also, descriptive statistics indicates 

the rate of symmetry of data that is measured by the Skew indicators as well as Kurtosis of 

data which is measured by the Kurtosis index.   

 

Additionally, in the first phase, the sample characteristics of respondents such as gender, 

company type, employees’ number, responders’ position, work experience, and their 

demographic profile was presented. And also, this stage means, standard deviations, 

frequency techniques, and a mean comparison were used for the dependent variables. The 

first phase of data analysis focused on the data collecting tools and percentage of it. 

 

Phase 2: Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 
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The second step of data analysis focused on conducting an Exploratory Factor Analysis 

(EFA) to classify the factor structure for measuring the customer relationships factors and 

brand equity with affecting mediating dimensions. It examined the consistency in 

measurement as well as it elaborated and checked the different validity, reliability, and 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. According to EFA, the factor or items with factor loading 

greater than 0.5 and Eigen value equal to or greater than 1 is acceptable. Cronbach’s alpha 

(α) coefficient above the cut-off value of 0.70 for testing the reliability of the scale was 

considered.(  Lei and Wu, 2007). 

 

Phase 3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

The third phase of data analysis is confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Theory-testing 

model offers the researcher more feasible techniques for assessing construct validity. This 

method, after identifying the prior factors, looks for optimally match the theoretical and 

observed factors for given data set to determine the main indexes of the predetermined 

factor model(Lei and Wu, 2007). CFA is a powerful inferential statistic technique since it 

provides clear hypothesis testing in order to factor analytical problems.  

 

This study used CFA method, as sub-model of structural equation model (SEM) detects the 

measurement model that shows the relationships between the observed and latent variables. 

It also enables a comprehensive evaluation of the adequacy of the measurement criteria of 

the models such as various types of reliability and validity comprising convergent and 

discriminant validity( Malhotra, 2008). 

 

Additionally, CFA is a type of multivariate statistical technique in which the main objective 

is to confirm the basic structure in a data matrix. It also confirms the factor structure for 

measuring the customer relationships dimensions and antecedents with brand equity with 

the mediating role of variables. The CFA determines and checks the various validity and 

reliability of the measuring scale. The adequacy of measuring model will be assessed based 

on the criteria of overall with data, unidimensionality analysis, three main validity- 

convergent, discriminant validity and reliability. 
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Phase 4: Structural Equation Model (SEM) 

In the fourth phase, the study used the structural equation model (SEM) in order to estimate 

parameters and examination of hypotheses. The SEM is a statistical methodology to analyze 

multivariate data. Moreover, it is a frequently and widely used method in social science and 

psychology(MacKinnon &Fairchild, 2009; Wywiał, 2008). SEM lets the observation of 

separate links for each of the group of dependent variables and it is the apt and most 

efficient estimation method for a set of separate multiple regression equations estimated 

simultaneously(Gillett, 1989). In addition, the SEM estimates causal relationships among 

the latent variables and tests the hypotheses given the complex bonds among constructs. It 

also shows a direct and indirect effect between specific latent variables and certain other 

latent variables in the model(Bahmannia, 2006).  

The SEM technique let all the interrelationships between the variables to be evaluated in the 

same decision situation. In order to investigate the fitness level of the model, some 

important criteria, particularly the goodness- of- fit measures, was included in the analysis 

batch. For this purpose, the AMOS package will be applied because it can be directly 

connected to SPSS, which was utilized for summarizing the statistics.  

 

3.4.Validity and Reliability of Research Design 
After analyzing the elements of proposed models such as customer relationships, brand 

equity, and mediating variables, the study must assess the validity of the related scales to 

know whether items of the components of proposed model measure the intended concept. 

Hence, the study used three various types of validity including convergent, discriminant, 

and construct validity. Theses analyses  demonstrated  the capacity of the scales of model’s 

components for measuring unique dimensions of concept in order to evaluate the convergent 

and discriminant validity and that it is related to other characteristics as theoretically 

suggested through the literature for assessing of the construct validity.  

 

 Additionally, reliability confirms that the internal consistency of measurement scales is free 

from random errors. In order to examine the reliability of the overall scales and each of the 

dimensions of variables, Cronbach’s alpha scores are shown. Cronbach’s alpha is a common 

statistic for measuring the reliability. A reliable construct is specified by a Cronbach’s alpha 

(a) above the cut-off value of 0.70 (Kaplan, 2009& Kline, 2005). According to the rule of 

thumb, the reliability coefficients about 0.90 are excellent and value close 0.80 are 
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satisfactory. Failure to see the reliability requirement may lead to removal of troublesome 

items. 
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3.5.Summery 
The study utilizes the quantitative methodology to investigate and test the relationships 

between the concepts, constructs and indicators by both descriptive and inferential statistics. 

The results of using quantitative methodology lead to accepting or rejecting the proposed 

hypotheses and then proposed theory regarding suppliers of oil industry as a defined 

population. The relationship is based on brand equity models and CBBE perspectives Aaker 

(1996) in order to assess which factors of customer relationship has more strength and 

direction with the brand equity. 

 

Furthermore, the study exploits single cross-sectional studies surveys as strategies that are 

developed to collect data for determining the degree of relationship between the customer 

relationship factors and brand equity in the CBBE perspective as an investigative study of 

Oil suppliers in south region of Iran. The main reasons of using the quantitative 

methodology include using plans to diminish error, bias and other barriers that keep one 

from obviously discerning marketing and branding literature as social facts (Cronbach, 

1975).  
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Chapter 4: Data Analysis  
 

4.1.Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the research methodology used for collecting and 

analyzing data used to test the research model of Brand equity and customer relationships 

factors in suppliers companies of Iranian oil industry, we will revise it. 

In this section we analyzed demographic data, then correlation between dependent variable 

and independent variable with mediator variable was discussed. In the next part the item 

analysis was described followed by structural equation modeling that was used to test the 

conceptual model in chapter. Finally, conclusion was made. 

 

4.2.Pretest Analysis 
Piloting can be done either together in focus groups and individually, we have used focus 

groups as indicated, the pilot study was conducted to clarify major dimensions identified by 

the literature Byrne (2009) this pilot study was designed to be exploratory, and a qualitative 

method was selected. Respondents were interviewed at three group staff-supplier, manager- 

supplier and CRM professional, we tested 30 of them with preliminary questionnaire, after 

that we modified the questionnaire with their views. We have done the pre-test, according to 

their View the questionnaire were modified, then the final questionnaire was obtained.   

 

4.2.1. Sample Description 
 
The demographic profile (The respondents on the survey) presents a clear picture of the 

characteristics of respondents and allows assessment of the representativeness of the sample 

to be made. 

The work experience  of : 42 number of sample are between 0- 10 (10.5%) , 163 number of 

samples are between 11-20 (40.8%), 41 number of samples are between 21-30 (10.2%) and 

finally 154 number of samples are more than 31 years old (38.5%) . This indicates that the 

work experience of samples group is typically considered to middle work experience. 

 Occupation: 142 (35.5%) number of samples are staff-supplier, 179 (44.8%) number of 

samples are manager as supplier, and 79 (19.7%) number of samples are CRM professional. 

This indicates that the occupation of sample group is typically considered to managers. 
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Education: 3 (0.8%) number of sample are diploma, 15 (3.7%) number of sample are upper 

diploma, 162 (40.5%) number of sample are Bachelor and 220 (55%) are master and more 

for example PHD. This indicates that the Education of sample group is typically considered 

to master and more. 
Type of company: 187 (46.7%) number of samples are small, 81 (20.3%) number of 

samples are middle, and 132 (33%) number of samples are massive companies. 

 

Demographics Frequency (n) Percentage (%) 

Work Experience 

0-10 

11-20 

21-30 

31 and more 

 

42 

163 

41 

154 

 

10.5 

40.8 

10.2 

38.5 

Occupation 

Staff-Supplier 

Manager- Supplier 

CRM-Professional 

 

142 

179 

79 

 

35.5 

44.8 

19.7 

Education 

Diploma 

Upper-Diploma 

Bachelor 

Master and Higher 

Education 

3 

15 

162 

220 

 

0.8 

3.7 

40.5 

55.0 

 

Type of Company 

Small 

Medium 

Big 

 

187 

81 

132 

 

46.75 

20.25 

33 

 
Table 4.1: Demographic Characteristics of respondents in the pre-test (N=400) 
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4.2.2. Evaluating the Measurement Model of the Pretest 

Prior to testing the reliability of the pretest, dimensional measures were assessed based on 

the result of the exploratory factor analysis with principle component extraction method. A 

scale reliability using SPSS 19.0 was computed in order to purify the scales prior to the final 

testing. A reliability test was conducted to test the internal consistency in measuring results 

using the coefficient alpha. A Cronbach alpha coefficient is generally used to measure the 

internal consistency. 

Alpha values of 0.70 or greater are regarded as acceptable (Nunnally, 1978). 

 

Table 4.2: Cronbach test 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Number 

of Items 

0.855 50 

 

 

The Alpha is 0.855, and indicates that this is acceptable. 

 

Table 4.3 

Construct (# of items) Factor 
loading 

Item-total 
Correlatio

n 

% of 
variance 

explained 

Coeffici
ent 

Alpha 
TRUST 80.94 0.92 

TR1 0.87 0.821   
TR2 0.84 0.793   
TR3 0.84 0.82   
TR4 0.83 0.81   
TR5 0.91 0.780   
TR6 0.92 0.884   
TR7 0.94 0.891   
TR8 0.91 0.790   
TR9 0.95 0.902   

SATISFACTION 80.92 0.91 
SC1 0.95 0.901   
SC2 0.82 0.771   
SC3 0.91 0.792   
SC4 0.84 0.82   
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SC5 0.94 0.892   
SC6 0.92 0.884   
SC7 0.83 0.803   
SC8 0.90 0.770   

RELATIONSHIP COMMITMENT   
RC1 0.81 0.792 78.50 0.86 
RC2 0.85 0.820   
RC3 0.82 0.780   
RC4 0.83 0.792   
RC5 0.81 0.760   
RC7 0.80 0.752   
RC6 0.82 0.783   

BRAND LOYALTY   
BL1 0.71 0.650 0.75 0,80 
BL2 0.78 0.725   
BL3 0.75 0.704   
BL4 0.72 0.684   
BL5 0.73 0.682   
BL6 0.76 0.713   
BL7 0.79 0.742   
BL8 0.71 0.664   
BL9 0.80 0.751   
BL10 0.85 0.800   

PERCEIVED QUALITY 0.77 0.82 
PQ1 0.73 0.682   
PQ2 0.76 0.713   
PQ3 0.79 0.742   
PQ4 0.71 0.664   
PQ5 0.80 0.751   
PQ6 0.85 0.800   

BRAND AWARENESS   
BA1 0.71 0.650 0.78 0.83 
BA2 0.78 0.725   
BA3 0.75 0.704   
BA4 0.72 0.684   
BA5 0.88 0.82   
BA6 0.85 0.80   

BRAND EQUITY   
BE1 0.72 0.684 0.79 0.84 
BE2 0.79 0.841   
BE3 0.88 0.821   
BE4 0.85 0.804   
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4.3.Main study analysis 
 

4.3.1. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 

The Kolmogorov–Smirnov test emphasizes more on the center of the distribution than the 

tails because there the distribution function is tied to the values zero a done and thus is less 

sensitive to deviations at the borders. Since it is based on the distribution function, 

deviations are integrated over a certain range. The average of data should be3, but in this 

table the data are the same, because of that we have to use parametric test. 

 
Table 4.4: One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 

 N 

Normal Parametersa,b Most Extreme Differences 
Kolmogorov-

Smirnov Z 
Asymp. Sig. 

(2-tailed) Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Absolute Positive Negative 

TR1 400 4.0000 1.15035 .245 .192 -.245 4.900 .000 
TR2 400 3.9175 1.41623 .280 .222 -.280 5.603 .000 
TR3 400 3.3625 1.36225 .185 .131 -.185 3.702 .000 
TR4 400 3.4275 1.25446 .171 .138 -.171 3.419 .000 
TR5 400 4.0775 1.22280 .297 .225 -.297 5.944 .000 
TR6 400 3.9425 1.19699 .259 .188 -.259 5.183 .000 
TR7 400 3.5525 1.48079 .228 .164 -.228 4.567 .000 
TR8 400 3.6425 1.42997 .264 .171 -.264 5.275 .000 
TR9 400 3.8300 1.22468 .315 .170 -.315 6.304 .000 
SC1 400 3.9425 1.18224 .257 .186 -.257 5.138 .000 
SC2 400 3.8750 1.20333 .261 .175 -.261 5.227 .000 
SC3 400 3.3750 1.36713 .189 .131 -.189 3.774 .000 
SC4 400 3.6550 1.43217 .266 .174 -.266 5.323 .000 
SC5 400 3.6700 1.35488 .259 .163 -.259 5.174 .000 
SC6 400 4.1250 1.30139 .354 .251 -.354 7.086 .000 
SC7 400 3.5425 1.47941 .225 .162 -.225 4.505 .000 
SC8 400 3.8050 1.21064 .246 .162 -.246 4.930 .000 
RC1 400 3.4875 1.47318 .219 .152 -.219 4.371 .000 
RC2 400 3.8275 1.44671 .259 .196 -.259 5.173 .000 
RC3 400 3.4750 1.46962 .220 .150 -.220 4.391 .000 
RC4 400 3.6450 1.41562 .251 .169 -.251 5.015 .000 
RC5 400 3.6475 1.41713 .253 .170 -.253 5.051 .000 
RC7 400 3.6175 1.40753 .237 .163 -.237 4.740 .000 
RC6 400 3.5525 1.48079 .228 .164 -.228 4.567 .000 
BL1 400 3.8225 1.36405 .276 .194 -.276 5.520 .000 
BL2 400 3.5425 1.44340 .281 .170 -.281 5.624 .000 
BL3 400 3.4250 1.51331 .211 .149 -.211 4.220 .000 
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BL4 400 3.4550 1.52604 .229 .156 -.229 4.587 .000 
BL5 400 3.4700 1.46611 .222 .148 -.222 4.433 .000 
BL6 400 3.9075 1.37246 .317 .213 -.317 6.340 .000 
BL7 400 3.9050 1.36772 .313 .212 -.313 6.266 .000 
BL8 400 3.4475 1.43086 .211 .182 -.211 4.221 .000 
BL9 400 3.5525 1.48079 .228 .164 -.228 4.567 .000 

BL10 400 3.5075 1.48170 .216 .157 -.216 4.312 .000 
PQ1 400 3.3775 1.36919 .188 .131 -.188 3.756 .000 
PQ2 400 3.6575 1.43364 .268 .175 -.268 5.359 .000 
PQ3 400 3.3825 1.40931 .224 .172 -.224 4.489 .000 
PQ4 400 3.3400 1.44034 .178 .140 -.178 3.559 .000 
PQ5 400 3.4525 1.24363 .198 .115 -.198 3.952 .000 
PQ6 400 3.5125 1.40883 .205 .146 -.205 4.107 .000 
BA1 400 3.5375 1.42783 .205 .153 -.205 4.093 .000 
BA2 400 3.3775 1.36919 .188 .131 -.188 3.756 .000 
BA3 400 3.4475 1.31589 .210 .119 -.210 4.204 .000 
BA4 400 3.4700 1.44718 .210 .145 -.210 4.196 .000 
BA5 400 3.4375 1.45822 .213 .142 -.213 4.253 .000 
BA6 400 3.2875 1.42827 .186 .156 -.186 3.721 .000 
BE1 400 2.9200 1.44528 .173 .173 -.138 3.456 .000 
BE2 400 3.0175 1.42382 .150 .137 -.150 2.998 .000 
BE3 400 2.7950 1.35742 .180 .180 -.133 3.600 .000 
BE4 400 3.5725 1.30537 .238 .137 -.238 4.767 .000 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 

 

4.3.2. Correlations 

After determining the type of test, the Correlations data should be determined. The 

Correlations are between 1 and -1. If the correlation coefficient is zero, this does not 

necessarily mean statistical independence of the variables. Here we explored the effect of 

independent variables such as Trust (m=3.7503, sd = .68373), satisfaction (m=3.7488, sd = 

.60218), Relationship commitment (m=3.6075, sd = .83769), Brand loyalty (m=3.6035, sd = 

.58579), Perceived quality (m=3.4538, sd = .82541), Brand awareness (m=3.4263, sd = 

.92094), Brand equity (m=3.0763, sd = .75290). 
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Table 4.5: Correlations ofTrust with other variables 
 TR BL PQ BA 

TR 

Pearson Correlation 1 .235** .610** .542** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BL 

Pearson Correlation .235** 1 .337** .278** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

PQ 

Pearson Correlation .610** .337** 1 .675** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BA 

Pearson Correlation .542** .278** .675** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  

N 400 400 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 
The table shows Trust, has positive effect on Brand loyalty, Perceived quality and Brand 

awareness. The amounts of r are 0.235, 0.610, 0.542. All of the data are between -1<r<1. 

The table shows that the effect of Trust on Perceived quality is significant. 

 

 
Table 4.6: Correlations of Satisfaction with other variables  

 BL PQ BA SC 

BL 

Pearson Correlation 1 .337** .278** .257** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

PQ 

Pearson Correlation .337** 1 .675** .550** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BA 

Pearson Correlation .278** .675** 1 .434** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

SC 

Pearson Correlation .257** .550** .434** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  

N 400 400 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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The table shows satisfaction, has positive effect on Brand loyalty, Perceived quality and 

Brand awareness. The amounts of r, are 0.257, 0.550, 0.434. All of the data are between -

1<r<1. The table shows that the effect of Trust on Perceived quality is significant. 

 
Table 4.7: Correlations of Relationship Commitment with other variables 

 BL PQ BA RC 

BL 

Pearson Correlation 1 .337** .278** .424** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

PQ 

Pearson Correlation .337** 1 .675** .315** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BA 

Pearson Correlation .278** .675** 1 .257** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

RC 

Pearson Correlation .424** .315** .257** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  

N 400 400 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 
The table shows satisfaction, has positive effect on Brand loyalty, Perceived quality and 

Brand awareness. The amounts of r, are 0.424, 0.315, 0.257. All of the data are between 

1<r<1. The table shows that the effect of Trust on Brand loyalty is significant. 

 
Table 4.8: Correlations of Trust with other variables  

 TR BE_BL BE_PQ BE_BA 

TR 

Pearson Correlation 1 .385** .552** .522** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE_BL 

Pearson Correlation .385** 1 .520** .540** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE_PQ 

Pearson Correlation .552** .520** 1 .824** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE_BA 

Pearson Correlation .522** .540** .824** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  

N 400 400 400 400 
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Table 4.8: Correlations of Trust with other variables  
 TR BE_BL BE_PQ BE_BA 

TR 

Pearson Correlation 1 .385** .552** .522** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE_BL 

Pearson Correlation .385** 1 .520** .540** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE_PQ 

Pearson Correlation .552** .520** 1 .824** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE_BA 

Pearson Correlation .522** .540** .824** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  

N 400 400 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 
The table shows Trust, has positive effect on Brand equity with mediator of Brand loyalty 

Perceived quality and Brand awareness. The amounts of r, are 0.385, 0.552, 0.522. All of 

the data are between -1<r<1. The table shows that the effect of Trust on Brand equity with 

mediator of Perceived quality (as mediator) is significant. 

 
Table 4.9: Correlations of satisfaction with other variables  
 BE_BL BE_PQ BE_BA SC 

BE_BL 

Pearson Correlation 1 .520** .540** .401** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE_PQ 

Pearson Correlation .520** 1 .824** .520** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE_BA 

Pearson Correlation .540** .824** 1 .450** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

SC 

Pearson Correlation .401** .520** .450** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  

N 400 400 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
 

The table shows satisfaction, has positive effect on Brand equity with mediator of Brand 

loyalty, Perceived quality and Brand awareness. The amounts of r, are 0.401, 0.520, 0.450. 
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All of the data are between -1<r<1. The table shows that the effect of satisfaction on Brand 

equity with mediator of Perceived quality (as mediator) is significant. 

The table shows Relationship commitment has positive effect on Brand equity with 

mediator of Brand loyalty, Perceived quality and Brand awareness. The amounts of r, are 

0.263, 0.437, 0.397. All of the data are between -1<r<1. The table shows that the effect of 

satisfaction on Brand equity with mediator of Perceived quality (as mediator) is significant. 

 
Table 4.11: Correlations of Relationship Commitment, Trust, satisfaction 

with Brand equity 

 TR SC RC BE 

TR 

Pearson Correlation 1 .715** .249** .305** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

SC 

Pearson Correlation .715** 1 .258** .309** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

RC 

Pearson Correlation .249** .258** 1 .005 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .925 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE 

Pearson Correlation .305** .309** .005 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .925  

N 400 400 400 400 

 
Table 4.10: Correlations of Relationship Commitment with other variables  

 BE_BL BE_PQ BE_BA RC 

BE_BL 

Pearson Correlation 1 .520** .540** .263** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE_PQ 

Pearson Correlation .520** 1 .824** .437** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE_BA 

Pearson Correlation .540** .824** 1 .397** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

RC 

Pearson Correlation .263** .437** .397** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  

N 400 400 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table 4.11: Correlations of Relationship Commitment, Trust, satisfaction 
with Brand equity 

 TR SC RC BE 

TR 

Pearson Correlation 1 .715** .249** .305** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

SC 

Pearson Correlation .715** 1 .258** .309** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 400 400 400 400 

RC 

Pearson Correlation .249** .258** 1 .005 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .925 

N 400 400 400 400 

BE 

Pearson Correlation .305** .309** .005 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .925  

N 400 400 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 
The table shows Correlations Relationship Commitment, Trust, Customer satisfaction have 

positive effect on Brand equity. The amounts of r, are 0.305, 0.309, 0.005, all of the data are 

between -1<r<1 except relationship commitment. The relation between Relationship 

commitment and Brand equity is not acceptable. 

 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) is more comprehensive and flexible than any other 

single statistical model in standard use in research design and data analysis by social and 

behavioral scientists (Hoyle 1995). 

 
There are three benefits of using SEM, proposed by Hair et al. (1998) and Kelloway (1998). 

First, these are properties of certain scales. 

Second, it allows for the specification and testing of complex path models that integrate this 

sophisticated understanding.  

Finally, it prepares a unique analysis that gives a flexible and strong means of 

simultaneously assessing the quality of measurement and examining predictive relationships 

among constructs. 
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4.3.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) compares the presented model with a model in which the 

latent variables are uncorrelated. The CFI value should be greater than or equal to 0.9 

(Zaccaroet al., 2004). 

The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) measures the discrepancy per 

degree of freedom. An adequate fit is proposed to be the case if the value is less than or 

equal to 0.08 and 0.05 or less would indicate a close fit of the model in relation to the 

degrees of freedom (Byrne, 2010).  

The GFI is a function of the absolute discrepancies between the observed and predicted 

Covariance matrix. The recommended threshold for the GFI is 0.90, GFI is sensitive to 

Sample size (Martin Castor, 2009). 

Also the other goodness-of-fit statistic is the CMIN; It is similar to a χ2 and is meaningful 

only when compared to the CMIN for alternative models (Byrne, 2010). DF is degrees of 

freedom too. RFI is obtained from the NFI by substituting F / d for F. RFI values close to 1 

indicate a very good fit. IFI values close to 1 indicate a very good fit. 

The second analysis produced a set of unacceptable statistics for SEM, the modification is 

needed here, but we cloud not omit variables or latent, because they are fixed, and the 

variables or latent accepted by experts for model. The final path, is graphical modify.  

 

 

Figure 4.1: SEM (without mediators) with complete variable and Latent 
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Table 4.12: Confirmatory Factor Analysis (without mediators) with complete variable and Latent 

Recommended Value for 
Acceptance 

Value Index 

Must compare to subsequent analyses 3.7 CMIN 
 1 DF 
>.9 1.0 CFI 
≤.05 for good fit 0.1 RMSEA 

0.90> 1.0 NFI 
close to 1 0.9 RFI 
close to 1 1.0 IFI 

 

The final model test showed statistical values that approached acceptable values. The 

estimates show the effect of trust on satisfaction is more than the others. Also the C.R is 

20.4, which indicates the amount of C.R satisfaction is more than the other variables. 

 

Table 4.13: Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) (without mediators) with 
complete variable and Laten 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
SC <--- TR .6 .0 20.4 ***  
RC <--- SC .4 .1 5.3 ***  
BE <--- TR .2 .1 2.8 .0  
BE <--- SC .3 .1 2.9 .0  
BE <--- RC -.1 .0 -1.9 .1  

 

 

Table 4.14: Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) (without 
mediators) with complete variable and Latent 

   Estimate 
SC <--- TR .7 
RC <--- SC .3 
BE <--- TR .2 
BE <--- SC .2 
BE <--- RC -.1 

 

 



Page 59 of 89 
 

Table 4.15: Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) (without mediator) with complete variable 
and Latent 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
T1   .5 .0 14.1 ***  
S1   .2 .0 14.1 ***  
R1   .7 .0 14.1 ***  
B1   .5 .0 14.1 ***  

 

 

Figure 4.2: SEM (with Brand Awareness mediators) with complete variable and Latent  

 

 

Table 4.16: Confirmatory Factor Analysis (with Brand Awareness mediators) with complete variable 
and Latent 

Recommended Value for 
Acceptance 

Value Index 

Must compare to subsequent analyses 12.0 CMIN 
 2 DF 
>.9 1.0 CFI 
≤.05 for good fit 0.1 RMSEA 

0.90> 1.0 NFI 
close to 1 0.9 RFI 
close to 1 1.0 IFI 

 

The final model test showed statistical values that approached acceptable values. The 

estimates showed the effect of Trust on brand awareness is more than the others. Also the 
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C.R is 20.4, which indicates the amount of C.R is more than the other variables. Also with 

interference of brand awareness, the effect of Trust on brand awareness is more than without 

mediator. 

 

Table 4.17: Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) (with Brand Awareness 
mediators) with complete variable and Laten 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
SC <--- TR .6 .0 20.4 *** par_5 
RC <--- SC .4 .1 5.3 *** par_6 
BA <--- SC .1 .1 1.2 .2 par_1 
BA <--- TR .6 .1 7.7 *** par_3 
BA <--- RC .1 .0 2.9 .0 par_4 
BE <--- BA .0 .0 1.0 .3 par_2 
BE <--- TR .3 .1 5.2 *** par_7 
BE <--- RC -.1 .0 -1.7 .1 par_8 

 

Table 4.18: Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) (with Brand 
Awareness mediators) with complete variable and Laten 

   Estimate 
SC <--- TR .7 
RC <--- SC .3 
BA <--- SC .1 
BA <--- TR .5 
BA <--- RC .1 
BE <--- BA .1 
BE <--- TR .3 
BE <--- RC -.1 

 

Table 4.19: Intercepts: (Group number 1 - Default model) (with Brand Awareness mediators) with 
complete variable and Laten 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
TR   3.8 .0 109.7 *** par_9 
SC   1.4 .1 11.8 *** par_10 
RC   2.3 .3 8.9 *** par_11 
BA   .2 .3 .7 .5 par_13 
BE   2.0 .2 8.7 *** par_12 
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Table 4.20: Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model)( with  Brand Awareness as mediator ) 
with complete variable and Latent 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
T1   .5 .0 14.1 *** par_14 
S1   .2 .0 14.1 *** par_15 
R1   .7 .0 14.1 *** par_16 
L1   .6 .0 14.1 *** par_17 
B1   .5 .0 14.1 *** par_18 

 

 

Figure 4.3: SEM (with Perceived quality as mediator) with complete variable and Latent 

 

 

Table 4.21: Confirmatory Factor Analysis (with Perceived quality as mediator) with complete 

variable and Latent 

Recommended Value for 
Acceptance 

Value Index 

Must compare to subsequent analysis 14.8 CMIN 
 2 DF 
>.9 1.0 CFI 
≤.05 for good fit 0.1 RMSEA 

0.90> 1.0 NFI 
close to 1 0.9 RFI 
close to 1 1.0 IFI 
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The final model test showed statistical values that approached acceptable values. The 

estimates show the effect of Trust on satisfaction is more than the others. Also the C.R is 

20.4, which indicates the amount of C.R is more than the other variables. Also with 

interference of Perceived quality, the effect of Trust on Perceived quality is more than 

without mediator. 

Table 4.22: Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) (with Perceived quality as 
mediators) with complete variable and Laten 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
SC <--- TR .6 .0 20.4 ***  
RC <--- SC .4 .1 5.3 ***  
PQ <--- SC .3 .1 3.7 ***  
PQ <--- TR .5 .1 7.8 ***  
PQ <--- RC .2 .0 4.0 ***  
BE <--- PQ -.1 .1 -1.7 .1  
BE <--- TR .4 .1 6.5 ***  
BE <--- RC -.1 .0 -1.2 .2  

 

 

Table 4.23: Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) (with Perceived 
quality as mediators) with complete variable and Laten 

   Estimate 
SC <--- TR .7 
RC <--- SC .3 
PQ <--- SC .2 
PQ <--- TR .4 
PQ <--- RC .2 
BE <--- PQ -.1 
BE <--- TR .4 
BE <--- RC -.1 

 

Table 4.24 Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) (with Perceived quality as mediators) with 
complete variable and Laten 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
T1   .5 .0 14.1 ***  
S1   .2 .0 14.1 ***  
R1   .7 .0 14.1 ***  
L1   .4 .0 14.1 ***  
B1   .5 .0 14.1 ***  
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Figure 4.4: SEM (with Brand Loyalty) with complete variable and Latent  

 

 

 

Table 4.25: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Table (with Brand loyalty) with complete variable and 

Latent 

Recommended Value for 
Acceptance 

Value Index 

Must compare to subsequent analyses 13.0 CMIN 
 2 DF 
>.9 1.0 CFI 
≤.05 for good fit 1.0 RMSEA 

0.90> 0.9 NFI 
close to 1 1.0 RFI 
close to 1 1.0 IFI 

 

The final model test showed statistical values that approached acceptable values. The 

estimates show the effect of Trust on satisfaction is more than the others. Also the C.R is 

8.5, which demonstrate the amount of C.R satisfaction is more than the other variables. Also 

withInterference of Brand loyalty the effect of Relationship commitment on Brand loyalty is 

more than without mediator. 
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Table 4.26: Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) (with Brand loyalty) with 
complete variable and Laten 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
SC <--- TR .6 .0 20.4 ***  
RC <--- SC .4 .1 5.3 ***  
BL <--- SC .1 .1 1.8 .1  
BL <--- TR .0 .1 .9 .4  
BL <--- RC .3 .0 8.2 ***  
BE <--- BL -.1 .1 -.9 .4  
BE <--- TR .4 .1 6.8 ***  
BE <--- RC -.1 .0 -1.1 .3  

 

 

Table 4.27: Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) (with Brand 
loyalty) with complete variable and Laten 

   Estimate 
SC <--- TR .7 
RC <--- SC .3 
BL <--- SC .1 
BL <--- TR .1 
BL <--- RC .4 
BE <--- BL .0 
BE <--- TR .3 
BE <--- RC -.1 

 

 

Table 4.28: Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) (with Brand loyalty) with complete 
variable and Laten 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
T1   .5 .0 14.1 ***  
S1   .2 .0 14.1 ***  
R1   .7 .0 14.1 ***  
L1   .3 .0 14.1 ***  
B1   .5 .0 14.1 ***  
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4.3.4. Hypotheses Testing 

Hypotheses 1 to 9 were examined to determine whether significant relationships existed in the 

proposed model. 

 
 
 
Table 4.29: 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

SATISFACTION <--- TRUST .6 .0 20.4 *** par_1 

RELATIONSHIP 

COMMITMENT 
<--- SATISFACTION .4 .1 5.3 *** par_2 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- SATISFACTION .1 .1 1.8 .1 par_6 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- 
RELATIONSHIP 

COMMITMENT 
.3 .0 8.2 *** par_9 

PERCEIVED 

QUALITY 
<--- TRUST .5 .1 7.7 *** par_4 

PERCEIVED 

QUALITY 
<--- SATISFACTION .3 .1 3.4 *** par_7 

PERCEIVED 

QUALITY 
<--- 

RELATIONSHIP 

COMMITMENT 
.1 .0 2.4 .0 par_10 

PERCEIVED 

QUALITY 
<--- BRAND LOYALTY  .2 .1 3.5 *** par_15 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- TRUST .3 .1 4.1 *** par_5 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- SATISFACTION -.1 .1 -.7 .5 par_8 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- 
RELATIONSHIP 

COMMITMENT 
.0 .0 1.0 .3 par_11 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- 
PERCEIVED 

QUALITY 
.6 .1 11.5 *** par_16 

BE <--- BRAND LOYALTY  -.1 .1 -1.0 .3 par_12 

BE <--- 
PERCEIVED 

QUALITY 
.0 .1 -.3 .7 par_13 

BE <--- BRAND LOYALTY  .2 .1 3.4 *** par_14 
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4.3.5. Revised final model 

With interface of all mediators as a final result, dependence of various dimensions such as 

(Trust, Satisfaction, and relationship commitment) estimated indirectly to Brand Equity with 

all mediators. 

 

Table 4.30: Brand loyalty, Confirmatory Factor Analysis, with complete Brand loyalty and Latent 

Recommended Value for 

Acceptance 

Value Index 

Must compare to subsequent analyses 49.8 CMIN 

 5 DF 

>.9 1.0 CFI 

≤.05 for good fit 0.1 RMSEA 

0.90> 0.9 NFI 

close to 1 0.8 RFI 

close to 1 1.0 IFI 

 

Table 4.31: Brand Loyalty Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

SATISFACTION <--- TRUST .6 .0 20.4 *** par_1 

RELATIONSHIP 

COMMITMENT 
<--- SATISFACTION .4 .1 5.3 *** par_2 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- TRUST .0 .1 .9 .4 par_3 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- SATISFACTION .1 .1 1.8 .1 par_6 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- 
RELATIONSHIP 

COMMITMENT 
.3 .0 8.2 *** par_9 

PERCEIVED 

QUALITY 
<--- TRUST .5 .1 7.7 *** par_4 

PERCEIVED <--- SATISFACTION .3 .1 3.4 *** par_7 
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Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

QUALITY 

PERCEIVED 

QUALITY 
<--- 

RELATIONSHIP 

COMMITMENT 
.1 .0 2.4 .0 par_10 

PERCEIVED 

QUALITY 
<--- BRAND LOYALTY  .2 .1 3.5 *** par_15 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- TRUST .3 .1 4.1 *** par_5 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- SATISFACTION -.1 .1 -.7 .5 par_8 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- 
RELATIONSHIP 

COMMITMENT 
.0 .0 1.0 .3 par_11 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- 
PERCEIVED 

QUALITY 
.6 .1 11.5 *** par_16 

BE <--- BRAND LOYALTY  -.1 .1 -1.0 .3 par_12 

BE <--- 
PERCEIVED 

QUALITY 
.0 .1 -.3 .7 par_13 

BE <--- BRAND LOYALTY  .2 .1 3.4 *** par_14 

 

Table 4.32: Brand loyalty Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

SATISFACTION <--- TRUST .7 

RELATIONSHIP COMMITMENT <--- SATISFACTION .3 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- TRUST .1 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- SATISFACTION .1 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- RELATIONSHIP COMMITMENT .4 

PERCEIVED QUALITY <--- TRUST .4 

PERCEIVED QUALITY <--- SATISFACTION .2 

PERCEIVED QUALITY <--- RELATIONSHIP COMMITMENT .1 

PERCEIVED QUALITY <--- BRAND LOYALTY  .1 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- TRUST .2 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- SATISFACTION .0 



Page 68 of 89 
 

   
Estimate 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- RELATIONSHIP COMMITMENT .0 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- PERCEIVED QUALITY .5 

BE <--- BRAND LOYALTY  .0 

BE <--- PERCEIVED QUALITY .0 

BE <--- BRAND LOYALTY  .2 

 

Table 4.33: Brand loyalty Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

T1 
  

.5 .0 14.1 *** par_17 

S1 
  

.2 .0 14.1 *** par_18 

R1 
  

.7 .0 14.1 *** par_19 

C1 
  

.3 .0 14.1 *** par_20 

C2 
  

.4 .0 14.1 *** par_21 

C3 
  

.4 .0 14.1 *** par_22 

B1 
  

.5 .0 14.1 *** par_23 
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Figure 4.5: SEM with interface of all mediators as a final result 

The final model test showed statistical values that approached acceptable values. Trust has 

strong effect on Relationship commitment perceived quality and Relationship commitment 

has strong effect on Brand loyalty.  

 

Table 4.34 

BRAND LOYALTY  <--- RELATIONSHIP COMMITMENT .4 

PERCEIVED QUALITY <--- TRUST .4 

 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 49.8 

Degrees of freedom = 5 

Probability Brand loyalty level = .0 
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Table 4.35: Brand loyalty RMR, GFI with interface of all mediators as a final result 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .0 1.0 .8 .2 

Saturated model .0 1.0   

Independence model .2 .5 .4 .4 

 

According to the factors, GFI, AGFI, should be between 0-1, they show the Brand loyalty 

goodness-of-fit. 

 

4.4.Summary 
The purpose of this study is to determine the degree of relationship between customer 

relationships and brand equity in the customer-based brand equity (CBBE) perspective. 

In this chapter, we showed the demographic Brand loyalty and did Cronbach's test for 

reliability. Also we designed a primary SEM graphic of Brand loyalty and factors, the first 

model, were not accepted. We modified the model graphically. The results showed modified 

model. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion 
 

5.1.Introduction 

This chapter comprised of four parts:  

(1) Finding and discussion and answer to hypotheses 

 

H1. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand loyalty plays as 
mediator. 
H2. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when perceived quality plays as 
mediator.  
H3. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand awareness plays as 
mediator.  
H4. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand loyalty 
plays as mediator.  
H5. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand equity when perceived 
quality plays as mediator.  
H6. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 
awareness plays as mediator.  
H7. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 
loyalty plays as mediator.  
H8. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when 
perceived quality plays as mediator.  
H9. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 
awareness plays as mediator.  

 

(2) Theoretical and managerial implications. 

(3) Limitation and recommendations for future research. 

(4) Summery of chapter. The first part summarizes the empirical finding and discussion 

according to the objectives of the current study. Based on these findings, both theoretical 

and managerial implications as well contributions are debated in the second part. The third 

part addresses are the limitation of the study and recommend future researches. The final 

part presents the summary of the chapter. This study explored the impact of customer 

relationship factors with and without mediators on brand equity. A strong brand is among 

the most valuable intangible properties for companies (Clark, 2002; Keller, 2008; Keller and 

Lehmann, 2003). In both academic research and business practice brand equity in marketing 

performance should be measured for future goals (Clark, 2002). Doyle (2003) shows Brands 

are at the center of business tactics. One of the most important of a company’s success 



Page 72 of 89 
 

building is Brands Equity (Prasad & Dev, 2000). Also, this perspective emphasizes the 

importance of measuring and managing brand equity.  

In this survey the model with independent variables such as Trust, satisfaction, Relationship 

commitment and mediator variables such as Perceived quality, Brand loyalty and Brand 

awareness were analyzed by using SPSS for correlation and AMOS software for SEM. The 

both software results were the same. This chapter consists of demographic results, 

correlation variables results and discussion between independent variables and dependent 

variables, divided with and without mediator variables and Finally SEM results and 

discussion. 

 

 

5.2.Finding and discussion 

 

The main purpose of the thesis is to determine the degree of relationship between customer 

relationships and brand equity in the customer-based brand equity (CBBE) perspective in 

suppliers companies of Iranian Petrochemical industry. The scale included 50 variables 

representing seven constructs of trust, customer satisfaction, relationship commitment, 

brand loyalty, perceived quality, brand awareness, and brand equity. Table 5.1 summarizes 

the results of the hypotheses test. 

 

 

Table 5.1: summary of the hypothesized finding 

 

Label Hypothesis Finding 

H1 
Trust has a significant effect on the brand 
equity when brand loyalty plays as mediator. 
 

 
Supported 

H2 
Trust has a significant effect on the brand 
equity when perceived quality plays as 
mediator. 

 
Supported 

H3 
Trust has a significant effect on the brand 
equity when brand awareness plays as 
mediator. 

 
Supported 

H4 
Customer satisfaction has a significant effect 
on the brand equity when brand loyalty plays 
as mediator. 

 
Supported 

H5 Customer satisfaction has a significant effect 
on the brand equity when perceived quality 

 
Supported 
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plays as mediator. 

H6 
Customer satisfaction has a significant effect 
on the brand awareness when brand loyalty 
plays as mediator. 

 
Supported 

H7 
Relationship commitment has a significant 
effect on the brand equity when brand loyalty 
plays as mediator. 

 
Supported 

H8 
Relationship commitment has a significant 
effect on the brand equity when perceived 
quality plays as mediator. 

 
Supported 

H9 
Relationship commitment has a significant 
effect on the brand equity when brand 
awareness plays as mediator. 

 
Supported 

 
 
 

5.3.Implications 
 
In this section the discussions and conclusions was presented based on the data analysis 

conducted in the previous chapter. There are a number of important theoretical and 

managerial implications that will improve customer-based brand equity research in the 

service industry, specifically, in the oil industries. 

 
 

5.3.1. The practical implications 
 
 Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity 

Aaker (1991) conceptualizes brand equity as: A set of assets and liabilities linked to a brand, 

its name and symbol that adds to or subtract from the value provided by a product or service 

to a firm and/or firm customers. Keller (1993) noted that consumer-based brand equity is the 

differential marketing effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the market linked 

to a brand and it rises from a brand that is intimate to customers and is dependent on their 

memories. In other words, brand equity has to do with, the fact that different outcomes 

result from the marketing of a products or services because of its brand name or some other 

brand elements compared to those of products or services which did not have that brand 

identification even if they are the same (Keller, 1998). 

The last reason is to be able to enhance marketing output by understanding consumers’ 

knowledge about the brand and to develop appropriate brand strategies. The customer-based 

brand equity definitions approach the subject from the perspective of the consumer – 
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whether it is an individual or an organization (Keller, 1998).Brand value must be valued by 

consumers. Learned, felt, seen, and heard are experiences of customers (Keller, 2003). If the 

brand has no meaning to the consumer, none of the other definitions is meaningful (Keller, 

1993; Cobb-Walgren & Ruble, 1995; Rio et al., 2001a). Keller says that brand knowledge is 

consumer response to the marketing of that brand. Brand Loyalty, Brand Awareness, and 

Perceived Quality as mediators increase efficiency on the brand equity, because these three 

factors will consistently increase motivation of customer to purchase products from their 

trusted brands, regardless of convenience or price. Companies will often use different 

marketing strategies to cultivate Brand Awareness and Perceived Quality of customers. 

 

 

 Customer satisfaction has important effect on the brand equity 

A comprehensive brand equity model is created including dimensions such as corporation 

ability society, brand, quality and awareness perception and brand resonance. In addition, 

this research develops the product-market outcome measures and placing them as criteria 

variables as recommended by previous researchers (e.g. Aaker, 1998; Brown & Dacin, 

1997; Keller, 1993). While earlier studies were conducted using samples from developed 

markets such as US, Australia and Japan, the present study uses a sample of Chinese 

consumers. Thus, the results may provide implications for the international branding such as 

British petroleum. 

Studies regarding the measurement of brand equity can be grouped mainly in two distinct 

categories. As the case with the definitions, some authors have studied the financial aspects 

of the brand equity measurement, whereas others have focused on the customer-based 

measurement problems.). Customer-based brand equity measurement studies are constructed 

mainly on conceptual constructs proposed by management gurus. While Aaker (1991) 

focused on five brand equity dimensions  such as brand loyalty, perceived quality, brand 

awareness, brand associations, and other proprietary brand assets – Keller (1993) adopted 

two basic approaches (direct and indirect) to measuring customer-based brand equity 

emphasizing two constructs: brand awareness and brand image. Brand Loyalty, Brand 

Awareness, and Perceived Quality as mediators Increase efficiency on the brand equity, 

because Customer satisfaction is mainly derived from the Brand Loyalty, Brand Awareness, 

and Perceived Quality with the perceptual difference gap between expectation before 

consumption and practical experience and after consumption of service or products. 
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Therefore, under such a specific consumption setting, it frequently influences the overall 

attitude and decision-making when customers purchase products or services. 

 

 Relationship commitment has a significant effect on  brand equity 

Indirect approaches try to identify potential sources of customer-based brand equity ties 

distribution channels, the effectiveness of marketing communications, and the success of 

brand by measuring brand awareness and the characteristics and relationships among brand 

associations. Direct approaches focus on consumer response to different elements of the 

firm’s marketing program (Keller, 2003). Silverman et al. (1999) explored the relationship 

between customer-based and financial/market-based brand equity measurements. The 

overall implication of customer-based research suggests that measures of customer-based 

brand perceptions are accurate reflections of brand performance in the marketplace. 

Customer-based Brand Equity (CBBE), in this respect, is the driving force for incremental 

financial gains to the firm (Lassar et al., 1995). Brand Loyalty, Brand Awareness, and 

Perceived Quality as mediators Increase efficiency on the brand equity, because relationship 

commitment that measures the brand commitment of suppliers in terms of identification and 

involvement with the brand. Therefore Brand Loyalty, Brand Awareness, and Perceived 

Quality fully mediate the link between suppliers' brand commitment and their brand Equity. 

 

5.3.2. Managerial Implication 
 
 Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity 

 
Marketers need more thorough understanding of supplier companies behavior as a basis for 

making better strategic decisions about target market definition and product extension, 

attempt for improving marketing productivity is the knowledge that has been constructed 

about the brand in supplier companies' memories from the firm's investment in previous 

marketing strategies. 

The final goal of marketing success is to produce a brand, which can differentiate their 

companies from others.  

Understanding the content and structure of brand knowledge in supplier companies is 

important because they influence what comes to mind when a supplier companies thinks 

about a brand.—for example, in response to marketing activity for that brand. 

In a general sense, brand equity is defined in terms of the marketing effects uniquely 

attributable to the brand—A certain conclusions from the marketing of a product or service 
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because of its brand symbol or name that would not happen if the same service or  product 

did not have that symbol or  name. 

Companies must take care not to promise everything for supplier companies. They have to 

consider their own capabilities and the desires of their target supplier companies segments 

before defining their promises of value. Once they are defined these promises have to be 

kept consistently, especially when things change quickly and buyers face great uncertainty. 

Investments in satisfaction programs, complaint handling and in the design of 

communication and merchandising strategies, that aid in creating and informing supplier 

companies about the responsive attitudes and behaviors of the brands are ways of building 

brand trust. 

The results may reflect the implementation of an entrenchment strategy which managers use 

to satisfy supplier companies' interests especially when they are concentrated and have 

substantial power. 

Managers should not focus solely on one stakeholder but take a wider perspective and 

consider other stakeholders, as well as shareholders, to define a successful BE value 

strategy. Furthermore, firms cannot sustain such policies over time because of the perverse 

effects that they have on financial performance, as well as on brand image conversely. 

Investors that observe the firm's excessive concern with the relationship with its supplier 

companies should be aware that such behavior may signal managerial entrenchment, which 

will erode financial results and brand image over time. 

 

 Customer satisfaction has a significant effects on  brand equity 

A second reason for studying brand equity arises from a strategy-based motivation to 

improve marketing productivity, given costs, greater competition, and fattening demand in 

many markets, supplier companies search to increase the performance of their marketing 

consumption. Therefore, brand equity plays strategic role in beverage industries and brand 

managers gain competitive advantage and make wise management decisions. 

 

 Relationship commitment has a significant effect on  brand equity 

Activation can spread from this node to other linked nodes in memory. The information 

contained in that node is recalled when activation of another node surpasses some threshold 

level. Thus, linkage between the activated node and all linked nodes specify the extent of 

this "spreading activation" and the particular information that can be regained from memory 
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and mind of supplier companies. For example, in a soft drink purchase decision, a consumer 

may think of Pepsi because of its strong brand product category. 

Brand knowledge is conceptualized as comprising of a brand node in memory of supplier 

companies to which diversity of associations are linked, Consistent with an associative 

network memory model. The strength of favorability and uniqueness of the brand 

aggregated in consumer memory. These factors are affected by other characteristics and 

relationships among the brand aggregations. The elements related to the type of brand 

association (such as its level of abstraction and qualitative nature) and the agreement 

between brand associations, among others affect the favorability, strength, and uniqueness 

of brand associations. 

Previous studies on brand equity measurement can be classified into two main following 

streams: (1) Customer-based Brand Equity (CBBE), where the value of the brand is 

determined by customers' associations with a product brand. (2) Corporate Brand Equity 

(CBE), where the value of the brand is determined by stakeholders' associations toward a 

corporate brand. Although several authors have elaborated on the definition and content of 

brand equity, the number of studies which empirically test its proposed constructs is limited. 

 
 
 

5.4.Limitation and recommendations for future research 

5.4.1. Limitation of the research 

Although the research attempts to ensure the findings of this research, but there are some 

limitation about it. 

 First, the data collection method is interview with experts; as a result there is personal 

manner in this survey. 

Second, the other mediator variables should be stronger than the current variables but we 

could not consider them. 

Third, the scales and data sampling used in the measurement of variables were small; we 

should extend our data sampling. 

Fourth, customers’ attitudes toward the company and response rate are changeable and we 

could not trust to these results.  
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Fifth, the effects of using experts based sampling frame and using a donation as an incentive 

offer may have had some impact on results. 

Sixth, the modified model chosen by using overall goodness-of-fit measures does not imply 

that it represents a valid reflection of reality. What can be expected from overall goodness-

of-fit measures is that the model indicates a good representation of relations between factors 

favorable results in any modeling are relative and not absolute 

The above outlined limitations do not however minimize the significance of the results and 

the findings of this research. Instead, they are addressed for the improvement of future 

researches in this area. The opportunities for future research are next discussed. 

 

5.4.2. Recommendations for Future researches 

The research conducted in this thesis has provided opportunities for future researches. The 

data analysis in this research used structural equation modeling (SEM) which incorporated 

interactive effects between variables. Future research could investigate the use of more 

complex models utilizing this type of statistical analysis such as combination methods. 

On this survey we collect the data and the future research could use prepared data for data 

mining methods. 

 Future researches can use more variables and mix it with internal company variables. In 

terms of demographic influences, some demographic factors such as gender, age, income 

level, educational level, marital status and culture should be examined for their impact on 

Brand Equity. Case Study, Interviews Methods then empirical study, Add a set of moderator 

variables like marketing activities, marketing capabilities, and so on. 

 

 

5.5.Summary 
 

This research has provided an understanding of brand equity and customer relationships 

factors in suppliers companies of Iranian oil industry. Based on the analysis of the extant 

literature and exploratory studies and interview with experts, a primary model was 

developed and tested, the goodness of fit was not accepted and we modified it graphically. 
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In this survey we studied the correlation between brand equity and other variables and we 

found out followings: 

1. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand loyalty plays as 

mediator 

2. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when perceived quality plays as 

mediator. 

3. Trust has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand awareness plays as 

mediator. 

4. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand loyalty 

plays as mediator. 

5. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand equity when perceived 

quality plays as mediator. 

6. Customer satisfaction has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 

awareness plays as mediator. 

7. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 

loyalty plays as mediator. 

8. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when 

perceived quality plays as mediator. 

9. Relationship commitment has a significant effect on the brand equity when brand 

awareness plays as mediator. 

 

In Summary marketing managers and professionals can use the findings of this 

research in their marketing campaign because it specifies which variables are more 

effective on brand equity. 
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Appendix: 

 

Constructs and Instruments Table for Final Questionnaire 

Construct Item no/label Instrument Source 
 
 
 
 
Trust  

TR1 
TR2 
TR3 
TR4 
TR5 
TR6 
TR7 
TR8 
TR9 

This brand takes a good care of me 
This brand meets my expectations 
I feel confident in this brand 
This brand never disappoints me 
This brand guarantees satisfaction 
This brand would be honest and sincere in addressing my concerns 
I could rely on this brand to solve the problem 
This brand would make any effort to satisfy me 
This brand would compensate me in some way for the problem with the 
product 

(Sahin, Zehir, & 
Kitapçı, 2011) 
 

 
 
Customer 
Satisfaction  

CS1 
CS2 
CS3 
CS4 
CS5 
CS6 
CS7 
CS8 

I am very satisfied with the products-services provided by this brand 
I am very satisfied with this brand 
I am very happy with this brand 
This brand does a good job of satisfying my needs 
The product and services provided by this brand is very satisfactory 
I believe that using this brand is usually a very satisfying experience 
I made the right decision when I decided to use this brand 
I am decided to this brand in some way  

(Sahin, et al., 2011); 
Oliver (1980) 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Relationship 
commitment 

 
RC1 
RC2 
RC3 
RC4 
RC5 
RC6 
RC7 

Affective commitment 
I take pleasure in being a customer of the company 
The company is the operator that takes the best care of their customers 
There is a presence of reciprocity in my relationship with the company 
I have feeling of trust toward the company Calculative commitment 
It pays off economically to be a customer of the company 
I would suffer economically if the relationship were broken 
The company has location advantages versus other companies 
 

(Gustafsson, 
Johnson, & Roos, 
2005) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Brand loyalty  

 
BL1 
BL2 
BL3 
BL4 
BL5 
BL6 
BL7 
BL8 
BL9 
BL10 

Behaviour brand loyalty 
I will use from the products-services of this brand next time 
I intend to keep patronizing this brand Attitudinal brand loyalty  
I am committed to this brand 
I would be willing to pay a higher price for this brand 
I am emotionally attached to this product/service brand 
I have a sense of belonging to this product/service 
I would say positive things about this brand to other people 
I would recommend this brand to someone who seeks my advices 
I would encourage partnership to buy service-products of this brand 
I consider this brand my first choice in buying such services-products  

(Chaudhuri & 
Holbrook, 2001; 
Taylor, Celuch, & 
Goodwin, 2004) 
 
(Baloglu, 2002) 
 
(Kim & Kim, 2005; 
McAlexander, Kim, 
& Roberts, 2003; 
Zeithaml, Berry, & 
Parasuraman, 
1996) 
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Construct Item no /label Instrument Source 
 
 
Perceived 
Quality 
 

PQ1 
PQ2 
PQ3 
PQ4 
PQ5 
PQ6 
 

this brand is of high quality  
 The likely quality of this brand is extremely high 
 The likelihood that this brand would be functional is very high  
 The likelihood that this brand is reliable is very high  
this brand must be of very good quality 
 this brand appears to be of very poor quality 

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 
1975; Sahin, et al., 
2011) 
 

 
 
Brand 
Awareness 
 

BA1 
BA2 
BA3 
BA4 
BA5 
BA6 
 

I know what this brand I looks like   
I can recognize this brand among other competing brand 
I am aware of this brand 
some characteristics of this brand come to my mind quickly   
I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of this brand 
I have difficulty in imagining this brand in my mind  

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 
1975; Sahin, et al., 
2011) 
 

 
Section C: 
 
Brand Equity 

BE1 
 
BE2 
 
BE3 
 
BE4 
 
 

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

(Yoo & Donthu, 
2001) 

 
 

 

 


