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ABSTRACT

This paper aims to identify the antecedent role of brand awareness in other
dimensions of consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) and its impact on
purchase intention. It is a quantitative study based on a survey conducted
with 622 smartphone users. The theoretical hypothesis test was performed
by structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) and ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression to analyze the mediation effect. The results demonstrate
that brand awareness does not directly impact purchase intention. This effect
is only observed when it is mediated by the three dimensions of CBBE -
perceived quality, brand associations, and brand loyalty. This investigation
makes two major contributions. First, it demonstrates that knowing a brand
is not enough to generate consumers’ purchase intent. Second, it uses the
mediating effect of the other dimensions of CBBE (associations, loyalty,
and perceived quality) to demonstrate that brand awareness acts as a first
step in building brand value for consumers.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Companies’ dedication to build a strong and competitive brand in the perspective of consumers
has become one of the key priority factors in the organizational environment (Christodoulides,
Cadogan, & Veloutsou, 2015). This is due to the important role of the brand in consumer decision
making (Aaker, 1996), which makes brand management necessary to bring better performance
to organizations and develop advantages over their competitors (Boicu, Cruz, & Karamanos,
2015). The relevance of brand studies has brought the interest of the academic and professional
community in the discussions about its value from the consumer’s perspective. The so-called
consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) has been studied and is defined as the set of assets that
brand name and symbol hold in relation to a product (Keller, 1993; Aaker, 1996).

Due to the complexity and subjectivity surrounding the perception of brand equity, developing a
CBBE conceptualization and measurement, with its formative dimensions and expected outcomes,
is a challenging task (Christodoulides et al., 2015). Over the years, different dimensions of CBBE
were identified and discussed (Christodoulides & Chernatony, 2010; Veloutsou & Guzman,
2017). Among the multiplicity of conceptualizations developed over the years, Aaker’s model
(1996) is highlighted as the most adopted one (Vieira, Sincord, Pelissari, & Carneiro, 2018).
This author has identified that brand equity is comprised of brand loyalty, perceived quality,
brand awareness and brand associations. Through these dimensions, brand equity would be
able to deliver greater value to the company through increased prices and margins, competitive
advantage, and greater consumer buying intent (Aaker, 1996).

However, as a multidimensional construct, it is important to analyze the effects and impacts
of each of the dimensions of brand equity and how they relate to each other (Su, 2016). Among
the dimensions, brand awareness can be considered the most neglected and the one with greatest
possibility of discussion and divergence of opinions (Romaniuk, Wight, & Faulkner, 2017). This
construct is conceptualized as the degree to which consumers are aware that a brand is part of a
product category (Assael & Day, 1968). Previous studies argued that brand awareness has a positive
and direct impact on purchase intention (Keller, 1993; Wu & Ho, 2014; Akkucuk & Esmaeili,
2016). However, the emergence and growth of new brands in the recent years may show that
simply being aware of the brand does not indicate a positive or negative perception. This might
only be the first step towards generating attitudes and behaviors regarding the brand (Su, 2016).

Therefore, brand awareness itself might not be enough to increase the consumers’ purchase
intent towards unknown brands. On the other hand, this construct may allow other positive
consumer relationships with the brand to appear, such as perceived quality, brand loyalty, and
brand associations (Grewal et al., 1998; Pappu, & Quester, 2016; Foroudi et al., 2018) and thus
generate the purchase intention. Therefore, this study aimed to analyze the antecedent role of
brand awareness in the other dimensions of consumer-based brand equity and its impact on
consumer purchase intention.

For this purpose, we chose to study smartphone brands. This choice is justified by the fact
that this product is one of the most used today by the world population (Statista, 2019a).
In addition, smartphones have an increasing importance in the global market and may have
different characteristics, presenting a medium replacement cycle and low, medium, or high cost
depending on product specifications. (Kim, Chun, & Lee, 2014; Jyothsna, Mahalakshmi, &
Sandeep, 2016). It is noteworthy that among the top 10 brands in the world, six are linked to
the technology segment and four develop smartphones (Interbrand, 2019).



In order to fulfill the objective, we conducted a survey with 622 smartphone users. The data
was analyzed using structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) and ordinary least squares (OLS)
regression by Macro Process. The results provide evidence showing that brand awareness exerts
a predecessor role on other brand equity dimensions: brand loyalty, brand associations, and
perceived quality. In turn, these dimensions mediate the relationship between brand awareness
and purchase intention.

This study is relevant due to the divergent discussions concerning the relationship between the
dimensions of CBBE. Over the years, it is common to identify previous research that allocates
these four dimensions of CBBE linearly and independently by each other in consumer behavior
(Cobb-Walgren, Ruble, & Donthu, 1995; Hanzace & Asadollahi, 2012). However, there are
still open spaces for discussion about the role of these dimensions and their relationships (Severi
& Ling, 2013). Moreover, it is intended to contribute to the business community by bringing
a new perspective of brand awareness and showing that this variable can be used as a precursor
of others to build a strong brand value from the consumer’s perspective.

2. CONSUMER-BASED BRAND EQUITY

CBBE can be defined as the set of assets linked to the brand name and symbol that generates
value for a product/service delivered to the consumer (Aaker, 1996), or as the differential effect of
brand awareness on consumer response to brand marketing strategies (Keller, 1993). According
to Aaker (1996), brand equity is a multidimensional construct composed of four dimensions,
namely: brand awareness, perceived quality, brand associations, and brand loyalty.

In previous studies, CBBE indicated to have an important role for consumer’s buying decision-
making process, especially in the stages of searching for information and evaluating the alternatives
(Jung & Shen, 2011; Calvo-Porral et al., 2015; Akkucuk & Esmaeili, 2016; Sharma et al., 2015).
Brands with greater value decrease consumers’ time and research cost, therefore, reducing the effort
to make a good product choice and the risk (Aaker, 1996). Jyothsna, et al. (2016) suggest that
brand equity plays an important role in shaping consumer buying intent, and it makes consumers
have the brand as one of their first buying options. Calvo-Porral et al. (2015) suggest the need for
managers to consider each of the dimensions of CBBE when developing the marketing strategies
of organizations. On the other hand, if CBBE is considered a multidimensional concept (Aaker,
1996), it is necessary to analyze each of its dimensions described below.

Brand associations: an important ingredient of brand perception which occurs when the
consumer thinks about a brand and develops some type of association linked to the memory that
one has about it (Michel & Donthu, 2014). These associations may include product attributes,
lifestyle, personality, or symbols (Yoo & Donthu, 2001). It is a type of mechanism that helps
the consumer to remember the brand faster. Thus, the greater the experience with the brand,
the greater the strength of the associations (Aaker, 1996).

Brand awareness: can be defined as the strength that the brand has in the consumer’s mind
(Aaker, 1996). Brand awareness involves two main elements: recall and recognition (Keller &
Lehmann, 2006). It is possible to make an analogy of this concept with advertising posters. If
consumers minds had multiple posters, each one referring to a brand, awareness would be based
on the size of the posters. Thus, the larger the poster, the greater the awareness of that brand.
Therefore, it refers to the consumer’s ability to remember the brand as part of a certain product
category (Huang & Sarigolii, 2014; Da Costa, Patriotra, & Angelo, 2017).
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Perceived quality: it is defined as the consumer’s knowledge of the overall quality or superiority
of a brand when comparing it with others (Aaker, 1996). This construct is considered high or
low according to the intangible perception of the consumer (Yoo & Donthu, 2001). For Desai,
Kalra and Murthi (2008), perceived quality refers to the consumer’s knowledge about what he/
she sees and feels when looking and/or touching a product of a certain brand.

Brand loyalty: is one of CBBE’s main assets. It is the measure of the link between the consumer
and the brand, and the likelihood that the customer may change brands when the brand undergoes
a price or product change (Aaker, 1996). This dimension is also defined as a positive consumer
behavioral or emotional response to a brand (Pedeliento et al., 2016).

3. THE RELATION BETWEEN BRAND AWARENESS,
CBBE DIMENSIONS, AND PURCHASE INTENTION

Several new brands in market are emerging and competing equally with already established
brands (Pullig, Simmons, & Netemeyer, 2006). In this situation, consumers” knowledge and
awareness regarding the existence of the brand in a product category is not always a strong enough
reason to directly affect purchase intention (Burnett & Hutton, 2007). This may also be linked
to technological advancement and high variations of prices and tools depending on the product
model being offered. Therefore, it leads the consumer to pay more attention to these attributes
than whether the brand is known or not (Wu & Ho, 2014).

* Hui: There is no direct positive relationship between brand awareness and purchase intention.

On the other hand, the fact that the brand is known opens a range of opportunities for
consumers to develop positive behaviors and attitudes, like the other dimensions of CBBE:
quality perception, brand associations, and brand loyalty (Grewal et al., 1998; Pappu, & Quester,
2016; Foroudi et al., 2018).

When consumers are more aware of a brand, they are more confident and able to become
loyal to that brand, whereas brands with a low level of awareness may find it harder to penetrate
the market (Keller, 1993). Brand recognition is seen as a precursor to brand loyalty (Keller,
1993; Pappu, & Quester, 2016). Authors who developed empirical studies indicated a positive
relationship between brand awareness and brand loyalty in different industries, as cosmetics
(Chinomona & Maziriri, 2017), hospitality (Xu, Li, & Zhou, 2015), and smartphones (Jing,
Pitsaphol, & Shabbir, 2014).

e Hza: There is a positive relationship between brand awareness and brand loyalty.

In turn, increased brand loyalty makes consumers more likely to buy the products, as well as
it creates the ability to repurchase and increase positive word-of-mouth (Foroudi et al., 2018).
In addition, they also create the possibility of increasing sales volume, attracting new consumers,
and providing commercial leverage through distribution channels, which opt for the security of
brands that have loyal customers (Ranjbariyan, Shahin, & Jafari, 2012). Other empirical studies
have also validated the positive impact of brand loyalty on consumer purchase intent, stating
that loyal buyers tend to refer the brand to others and continue to buy the branded products
even if the price is higher than competitors (Porral et al., 2015; Kim & Kim, 2005; Akkucuk
& Esmaeili, 2016).



e H2b: There is a positive relationship between brand loyalty and purchase intention.

If consumers have heard of a brand at some point, and have had even indirect experiences with
it, the possibilities of generating brand associations emerge (Chan, Boksem & Smidts, 2018).
Thus, after consumers are aware of the brand, some images and perceptions about the brand
can rise in consumers’ mind (Tariq, Abbas, Abrar, & Igbal, 2017). According to Shafiri (2014),
brand awareness has a direct link with cognitive thinking and cognition, that can be considered
dimensions of brand associations. Pitta & Katsanis (1995) argue that brand awareness allows
brand and product associations to be built and incorporated into consumer memory. Following
this, there is evidence of the connection between awareness and brand associations in which the
former precedes the latter (Keller, 1993; Dew & Kwon, 2010; Foroudi et al., 2018).

e Hsa: There is a positive relationship between brand awareness and brand associations.

In turn, brand associations may have a significant impact on consumer buying behavior (French
& Smith, 2013), since associations generate value in different ways, such as helping to process
and find information, establishing brand differentiation and positioning, and creating positive
feelings about the brand (Dew & Kwon, 2010; Jyothsna et al., 2016). Pago, Rodrigues, and
Rodrigues (2015) argue that some specific positive dimensions of brand association, as utility
and affect, impact the consumer purchase intention.

e Hsb: There is a positive relationship between brand associations and purchase intention.

Regarding perceived quality, previous studies argue that consumers prefer to buy products
from familiar and known brands , as they believe that the products will have higher quality, thus
having lower risk in their purchase (Desai, Kalra & Murthi, 2008; Das, 2015; Calvo-Porral &
Lévy-Mangin, 2017). Authors have tested the relationship between perceived quality and brand
awareness in different contexts and identified that consumer perception of the brand improves
as he/she already has some familiarity with it (Grewal et al., 1998; Chi, Yeh, & Yang, 2009;
Severi & Ling, 2013).

e Huaa: There is a positive relationship between brand awareness and perceived quality.

Quality perception enables consumers to reduce their uncertainty in decision making. The
fact that one brand has higher quality than others makes the purchase risk lower and it increases
the expectation of satisfaction when using the product (Calvo-Porral & Lévy-Mangin, 2017).
In addition, perceived quality also allows organizations to make use of premium pricing, that is,
they apply a higher price in relation to the market without having a disadvantage in competing
with competitors (Kim & Kim, 2005). Also, higher perception of quality is related to a positive
effect on brand value (Wang, 2017). Thus, it might improve consumers purchase intention

(Petrick, 2004).
e Hab: There is a positive relationship between perceived quality and purchase intention.

Figure 1 shows the conceptual model developed based on the hypotheses presented. The
following chapters present the methods and analysis to validate the model.
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Figure 1. Model of tested hypotheses

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

4. METHODOLOGY

4.1. DATA COLLECTION AND SAMPLE

Given the proposed hypotheses, the methodological strategy used was quantitative through
a survey application. For this purpose, a questionnaire with closed-ended questions was used to
identify the characteristics and opinions of the studied population. The sample chosen consisted of
undergraduate students. Although this choice limits the development of generalized conclusions,
the profile of college students matches with the age range of the main smartphone users (Statista,
2019b). In addition, previous CBBE studies have also used this type of sample (Yoo & Donthu,
2001; Atilgan, Aksoy, & Akinci, 2005; Hanzaee & Assadollahi, 2012; Jyothsna et al., 2016).

The minimum sample size was defined according to Hair Jr. et al. (2017), which suggests
verification through statistical power. The analysis was then aided by the G * Power software,
in which two parameters were used: the test power (Power = 1 - 3 error prob. II) and the effect
size (£2). The calculation also considered the construct that had the largest number of predictors
which is, in the case of the present model, the purchase intention with four pointed arrows (Hair
Jr. etal,, 2017). Thus, the software indicated that the use of a sample of 85 cases would already
reach the statistical power of the test of 80.30%.



After the questionnaire was elaborated, it was sent to five academic professionals with experience
in the area in order to acquire suggestions for improvement. Thus, based on their guidelines,
some adjustments were made and after that, a pretest was applied with 28 students. The aim
was to analyze the questionnaire applicability regarding the understanding of it and the way it
was built, as well as to preliminary check the behavior of the relationships between the variables
based on the small sample. The results obtained in the pretest were considered satisfactory, which
allowed the field application of the survey.

The questionnaire was developed using the SurveyMonkey online tool and emailed to all
students enrolled in university undergraduate courses. It is worth emphasizing that all questions
were asked based on user experience regarding the brand of their current smartphone. The survey
obtained a total of 720 responses. After collection, suspicious response patterns were found,
characterized by Hair Jr. et al. (2017) as the phenomenon that occurs when the respondent
marks the same scale item for a high proportion of questionnaire questions. In most cases, it
is recommended to exclude responses that present this type of pattern (Hair Jr. et al., 2017).
Therefore, 58 questionnaires were eliminated, resulting in 662 valid cases.

A considerable part of the sample (63%) is composed of young people aged 16 to 22 years
old, followed by respondents aged 23 to 29 years old (25%). This data is coherent in relation
to the population under analysis, which are undergraduate students. It can be observed that the
age range of the sample is aligned with the object of study chosen for this research, considering
that smartphones are mostly used by young people in their 20s (Statista, 2019b). Regarding the
gender of the respondents, the distribution was roughly the same, however, females obtained a
small majority of completed questionnaires representing 51% of the total sample (n = 340). All
brands that composed the sample also maintained approximately the same distribution between
genders.

Respondents were also asked about the smartphone brands used. The sample was concentrated
in five main brands: Motorola (29% of the total), Samsung (28% of the total), Apple (16% of
the total), Asus (7% of the total) and LG (6% of the total). The remaining 13% of the sample
use brands such as Lenovo, Xiaomi, Nokia and Sony. When asked which brands they would
like to choose in their future smartphone purchase, the results showed that respondents focused
on the Motorola (27%), Apple (26%) and Samsung (24%) brands. It is noteworthy that 33%
of the sample indicated a preference for a different brand from the current one used in case of
future purchase, which demonstrates that they are likely to change the brand of their smartphone.

4.2. MEASURES

The measurement used in this questionnaire was five-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree”. The operationalization of each variable is based on available
instruments from prior relevant literature. The constructs perceived quality, brand loyalty,
and brand associations were adapted from Yoo and Donthu (2001) that aimed to develop a
multidimensional CBBE scale. Brand awareness operationalization was adapted from Yoo and
Dontu (2001) and Shah (2012). And purchase intention was measured using an adapted scale from
Grewal, Monroe, & Krishnan (1998). The items of each variable were presented in Appendix A.
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4.3. DATA ANALYSIS

Data analysis was divided into two steps. The first was the application of the Structural
Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) technique through SmartPLS 3.0 to validate the measurement
and structural model. This technique examines relationships using a set of methods to identify
and analyze multiple dependency relationships between variables through a path diagram (Hair
Jr. etal., 2017). The steps used to validate the measurement and structural model were based on
Hair Jr. etal. (2017), which establish the criteria for determining internal consistency, convergent
and discriminant validity, significance, and collinearity.

The second stage involved the analysis of mediations through the Macro Process model, which
was employed according to Hayes (2018) parameters. The hypotheses developed in this study
aimed to analyze the indirect path of relationships through mediations, and ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression analysis, which is routinely used for this purposjustifying its application (Hayes,
2018). Moreover, through the Macro Process it is possible to analyze the whole model by the
aggregate sum of its parts, unlike PLS-SEM, allowing better inferences for theory construction
(Hayes, Montoya, & Rockwood, 2017). For these reasons, it was considered relevant to use
PLS-SEM for the validation of the measurement and structural model, and the use of OLS via
Macro Process to analyze the total effect of mediation.

5. RESULTS

5.1. MODEL VALIDATION

In order to evaluate the measurement model, we used a PLS Algorithm software tool named
SmartPLS 3.0, it was applied to valid sample composed of 662 answers. When performing the
calculations, the model converged with 07 interactions, a value lower than the recommended
maximum of 300 interactions, thus meeting the convergence requirements of the algorithm
(Hair Jr. et al., 2017).

The first criterion analyzed was internal consistency, which uses Cronbach’s alpha values and
composite reliability as parameters for validation. As recommended by Hair Jr. et al. (2017), all
constructs had Cronbach’s alpha above 0.708 and composite reliability below 0.95. However,
some indicators showed below-recommended external load values (<0.708) and the indicator
confidence values below the minimum (<0.5). Therefore, the indicators correspondent to those
values were excluded from the analysis, namely AW05, ASO1 and AS02 (one indicator of the
Brand Awareness construct and two of the Brand Associations construct). The exclusion of these
indicators is justified by the positive impact on the construct validity by checking the stroke and
composite reliability indices, as indicated by Hair Jr. etal. (2017). In addition, all constructs met
the discriminant validity criteria as indicated in Fornell-Lacker’s test results (Table 1).

After validating the measurement model with satisfactory quality levels, the next step was to
analyze the structural model. This phase involves examining the model’s predictive capabilities
and the relationships between latent variables. The steps suggested by Hair Jr. et al. (2017) were
used to evaluate the structural model. These steps consisted of performing the model collinearity
tests, path coefficients significance, R* value level, f* effect size, predictive relevance (QQ?) and ¢?
effect size, as well as the validation of the measurement model. All of the structural model tests
were performed using SmartPLS 3.0 software.



Table 1

Fornell-Lacker Criterion BBIR

Indicators Br:jm('i Brand Loyalty Percei?/ed Purchflse 7
Associations Awareness Quality Intention

Brand Associations 0.816 677

Brand Awareness 0.510 0.770

Loyalty 0.370 0.417 0.813

Perceived Quality 0.424 0.481 0.542 0.846

Purchase Intention 0.530 0.446 0.657 0.682 0.852

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

The collinearity analysis of the structural model was performed using the variance inflation
factor (VIF) values. The endogenous latent variables of the model presented VIF values lower than
5.0 as indicated by Hair Jr. et al. (2017) as acceptable. This shows that respondents understood
the constructs as phenomena different from each other.

The second stage of the analysis consisted of evaluating the significance and relevance of the
path coefficients of the structural model. The relationships between Associations (AS), Loyalty
(LO) and Perceived Quality (PQ) constructs with Purchase Intent (PI) construct showed a
relevant level of significance (1%). The relationship between Consciousness (AW) and Purchase
Intention (PI) constructs was not significant, as presented in Table 2. When analyzing the value
of the path coefficient of this relationship, it has a negative value close to zero. On the other
hand, the effect of brand awareness as antecedent of the variables: associations, perceived quality
and loyalty was significant.

Table 2

Path coefficients relevance

Path Path Coefhicients t-value p-value
AS - PI 0.238 7.920 0.000***
AW — AS 0.510 16.630 0.000***
AW - LO 0.417 13.283 0.000***
AW - PQ 0.481 14.168 0.000**
AW — PI -0.015 0.491 0.623
LO - DI 0.362 13.131 0.000***
PQ — PI 0.393 11.913 0.000***

Note: R?=0.625; * significant at 0.10, ** significant at 0.05, *** significant at 0.01
Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Following the validation steps of the structural model, the coefficient of determination (R?)
was evaluated. According to the criteria established by Hair Jr. et al. (2017) for research in the
area of consumer behavior, the R? found for the purchase intention construct (R? = 0.625) can

be considered high.
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The fourth stage of model analysis sought to evaluate the effect size /2, which measures the
impact of the exogenous latent variable on the endogenous. In the analysis of the relationship of
the constructs with the purchase intention variable, the results showed a small effect on brand
associations (f* AS — PI = 0.104) and a moderate effect on perceived quality (A PQ — PI=0.251)
and loyalty (# LO — PI = 0.233). As expected, there was no effect on the brand awareness (f
AW — PI = 0.000), since the relationship was not significant. By analyzing the relationship of
brand awareness as predecessor to the other dimensions of brand equity, it can be observed that
the effect based on the value of /* was large for brand associations (£ AW — AS = 0.352) and
perceived quality (# AW — PQ = 0.300), and it was moderated for loyalty (£ AW — LO = 0.211).

Finally, the fifth step was the analysis of the predictive relevance of the model (Q?), which
was performed using the blindfolding procedure. This procedure is used to evaluate the ability
of exogenous variables to predict the endogenous variable. The result obtained was a value above
zero (Q? = 0.422) which supports the predictive relevance of the model to the endogenous
construct. In addition, the relative impact of q? of exogenous constructs on the endogenous
construct was also evaluated. The constructs brand associations (g = 0.163), perceived quality
(g = 0.154), and loyalty (q* = 0.108) indicated a moderate predictive relevance to purchase
intention. Furthermore, as expected, the brand awareness (q* = 0.000) did not point to direct
predictive relevance to purchase intention.

Figure 2 shows the path coefficients and the significance of relationships between model
variables. It also presents the indicators that were maintained after all validation criteria of the
measurement model.

[ Loot ][ Looz ][ roos [ roos |[ roos |

Loyalty

0.417 (0.000) 0.362 (0.000)

0.481 (0.000) 0.393 (0.000)
Quality
[ poor ][ Pooz |[ pqu3 |[ pQo4 |[ Pqos |
-0.015 (0.623)
Brand 0.510 (0.000) 0.238 (0.000) Purchase

Awareness Intention

Assocjations

[ asor || aso2 || asos |

Figure 2. Structural Model (PLS-SEM)
Source: Authors’ own elaboration



5.2. MUurTIPLE MEDIATION ANALYSIS BBR

The mediating effects were also verified through the indirect relationship between brand 17
awareness and purchase intention variables (Table 3). As previously described, the analysis of
this step was done by regression analysis (OLS) of the Macro Process with 10.000 subsamples. 679
Table 3

Multiple Mediation Outcomes

Direct effect of AW on PI:

Effect Confidence interval

Total -0.0731 -0.1552 0.0090
Indirect effect of AW on PI:

Effect Confidence interval
Total 0.6323 0.5513 0.7106
PQ 0.2560 0.1994 0.3168
AS 0.1848 0.1331 0.2369
LO 0.1915 0.1502 0.2374

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

The results demonstrate that the direct relationship between brand awareness and purchase
intent is not statistically significant at the 95% confidence level. The indirect relationship of these
variables, on the other hand, obtained statistical significance through the constructs perceived
quality, brand associations, and brand loyalty. Thus, the existence of total mediation is proven,
indicating that the effect of brand awareness on purchase intent (0.6323) is only significant and
positive in indirect form, being mediated by the variables perceived quality, brand loyalty and
associations with brand.

6. DISCUSSION

Understanding consumer behavior for a given product and brand represents a complex task
that involves different variables. This study investigated the antecedent role of brand awareness
in the other dimensions of CBBE and its impact on consumer purchase intention. The findings
suggest that brand awareness does not directly impact purchase intention. On the other hand, the
relation between these variables is indirectly mediated by CBBE dimensions: perceived quality,
loyalty, and brand associations.

The findings demonstrate that there is a direct and significant relationship between CBBE
dimensions (perceived quality, loyalty, and associations) and purchase intention, which resembles
previous studies (Ranjbariyan et al., 2012; Calvo-Porral et al., 2015; Kim & Kim, 2005; Jyothsna et
al., 2016; Calvo-Porral & Lévy-Mangin, 2017). On the other hand, the fact that brand awareness
does not directly impact purchase intent differs from previous studies that demonstrated a direct
positive relationship (Keller, 1993; Wu & Ho, 2014; Akkucuk & Esmaeili, 2016).

These findings may be connected to the fact that brand awareness is only the first step towards
consumer perception of other aspects (Su, 2016). Thus, the fact that a brand is more famous and
well-known to people may not be a strong enough reason to influence the decision-making of
technology products such as smartphones, which are characterized by high price and tool variation
(Wu & Ho, 2014). In addition, the increased use of online medias to search information and




BBR
17

680

reviews about brands and products, makes a shorter distance between less and better-known
brands (Kudeshia & Kumar, 2017).

On the other hand, brand awareness has an indirect impact on purchase intent, being mediated
by perceived quality, brand associations and brand loyalty. Some brand equity models (e.g. Cobb-
Walgren et al., 1995; Hanzaee & Asadollahi, 2012) present the dimensions in a linearly and
independently way, neglecting the relationship between these dimensions. The rationale behind
the antecedent role of brand awareness is clear. The fact that a brand starts to be recognized by
the consumer opens a range of possibilities such as the creation of brand associations, perception
of quality, and loyalty (Pappu, & Quester, 2016; Foroudi et al., 2018) and it can increase his
willingness to buy a product of this brand.

Studies, such as Yoo and Donthu (2001), argue that brand awareness and associations should
be combined according to their results. However, both variables have different concepts and
different consumer behaviors emerge. Brand awareness acts as a variable that enables consumers
to have associations with a brand, which would not be possible without this prior knowledge
and familiarity (Foroudi et al., 2018).

In addition, the results also demonstrated a positive relationship between awareness and
perceived quality, which is aligned with some previous studies (Grewal et al., 1998; Chi, Yeh, &
Yang, 2009; Severi & Ling, 2013). This fact demonstrates that familiar and well-known brands
generate a perception of quality in the consumers, who, in turn, choose to buy products of
these brands because they believe they will have a lower risk associated with the purchase. The
mediation role of brand loyalty is also aligned with previous studies (Keller, 1993; Pappu &
Quester, 2016). Brand awareness can contribute to greater market penetration and enable the
generation of consumer loyalty.

Given the above, it is understood that brand awareness can still be considered a relevant variable
for brand management, even it does not have a direct relationship with purchase intention.
Furthermore, the antecedent role of brand awareness in the other dimensions of brand equity
demonstrated in this paper, can generate discussions about previously developed models (e.g.
Hanzaee & Asadollahi, 2012) that adapt this variable in the same position as the others.

6.1. THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

From a theoretical point of view, the study contributed integrating the variables that together
constitute brand equity with one of its main expected consequences. Some research found in the
literature (Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995; Chen & Chang, 2008) sought to analyze the relationship of
brand equity and purchase intention using CBBE as just a single construct. This research provided
an understanding of such variables through empirical study. In addition, as the main theoretical
contribution, this study presents brand awareness as a predecessor of the other dimensions of
CBBE. It is emphasized, according to the results, that this construct will only indirectly impact
the intention to purchase, something that differs from previous studies (Keller, 1993; Malik,
2013; Wu & Ho, 2014; Akkucuk & Esmaeili, 2016) that did not control the effect of the other
dimensions of CBBE, which may explain the divergence of results.

The practical contribution of the research is a greater understanding of consumer behavior
and the factors that impact brand users’ attitudes. The results allow companies to trace strategies
developed for brands, besides the analysis of decision-making through metrics linked to the
studied variables, such as brand awareness.



6.2. Limrtations AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This study has some limitations enabling challenges for future research. The first concerns the
population chosen to be part of this study. Although the sample of students is consistent with the
profile of most users of smartphones, the concentration of responses in this type of respondent
does not allow the generalization of findings to people with other characteristics, which opens the
possibility of future studies that broaden the population and the category of products explored.

Secondly, participants’ responses were always based on the smartphone brands they currently
used. Consequently, the questionnaire was answered based on the user’s past and present experiences.
Therefore, future surveys using less well-known predefined brands may contribute to the findings
of this study.

Thirdly, brand awareness includes both recognition and recall (Keller, 1993). In our study,
we used brand awareness as a general construct, not analyzing recall and recognition separately.
Future research can include the test of these two dimensions on the model to understand how
each one affects brand equity dimensions. Thus, it will be possible to verify if the strength of the
relationship is higher in any of the two — recognition and recall.
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Variables Itens

LOO01 - I consider myself to be loyal to this brand.
Loyalty LOO02 - This brand would be my first choice. 685
(adapted from Yoo LOO03 - I will not buy other brands if this brand is available. -

& Donthu, 2001)

LOO04 - I am willing to pay a higher price for this brand compared to others.

LOO05 - I am committed to this brand.

Perceived Quality
(adapted from Yoo
& Donthu, 2001)

PQO1 — This brand is of high quality

PQO2 — The likely quality of this brand is extremely high.

PQO3 - The likelihood that this brand will fit my needs is very high.
PQO4 - The likelihood that this brand is reliable is very high.

PQO5 - This brand seems to me to be of very good quality.

Brand Associations
(adapted from Yoo
& Donthu, 2001)

ASO1 - Some characteristics of this brand come to my mind.
AS02 - I can quickly remember the symbol or logo of this brand.
AS03 - I can easily imagine this brand in my head.

AS04 - T have strong associations with this brand.

ASO05 - T have favorable associations for this brand.

Brand Awareness
(adapted from Yoo
& Donthu, 2001;
Shah, 2012)

AWO1 - I understand the meaning of this brand.
AWO02 - I can identify this brand among competitors.
AWO03 - I have knowledge about this brand.

AWO04 - I am quite familiar with this brand.

AWO05 - I believe most people know this brand.

Purchase Intention
(adapted from Baker
& Churchill, 1977;
Grewal et al., 1998)

PI01 - I would like to try this brand more often.

PI02 - I would buy from this brand if I saw it in a store / website.
PI03 - I would actively look for this brand.

PI04 - I am likely to buy this brand more often.

PI05 - I want to buy smartphones of this brand.

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.




