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Zusammenfassung 

 

Die kumulative Dissertation setzt sich aus insgesamt sieben Forschungsbeiträgen zusammen. 

Zentrale Motivation der Arbeit war es, die Bedeutung der Markentradition und ihre Wirkef-

fekte auf Erfolgsgrößen der Markenführung empirisch nachzuweisen. 

 

Insbesondere in einem stetig schneller werdenden Wirtschaftsleben oder in Zeiten von Unsi-

cherheit, hoher Dynamik und konsumentenseitiger Desorientierung bevorzugen Konsumenten 

traditionsreiche Marken, die für Glaubwürdigkeit und Ehrlichkeit stehen. Traditionsmarken 

versprechen Halt und Orientierung und bieten so immense Potentiale sowohl für Markenma-

nager als auch für Konsumenten. Im Rahmen der sieben Forschungsbeiträge soll dieser 

Mehrwert theoretisch sowie empirisch belegt werden. 

In diesem Zusammenhang sind die zentralen Forschungsziele der jeweiligen Beiträge, a) die 

Entwicklung und Validierung geeigneter Mess- sowie Strukturmodelle und b) die Identifizie-

rung und empirische Untersuchung von Ursache-Wirkungs-Beziehungen sowie Wirkungsef-

fekte auf nachgelagerte Konstrukte (wie z.B. Konsumentenverhalten, Markenstärke oder 

Kundennutzen). 

 

Die Ergebnisse zeigen signifikante Wirkungseffekte der Markentradition auf die Marken-

wahrnehmung sowie auf die Einstellung der Konsumenten und auf das Konsumentenverhal-

ten. Außerdem werden auf Basis der Ergebnisse zukünftiger Forschungsbedarf sowie mana-

gementorientierte Handlungsimplikationen diskutiert. 
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Abstract 

 

This dissertation consists of seven research papers, which deal with the importance of brand 

heritage as a key performance driver in brand management. Main motivation of this research 

work was to examine the antecedents and outcomes of brand heritage. 

 

Especially in a tumultuous global economy characterized by high dynamics, uncertainty and 

massive consumer disorientation, consumers tend to prefer brands with a heritage because 

these brands are perceived to be more credible, trustworthy and reliable. The heritage aspect 

of a brand adds the association of depth, authenticity and credibility to the brand’s perceived 

value. To explore the perceived values and outcomes of heritage brands, this research work 

presents the methodology and the results of seven empirical studies. 

The primary goals of this papers was a) to establish a multidimensional framework of value-

based drivers and b) to identify significant causal relationships between the dimensions of 

perceived heritage value and their effects on related constructs (e.g. customer behaviour, 

brand strength or customer perceived value). 

 

The results show the significant effects of brand heritage on brand perception, consumers’ 

attitudes and behaviors related to the given brand. Finally, the results of the empirical studies 

are discussed with regard to future research and managerial implications. 
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Vorwort 
"There are two things children should get  

from their parents: roots and wings." 

(Johann Wolfgang von Goethe) 

 

1. Motivation und Zielsetzung 

 

Insbesondere in einem stetig schneller werdenden Wirtschaftsleben oder in Zeiten von Unsi-

cherheit, hoher Dynamik und konsumentenseitiger Desorientierung, spielt die Markentraditi-

on eine wichtige Rolle. In einem solchen Umfeld versprechen speziell Traditionsmarken Halt 

und Orientierung und bieten so immense Potentiale sowohl für Markenmanager als auch Kon-

sumenten. 

Aus Sicht der Markenführung ist die Tradition einer Marke nicht nur als ihre Historie zu ver-

stehen, sondern auch als Wegweiser für ein zukunftsorientiertes Handeln. Hierdurch wird die 

Markentradition zur Basis der Markenidentität und beeinflusst die damit verbundenen Assozi-

ationen sowie das Markenimage. Damit einhergehend kann die Tradition einer Marke als 

wichtiges Differenzierungsmerkmal aufgefasst werden. Als Alleinstellungsmerkmal ist sie in 

der Lage einem häufig homogenen Güterangebot entgegenzuwirken und sich in den Köpfen 

der Konsumenten vorteilhaft zu positionieren. Als Chance bietet sich neben einer positiven 

Markenwahrnehmung zum Beispiel auch eine erhöhte Kundenbindung oder -loyalität, die 

sich in Kaufabsicht oder Preisbereitschaft widerspiegeln kann. Für das Markenmanagement 

gilt somit, die Markentradition als wichtigen Erfolgsfaktor zu begreifen und dies speziell in 

der Markenführung zu berücksichtigen. 

Die Relevanz der Markentradition wird zudem durch einen Blick auf die Konsumentenseite 

verdeutlicht. Eine Traditionsmarke steht für Glaubwürdigkeit und Authentizität, was sich un-

mittelbar auf die Vertrauensbasis auswirkt. Derartige Marken beweisen über Jahre hinweg ein 

konstantes Leistungsniveau und Durchsetzungsfähigkeit am Markt. Sie geben dem Konsu-

menten eine Art Versprechen, dass die Werte und Leistungen der Marke kontinuierlich und 

glaubhaft sind. Dies kann neben einer Minimierung der Suchkosten bzw. Vereinfachung des 

Kaufentscheidungsprozesses auch das Kaufrisiko verringern und so dem Konsumenten einen 

Mehrwert bieten. 
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Auch wenn die Bedeutung der Markentradition für das Markenmanagement recht offensicht-

lich erscheint, fehlt es sowohl in der Wissenschaft als auch in der Praxis häufig an einer fun-

dierten Konzeption sowie empirischen Überprüfung der Wirkung von Traditionsmarken. Die 

Motivation der folgenden Arbeiten liegt somit darin begründet, diese Forschungslücke suk-

zessive zu schließen und mittels empirischer Evaluationen den Nachweis zu erbringen, dass 

die Markentradition ein entscheidender Erfolgsfaktor der Markenführung sein kann.  

Voraussetzung dabei ist zunächst, das theoretische Konstrukt der Markentradition geeignet zu 

operationalisieren und ihre jeweiligen Dimensionen bzw. Einflussfaktoren herauszuarbeiten. 

Somit ist eine der ersten Zielsetzungen, ein geeignetes Instrument zu konzipieren, um das 

Konstrukt messbar zu machen. Um das Potential bzw. die Bedeutung der Markentradition zu 

bestimmen, gilt es in einem zweiten Schritt die Wirkungseffekte einer traditionsreichen Mar-

ke zu ermitteln und empirisch zu evaluieren. Mittels geeigneter Struktur- und Messmodellie-

rungen stellen kausalanalytische Untersuchungen die jeweilige Wirkung sowohl auf das Kon-

sumentenverhalten als auch auf die Markenwahrnehmung (Erfolgsgrößen der Markenfüh-

rung) heraus. Um die Bedeutung der Markentradition dabei noch tiefergehend zu durchleuch-

ten, wird daran anschließend in einem dritten Schritt ein Zusammenhang zu verwandten bzw. 

in Beziehung stehenden Konstrukten (Steuerungsgrößen) analysiert. Zum einen wird hierfür 

exemplarisch untersucht, welche Effekte die Tradition einer Marke auf die Markenreputation 

ausübt und zum anderen, ob die Markentradition bei Luxusmarken die Luxuswahrnehmung 

beeinflusst. 

Für ein zielorientiertes Markenmanagement soll zudem die Frage geklärt werden, welche 

Empfehlungen bzw. Handlungsimplikationen sich aus den empirischen Erkenntnissen ablei-

ten lassen. Dabei ist die Zielsetzung herauszustellen, wie die Markentradition im Rahmen 

eines Traditionsmanagements zu steuern ist, um ihr Potential bestmöglich auszuschöpfen.  

 

 

 

 

2. Einordnung und Beschreibung der Forschungsarbeiten 

 

„Man kann nur managen, was man messen kann“, dieser auf Peter F. Drucker zurückgehende 

Satz beschreibt treffend den Ausgangspunkt des vorliegenden Forschungsprogramms (Modul 
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1). Um die Bedeutung der Markentradition fassen zu können und relevante Wirkbeziehungen 

zu analysieren, gilt es zunächst eine geeignete Operationalisierung der Markentradition vor-

zunehmen. Das qualitative Traditionsmodell von Buß, welches die einzelnen Facetten der 

Markentradition treffend beschreibt, stellt hierfür die Basis und wurde erstmals operationali-

siert, um anschließend quantitative Messungen zu ermöglichen.  

Die Veröffentlichung „Management von Tradition – Marketingpotentiale am Beispiel der 

Automobilbranche“ stellt nicht nur erste empirische Ergebnisse vor (Überprüfung der Bezie-

hung zwischen der Markentradition und Wahrnehmung bzw. Verhalten), sondern verfolgt 

auch die zentrale Aufgabe, die in der Markentradition liegenden Potentiale zu identifizieren, 

zu beschreiben und Gestaltungsperspektiven innerhalb des Marketing-Managements aufzu-

zeigen. Zudem dient diese Arbeit auch als Überprüfung, ob das Thema „Markentradition“ 

grundsätzlich Anklang in der wissenschaftlichen Literatur findet und ob anschließende Unter-

suchungen aus diesem Gesichtspunkt heraus sinnvoll erscheinen. 

 

Die Publikation „Drivers and Outcomes of Brand Heritage: Consumers’ Perception of Heri-

tage Brands in the Automotive Industry“ (Modul 2) greift die in Modul 1 angerissene Thema-

tik auf und widmet sich einer sehr viel detaillierteren Untersuchung der Einflussfaktoren der 

Markentradition sowie der von ihr ausgehenden Wirkungseffekte auf das Konsumentenver-

halten. Um die Basis auch für spätere Analysen zu stellen, bereitet die Arbeit zunächst den 

theoretischen Hintergrund auf. Dabei wird der Begriff der Markentradition zum einen defi-

niert und zum anderen von verwandten Konstrukten wie z.B. Retro Branding, Brand Revival 

oder History Marketing abgegrenzt. Zudem ist es zentrale Aufgabe die Markentradition theo-

retisch-konzeptionell in das Konsumentenverhalten einzuordnen. Im Fokus der empirischen 

Untersuchung steht die Entwicklung und Evaluation eines geeigneten Messkonzeptes sowie 

die Genese eines gültigen Kausalmodels. Mit Hilfe kausalanalytischer Untersuchungen wer-

den zum einen die Einflussfaktoren (‚drivers’) der Markentradition validiert und zum anderen 

die Quantifizierung der Wirkungspotentiale (‚outcomes’) erforscht. Am Beispiel der Automo-

bilindustrie wird analysiert, wie die Markentradition und ihre Indikatoren auf Wahrnehmung 

(Image, Zufriedenheit, Vertrauen) und Verhalten (Loyalität, Preis-Premium und Kaufabsicht) 

wirken.  
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Nachdem in Modul 2 die Bedeutung der Markentradition für das Konsumentenverhalten un-

tersucht wird, widmet sich die Arbeit „The importance of brand heritage as key performance 

driver in marketing management“ der Bedeutung der Markentradition für die Markenwahr-

nehmung (Modul 3). Insbesondere auf Grund ihrer Langlebigkeit und den damit verbundenen 

Erfahrungen der Konsumenten, kann sich die Tradition einer Marke auf ihre Wahrnehmung 

und die Erwartungen der Konsumenten auswirken. Die konzipierte Kausalmodellierung fo-

kussiert dabei die Wirkung der Markentradition auf die kognitive, affektive sowie konative 

Markenstärke. Neben der Bedeutung der Tradition speziell für das Markenmanagement, wer-

den zum einem die für diesen Kontext spezifischen Wirkeffekte ermittelt und zum anderen 

wird das ermittelte Messmodell einer erneuten Evaluation unterzogen. 

 

Um einen Schritt weiter vorzudringen und die Bedeutung der Markentradition noch differen-

zierter zu fassen, wird in der Arbeit „The impact of brand heritage on customer perceived 

value“ der Mehrwert für den Konsumenten, den die Markentradition verspricht, untersucht 

(Modul 4). Neben der Bedeutung der Tradition für das Konsumentenverhalten und die Mar-

kenwahrnehmung wird in diesem Beitrag die Wirkung einer Traditionsmarke auf den Kun-

dennutzen analysiert, der eine wesentliche Zielgröße im Markenmanagement darstellt. Am 

Beispiel der traditionsreichen Marke Chanel, werden im Rahmen der Luxusbranche die Effek-

te der Markentradition auf den wahrgenommenen affektiven, ökonomischen, funktionellen 

sowie sozialen Kundennutzen untersucht.  

Neben den beschriebenen Ursache-Wirkungsbeziehungen dient die Arbeit dabei auch einem 

weiteren Zweck. Um breitere Einblicke in die Bedeutung der Markentradition zu erhalten, 

sollen ihre Effekte auch in alternativen Branchen untersucht werden. Speziell in der Luxusin-

dustrie, in der viele Marken mit ihrer Herkunft bzw. Historie werben, ist es Aufgabe, die Wir-

kung der Markentradition auch in diesem speziellen Kontext quantitativ nachzuweisen. Diese 

branchenübergreifende Betrachtung dient dazu, die Wirkung der Tradition in unterschiedli-

chen Kontexten zu vergleichen, um so erweiterte Rückschlüsse auf das Potential der Marken-

tradition ziehen zu können. Die Bedeutung und Wirkeffekte können somit spezifischer unter-

sucht und ausdifferenziert werden. 

 

Unmittelbar abgeleitet aus den Erkenntnissen des vorherigen Moduls, wird in Modul 5 nicht 

ausschließlich der Frage nachgegangen, welche Wirkeffekte die Markentradition in der Lu-
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xusindustrie nach sich zieht, vielmehr wird die Problemstellung um die Forschungsfrage er-

weitert, ob und in wie weit die Luxuswahrnehmung selbst durch die Markentradition beein-

flusst wird. Für eine ganzheitliche Erfassung der Bedeutung der Markentradition, wird ihr 

Einfluss auch auf das in Verbindung stehende Konstrukt ‚Brand Luxury’ untersucht. Somit 

analysiert der Beitrag „The perceived value of brand heritage and brand luxury: Managing 

the effect on brand strength“ den Effekt, den die Markentradition auf eine nachgelagerte 

Steuerungsgröße ausübt. Konkret werden die Konstrukte ‚Brand Heritage’ und ‚Brand Luxu-

ry’ mit den Outputgrößen aus den Modulen 3 und 4 (Markenstärke und wahrgenommener 

Kundennutzen) zu einem Strukturmodell zusammengefügt und deren Beziehungen kausalana-

lytisch untersucht.  

 

In Modul 6 wird die Idee, die Wirkung der Markentradition auf verbundene Konstrukte zu 

untersuchen, erneut aufgenommen. Analog zum Einfluss auf die Luxuswahrnehmung von 

Marken, widmet sich der Beitrag „Brand heritage and the impact upon reputation: Corporate 

roots as a vision for the future“ der Bedeutung der Markentradition für die Reputation einer 

Marke. Insbesondere da die Reputation einer Marke auch von ihren in der Vergangenheit lie-

genden Aktivitäten abhängt, ist es Ziel dieses Forschungsbeitrags, die Bedeutung auch in die-

sem Kontext herauszuarbeiten und quantitativ zu evaluieren. Neben dieser Beziehung (Mar-

kentradition als essenzieller Treiber von Reputation) werden in einem Kausalmodell die Ef-

fekte dieser Konstrukte auf die zu beeinflussenden Faktoren Kundennutzen, Markenimage 

und Kaufbereitschaft untersucht. Darüber hinaus gehend werden neben den untersuchten 

Kausalbeziehungen auch die Wirkungsstärke mittels Künstlicher Neuronaler-Netze erforscht, 

um so Nicht-Linearitäten zu berücksichtigen, die in der Lage sind, Effekte noch spezifischer 

zu beschreiben. 

Die Forschungsarbeit und Zusammenhänge in Modul 6 beziehen sich dabei abermals auf eine 

weitere Branche. In dieser wissenschaftlichen Studie liegt der Fokus auf der Branche für 

Zweiradreifen.  

 

Der Beitrag „PLS path modeling in strategic management: Implementing key performance 

drivers into a brand perception cockpit“ dient als finale Untersuchung zur Konzeption und 

Bedeutung der Markentradition (Modul 7). Mit Hilfe eines deutlichen Methoden-Fokus wer-

den Erkenntnisse aus den vorherigen Arbeiten aufgenommen und als Gesamtuntersuchung 
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neu evaluiert. Im Strukturmodell dieser Arbeit werden neben dem direkten Einfluss der Mar-

kentradition auf verhaltenswissenschaftliche Erfolgsgrößen der Markenführung (Kundennut-

zen, Markenimage sowie Kaufabsicht) auch die Wirkungseffekte auf die beiden Steuerungs-

größen Reputation und Luxuswahrnehmung ermittelt. Diese Untersuchung dient daher als 

eine ganzheitliche und integrative Betrachtung der Wirkbeziehungen. 

Des Weiteren fokussiert sich die Arbeit auf die spezifischen Ansprüche des Managements. 

Insbesondere vor dem Hintergrund, dass das Wissen über Kausalbeziehungen von Erfolgsfak-

toren eine entscheidende Voraussetzung dafür ist, die Ziele des strategischen Managements 

effizient zu erreichen, zeigt Modul 7 auf, wie mit Hilfe von kausalanalytischen Untersuchun-

gen die relevanten Schlüsseltreiber in ein integratives Managementinstrument (brand percep-

tion cockpit) implementiert werden können, um daraus resultierende Handlungsempfehlungen 

abzuleiten. 

 

 

 

 

3. Zusammenfassung der Ergebnisse und Ausblick 

 

Die Markenführung im Allgemeinen und die Markentradition im Besonderen stellen bedeu-

tungsvolle Erfolgsfaktoren für das strategische Management dar. Die vorliegenden Arbeiten 

liefern dabei einen wichtigen Beitrag, die Markentradition konzeptionell zu fassen und zu 

managen. Insgesamt ist es gelungen, neben einem geeigneten Messkonzept, auch die Bedeu-

tung bzw. Wirkung der Markentradition auf Erfolgsgrößen der Markenführung sowie in Ver-

bindung stehenden Konstrukten herauszuarbeiten und empirisch zu belegen. 

 

Die Ausgangsarbeit (Modul 1) liefert hierfür erste Ansatzpunkte zur Operationalisierung der 

Markentradition. Zudem werden hier grundlegende Marketingpotentiale erörtert, Wirkeffekte 

theoretisch diskutiert und ein Überblick über Gestaltungsperspektiven eines ganzheitlichen 

Traditionsmanagements am Beispiel der Automobilbranche gegeben. Sowohl die Bedeutung 

der Tradition für das Markenmanagement als auch die wissenschaftliche Relevanz der The-

matik konnten mit dieser Arbeit bestätigt werden.  
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Die empirische Arbeit zu den Einflussfaktoren der Markentradition und ihre Wirkeffekte auf 

das Konsumentenverhalten liefert mit Hilfe kausalanalytischer Untersuchungen ein valides 

Messmodell. Erstmals ist es gelungen, die methodische Konzeption sowie die Operationalisie-

rung der Markentradition zu evaluieren und für valide zu erklären. Hierdurch wird nicht nur 

die Forschungsevidenz erhöht, sondern auch die Treiber und ihre Effekte auf das Konsumen-

tenverhalten identifiziert. Die hohe Bedeutung der Markentradition wird durch ihren starken 

Einfluss auf das Konsumentenverhalten bewiesen. Neben den direkten Wirkungen der Mar-

kentradition auf z.B. Markenimage, Markenvertrauen, Preisbereitschaft oder Kaufabsicht, 

wird ihre Einflussstärke auch über nachweisbare indirekte Effekte herausgestellt. Diese Er-

gebnisse des Moduls 2 bilden zudem die Basis für weitere Forschungsarbeiten und umfassen-

dere Evaluationen der Schlussfolgerungen.  

 

Die Ergebnisse der Studie zum Einfluss der Markentradition auf die Dimensionen der Mar-

kenstärke (Modul 3) zeigen beträchtliche und signifikante Wirkungseffekte. Neben der erneu-

ten Modellevaluation werden unter anderem ihre Einflussstärke sowie die hohe Bedeutung 

der Markentradition für das Markenmanagement empirisch nachgewiesen. Die Veröffentli-

chung belegt, dass die kognitive, affektive und konative Markenstärke durch die Tradition 

einer Marke deutlich erhöht werden kann. Unter Verwendung einer Prioritätenkarte kann aus 

den Ergebnissen zudem ermittelt werden, welche Treiber die höchsten Effekte nach sich zie-

hen. 

 

Im Kontext der Luxusbranche weisen die Ergebnisse der Forschung aus Modul 4 den Einfluss 

der Markentradition auf den wahrgenommenen Kundennutzen nach. Kausale Beziehungen 

sowie hohe und signifikante Effektstärken auf den affektiven, ökonomischen, funktionalen 

sowie sozialen Nutzen werden detailliert überprüft und evaluiert. Die Ergebnisse verdeutli-

chen, dass die Markentradition ihren Konsumenten einen entsprechenden Mehrwert bieten 

kann. Demnach sind traditionsreiche Marken Erfolgstreiber für den wahrgenommenen Kun-

dennutzen und können diesen entscheidend erhöhen. 

 

Die Forschungsarbeit des Moduls 5 erweitert die Analyse der Wirkung von traditionsreichen 

Marken auf relevante Erfolgsgrößen der Markenführung durch die zusätzliche Untersuchung 

des Effektes auf in Verbindung stehende Konstrukte. Wiederum mittels multivariater Verfah-
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ren, in Form einer Kausalanalyse, wird der Einfluss der Markentradition auf die Luxuswahr-

nehmung und die Effekte beider Größen auf den Kundennutzen und der Markenstärke ermit-

telt. Die Ergebnisse zeigen neben dem direkten Effekt der Markentradition auf den Kunden-

nutzen zudem, dass die Luxuswahrnehmung positiv erhöht werden kann und mit ihr kausal in 

Verbindung steht. Somit beeinflussen traditionsreiche Marken durch den Effekt auf die wahr-

genommene Luxuriösität der Marke den Kundennutzen sowie die Markenstärke auch indirekt. 

Die Bedeutung der Markentradition, hervorgerufen durch einen direkten Effekt auf nachgela-

gerte Erfolgsgrößen, wird durch den indirekten Einfluss über relevante Steuerungsgrößen er-

weitert.  

 

Eine signifikante Wirkung der Markentradition auf die Reputation und deren Zusammenhän-

ge zeigen die Ergebnisse der Studie aus Modul 6. Die in dieser Arbeit hergeleiteten und eva-

luierten Beziehungen weisen eine hohe Bedeutung auch für die wahrgenommene Reputation 

nach. Somit beeinflusst eine traditionsreiche Marke auch Reputationsdimensionen wie z.B. 

Innovationsfähigkeit oder wahrgenommene Performance einer Marke. Der Beitrag dieser For-

schungsarbeit ist daher der Nachweis der postulierten Nähe von Markentradition und Reputa-

tion und ihre Auswirkung auf nachgelagerte Konstrukte. Zudem liefern die generierten Er-

gebnisse einen detaillierten Einblick in die Beziehungen zwischen den latenten Variablen 

durch die Analyse und Evaluation von Nicht-Linearitäten mittels Künstlicher Neuronaler Net-

ze. In mehreren Fällen entspricht der Einfluss der Markentradition keinem linearen Effekt, 

sondern weist progressive Verläufe bzw. Sättigungseffekte auf.  

 

Die Ergebnisse aus Modul 7 veranschaulichen das komplexe Beziehungsgeflecht zwischen 

Markentradition, Reputation, Luxuswahrnehmung, Kundennutzen sowie Markenimage und 

Kaufabsicht. Diese sind in einem integrativen Gesamtmodell zusammengefasst und basieren 

auf den Ergebnissen der vorherigen Forschungsarbeiten. Neben den Motivationsgründen für 

die Verwendung von PLS im Management wird die Anwendbarkeit am Beispiel des integrier-

ten Gesamtmodells dargestellt. Zum einen zeigt die Arbeit auf Basis einer ausführlichen Lite-

raturrecherche auf, dass PLS auch im Management bzw. in der managementorientierten Wis-

senschaft und Literatur ein etabliertes Instrument ist. Zum anderen wird die Wirkung und Be-

deutung der Markentradition auch im Gesamtmodell empirisch nachgewiesen. Darüber hinaus 

wird die Effektstärke der Markentradition in den unterschiedlichen Abschnitten des Brand 
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Funnel untersucht und die Ergebnisse in ein managementorientiertes ‚brand perception cock-

pit’ integriert. Aus diesem integrativen Managementinstrument resultiert das Ergebnis, dass 

die jeweiligen Effektstärken der Markentradition in den unterschiedlichen Käufergruppen 

variieren können. Aus diesen spezifischen Wirkeffekten ergeben sich wiederum unterschied-

liche Gestaltungsperspektiven für das strategische Management.  

 

 

Auch wenn die vorliegenden Arbeiten zusammengefasst die Konzeption des Konstruktes 

Markentradition theoretisch fundieren sowie ihre Bedeutung und Auswirkungen durch ver-

schiedene Studien empirisch belegt werden, sollten zukünftige Forschungsprojekte die Evalu-

ation noch weiter vorantreiben. In diesem Zusammenhang ist denkbar, weitere Untersuchun-

gen anzustreben, die detailbezogene Ergebnisse liefern. Die durchgeführten Analysen in un-

terschiedlichen Branchen sind dabei richtungweisend und sollten fortgeführt werden. Im 

Rahmen einer ganzheitlichen Evaluation zur Bedeutung der Markentradition, sollten ihre 

Wirkeffekte beispielsweise auch in Branchen wie der Lebensmittel- oder der High-Tech-

Industrie untersucht werden, um eine umfassende Gegenüberstellung durchzuführen. Sinnvoll 

erscheint es auch, einen Vergleich in unterschiedlichen Kontexten anzustreben: Beispielswei-

se business-to-business versus business-to-consumer oder Zeiten geprägt von wirtschaftlicher 

Unsicherheit versus Zeiten geprägt von wirtschaftlicher Sicherheit. Die spezifischen Charak-

teristika der angesprochenen Kontexte könnten das Verständnis sowie die Wirkung der Mar-

kentradition vielschichtiger offen legen und einen entsprechenden Mehrwert bieten. In ähnli-

cher Weise sind unterschiedliche Ziel- und Subgruppenanalysen im Stande, einen Erkenntnis-

gewinn zu liefern. So könnte unter anderem nach Kunde bzw. Nicht-Kunde oder dem eigenen 

Traditionsbewusstsein der Probanden geclustert werden. Zudem würde ein länderübergreifen-

der Vergleich auch in unterschiedlichen Kulturen für Differenzierung sorgen.  

Weiterer Forschungsbedarf ist auch methodisch begründet. Neben den verwendeten Analyse-

verfahren könnten entsprechende Alternativen bzw. Methodenverbünde präzisere Ergebnisse 

liefern. Unter anderem mit Hilfe der anskizzierten Künstlichen Neuronalen Netze aus Modul 

6 können Nicht-Linearitäten und Interaktionen zwischen den latenten Variablen ausgewiesen 

werden, die die Resultate verfeinern. Zudem würden durch eine ganzheitliche Erfassung der 

Wahrnehmung, unter Berücksichtigung von impliziten Messverfahren, tiefergehende Ergeb-

nisse generiert werden. 
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Als letzten Punkt des Ausblicks besteht zudem weiterer Forschungsbedarf in der operativen 

Umsetzung der Markentradition. Im Rahmen eines ganzheitlichen Heritage-Managements, 

das auch eine kritische und kontinuierliche Reflektion der Auswirkung vornehmen sollte, gilt 

es, Handlungsfelder und konkrete Implikationen zu analysieren, die die Potentiale der Mar-

kentradition ausschöpfen und diese dann zielgerichtet für eine strategische Markenpositionie-

rung umsetzen.  
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Management von Tradition 

Marketingpotenziale am Beispiel der Automobilbranche 
 

 

 

Prof. Dr. Klaus-Peter Wiedmann, Dipl.-Ök. Frank Bachmann und Dipl.-Ök. Thomas 

Wüstefeld, Hannover 

 

 

 

 

Zusammenfassung: 

Im sich immer schneller verändernden Wirtschaftsleben suchen Konsumenten verstärkt nach 

Orientierung und Identität. Speziell Traditionsmarken versprechen in diesem Umfeld Halt, 

was oftmals zu erhöhter Kundenbindung und gesteigerter Loyalität führt. Dennoch wird das 

Traditionsmanagement in weiten Bereichen der Marketing-Praxis rudimentär behandelt. 

Zentrale Aufgabe des vorliegenden Artikels ist es, die in der Markentradition liegenden 

Potentiale zu beschreiben und Gestaltungsperspektiven innerhalb des Marketing-

Managements aufzuzeigen. 

 

Stichwörter: Automotive, Traditionsmarke, Strategisches Marketing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.  Einleitung: Warum die Rückbesinnung auf Bewährtes 

marketingrelevante Zukunftschancen eröffnen kann 

 

„Einer Tradition treu zu sein, bedeutet, der Flamme treu zu sein und nicht der Asche.“ Dieser 

vom französischen Politiker und Historiker Jean Jaurès stammende Satz verdeutlicht das 

Potential von Traditionen prägnant. Nicht das blinde Bewahren von Bewährtem wird unter 

einem traditionskonformen Handeln aufgefasst, sondern die zukunftsgerichtete Aussicht auf 

Orientierung und Halt durch das Erlebte. Orientierung und Halt – zwei Grundtreiber der 

menschlichen Suche nach Identifikation und Identität, auf der sich nahezu jeder von uns 

befindet, der wissen möchte, woher er kommt und wohin er geht. In einer schnelllebigen 

Welt, die geprägt ist von großer Dynamik und unaufhaltsam anwächst, benötigen Menschen 

ein gewisses Maß an Sicherheit als starkes Fundament. Hierbei können auch Marken eine 

wesentliche Funktion erfüllen, da sie imstande sind, verschiedene gesellschaftlichen Gruppen 

zu mobilisieren und ihren Kunden so eine grundlegende Stabilität verleihen (vgl. Wiedmann, 
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2006, S. 27). Insbesondere der Aufbau starker Traditionsmarken beinhaltet in diesem 

Kontext das Potential einer jahrzehntelangen Erfolgsgeschichte am relevanten Markt. Eine 

Tradition verleiht einer Marke eine authentische Grundlage, auf der sie wachsen kann und so 

in den Herzen und Köpfen der Kunden eine tiefe Verankerung findet. 

 

Doch worum genau handelt es sich bei Traditionsmarken? Wie erlangt eine Marke 

traditionellen Status? Was sind die Treiber einer Markentradition und welche 

Wirkungseffekte können ihr zugeschrieben werden? – So gut der Traditionsbegriff in der 

Sozialwissenschaft bereits erforscht und beschrieben ist, so wenig wurde er bis dato in der 

Marketingforschung untersucht. Einzelne qualitative Studien zu diesem Thema existieren, 

jedoch mangelt es an übergreifenden Steuerungskonzepten für ein zielgerichtetes 

Markentraditionsmanagement. Allerdings hat die Marketingpraxis das Potential der 

Markentradition bereits erkannt: Viele Hersteller, speziell im Automobilmarkt, nutzen ihre 

eigene, langjährige Erfolgsgeschichte im Rahmen ihrer Markenbildung. Hierzu kann als 

Beispiel die Marke Volkswagen genannt werden, die im Rahmen ihrer „Volkswagen 60 

Jahre“-Kampagne eine integrierte und abgestimmte Nutzung in verschiedenen Kanälen an den 

Tag legt. Dennoch mangelt es auch bei einem solchen Positivbeispiel nach wie vor an einer 

wissenschaftlichen Fundierung und somit an Effizienz. Der auf Peter F. Drucker 

zurückgehende Satz „Man kann nur managen, was man messen kann.“, hat auch in diesem 

Feld seine Berechtigung. Ein professionelles Management von Markentraditionen benötigt 

einen stärkeren Input seitens der Marketingwissenschaft. 

 

 

 

2. Grundlagen – Definitorische Fundierung des Traditionsbegriffs 

 

Aufgrund seiner Vieldeutigkeit und Komplexität, muss zunächst ein übergreifendes 

Verständnis des Traditionsbegriffs hergestellt werden, bevor ein Anwendungsbezug im 

Sinne des Marketingmanagements stattfinden kann. Vom lateinischen Begriff „traditio“ 

abgeleitet, bedeutet Tradition die Übergabe und Überlieferung spezifischer Werte, unter 

denen „(...) die verehrungswürdigen Grundsachverhalte der den Menschen betreffenden 

Wirklichkeit“ (Pieper, 1958) zu verstehen sind. 

Für Unternehmen beinhaltet eine vorhandene Tradition die Verbindlichkeit für künftige 

Handlungen in Bezug auf das vorher Gewesene. So wirkt eine „Tradition (...) aus der 
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Geschichte in die noch-nicht-Geschichte“ (Reinisch, 1970, S. VIII), da einerseits das Gute in 

der Unternehmensgeschichte betont wird, was wiederum andererseits eine grundlegende 

Zukunftshoffnung ausdrückt. Die gesellschaftliche Bedeutung von Markentraditionen 

beziehen sich auf die Stärkung des Zusammenhalts im Zeitablauf (vgl. von Cube, 1970, S. 

169) und drückt sich in verschiedenen Symbolen der kollektiven, politischen, kulturellen oder 

sozialen Identität aus. 

Besonders der identitätsstiftende Aspekt, als zentrale Traditionsfunktion, beinhaltet eine große 

Relevanz in Bezug auf das Management von Markentraditionen. In diesem Sinne wird 

die Markentradition im Englischen mit „Brand Heritage“ übersetzt. Diese inhaltliche 

Annäherung an das Konstrukt erreicht eine erste Definition: Die Markentradition beinhaltet 

demnach „durch die Verankerung einer Marke in der Vergangenheit entstandene und über 

viele Jahre gepflegte Werte, Rituale und Traditionen, die vielfach durch den 

Unternehmensgründer (z.B. Dr. Oetker, Chanel und Ford) oder den Herkunftsort (z.B. 

Meissner Porzellan, Lange & Söhne aus Glashütte und Holsten Pilsener aus Holstein) geprägt 

wurden“ (Kilian, 2008). Etwas konkreter gefasst kann die Markentradition auch als in der 

Markenvergangenheit entstandene, über eine lange Zeit gepflegte und durch Werte, Bilder 

und Assoziationen hervorgerufene traditionsrelevante Anziehungskraft einer Marke 

verstanden werden, die der Kunde der Marke zuschreibt. 

 

 

 

3. Informationen als Grundlage eines Traditionsmarketing 

3.1. Ansatzpunkte der Operationalisierung von Markentradition 

 

Auch wenn die Tradition eines Unternehmens zunehmend an Bedeutung gewinnt und sowohl 

in der Wissenschaft als auch in der Praxis viel diskutiert wird, ist den meisten 

Verantwortlichen oftmals nicht klar, welche wirtschaftlichen Auswirkungen die Tradition 

hat. Fragen, ob es einen Zusammenhang zwischen Tradition und messbaren Betriebserfolg 

gibt, oder ob das Geschichtsbewusstsein die Marktstellung eines Unternehmens und die 

Konsumentenwahrnehmung verbessert, werden kaum gestellt. (vgl. Buß, 2007, S. 80 f.). Um 

jedoch das hypothetische Konstrukt Tradition näher zu beschreiben und aus Managementsicht 

greifbarer zu machen gilt es, Steuerungsmodelle aufzuzeigen. Diese sollten in der Lage sein, 

die Tradition in robustere Bestandteile und Wirkgrößen zu zerlegen. Aus heutigem Stand der 

Forschung zu diesem Thema sind insbesondere das Modell von Urde/Greyser/Balmer (2007) 



 4 

und die Überlegungen von Buß (2007) heranzuziehen. Beide Modelle geben dabei wichtige 

Gedankenanstöße und zeigen dem Management relevante Implikationen auf. 

Urde/Greyser/Balmer definieren die Tradition über fünf Dimensionen und beschreiben sie als 

„(…) a dimension of a brand’s identity found in its track record, longevity, core values, use of 

symbols and particularly in an organisational belief that its history is important“ 

(Urde/Greyser/Balmer, 2007, S. 4 f.).  

Auch die Überlegungen von Buß gehen in eine ähnliche Richtung und operationalisieren die 

Tradition in ihre einzelnen Facetten. Im Allgemeinen besteht das Modell von Buß aus zwei 

Teilen. Nämlich aus den Traditionseigenschaften, die die einzelnen Facetten der Tradition 

beschreiben und den Traditionswerten, welche den Gesamtwert der Tradition in 

unterschiedliche Faktoren bzw. Einzelwerte zerlegt (vgl. Buß, 2007, S. 81). Zusammengefasst 

beschreiben diese Facetten das Konstrukt Markentradition und operationalisieren dieses.  

 

 

Abbildung 1: Operationalisierung der Markentradition 

Quelle:   Eigene Darstellung in Anlehnung an Buß, 2007, S. 81 

 

Nachdem nun die oben stehende Abbildung das Konstrukt Markentradition greifbar macht, 

gilt es in einem zweiten Schritt erste Erkenntnisse darüber zu generieren, wie der 

Zusammenhang zwischen Tradition und Betriebserfolg zu erklären ist. Hierbei zeigen 

erste empirische Analysen (Erhebungszeitraum Juni 2009; n=658), dass signifikante 

Beziehungen zwischen der Markentradition und Wahrnehmung bzw. Verhalten existieren 

(vgl. Wiedmann/Wüstefeld/Bachmann, 2009, S. 75). Kurz: Aus der nachstehenden Tabelle 1 

lässt sich als erster Rückschluss, die Beeinflussung des Konsumentenverhaltens durch die 

Markentradition ableiten.  
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Markentradition 1 0,810
**

 0,712
**

 0,756
**

 0,677
**

 0,781
**

 0,540
**

 0,587
**

 

**. Die Korrelation nach Pearson ist auf dem Niveau von 0,01 (2-seitig) signifikant. 

Tabelle 1: Korrelationsanalyse 

Quelle:   Eigene Auswertung 

 

Die marktseitigen Herausforderungen der Automobilindustrie eröffnen speziell in dieser 

Branche ein weites Feld für das Traditionsmarketing, da die Kundenbeziehungen im 

Idealfall durch eine langjährige Bindung geprägt sind und somit durch Aspekte der Tradition 

die Markenwerte direkt auf eine Stärkung des Vertrauens wirken. So lässt sich eine 

ausgeprägte Markenidentifikation erzeugen, die wiederum in einer tiefen Markenbindung 

resultiert. Beispielhaft kann die Marke Volkswagen Nutzfahrzeuge genannt werden, die durch 

ihre langjährige Geschichte – angefangen beim so genannten „Bulli“ – ein umfassendes 

Traditionspotential aufgebaut hat. Grundlegend fraglich ist in diesem Feld jedoch die 

Ausgestaltung einer zielgerichteten Steuerung im Rahmen eines ganzheitlichen 

Markentraditionsmanagements.  

Die Kunden verspüren gerade in der Automobilbranche eine oftmals tiefe und persönliche 

Bindung zu einer Marke, da diese eine kulturelle und familiäre Verankerung einerseits sowie 

eine grundlegende Verknüpfung mit Emotionen und Werten andererseits zuzuschreiben ist. 

Diese enge Markenbindung kann dabei durch eine explizite Kommunikation von 

Traditionsaspekten gefördert werden. Entsprechend liegen besonders im Markt für 

Automobile noch riesige Chancen für die Implementierung von Traditionsaspekten. Eine 

zielorientierte Berücksichtung der eigenen Markentradition verbirgt so vielfältige Potentiale 

sowie Chancen, sich auf dem Markt langfristig zu etablieren. 

 

Das alleinige Vorhandensein einer Tradition reicht jedoch nicht aus, um entsprechende 

Potentiale zu nutzen. Im Rahmen eines unternehmensweiten und integrierten, traditionellen 

Denkansatzes, sowie bei der Nutzen- und Wertgenerierung, gilt es für das Management von 

Markentraditionen, die eigene Tradition zu entdecken und diese zu aktivieren, zu pflegen 

und zu schützen (vgl. Urde/Greyser/Balmer, 2007, S. 11 f.). Dabei darf die Tradition weder 

aufgesetzt, noch als Allheilmittel verstanden werden. Vielmehr sollte sie tief in die 

Unternehmung verankert und „gelebt“ werden. Denn nur wenn die Kommunikation der 
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eigenen Tradition von internen und externen Anspruchsgruppen glaubhaft wahrgenommen 

wird, sind entsprechende Potentiale möglich. Mit klarem Bezug zu der Herkunft bzw. zu den 

eigenen Wurzeln einer Marke stellt sich Erfolg insbesondere dann ein, wenn es gelingt, eine 

Annäherung bzw. Übereinstimmung zwischen Markenidentität und Markenimage zu erzeugen 

(vgl. Tauch, 2008, S. 11). 

 

 

 

3.2. Markentradition als Potential und Wirkgröße des 

Konsumentenverhaltens 

 

Insbesondere in der Automobilindustrie weisen immer wieder Printmedien, Werbespots und 

Internetauftritte auf die Markentradition hin. Ein weiteres Zeichen dieses Megatrends sind die 

zahlreichen, teils außerordentlich aufwendig gestalteten Markenmuseen der 

Automobilhersteller, wie z.B. die Mercedes-Benz-Welt in Stuttgart oder das Volkswagen-

Museum in direkter Nachbarschaft zur Autostadt in Wolfsburg. Doch worin liegt nun der 

Mehrwert dieser Anstrengungen bzw. welcher Nutzen wird aus dem Traditionsmanagement 

generiert? 

 

Zunächst einmal stellt die Tradition einer Marke in Zeiten von wechselnden 

Umweltbedingungen, produktseitigen Fehlentscheidungen oder einem generellen, temporären 

Missmanagement einen gewissen „Schutzmantel“ dar. In den Köpfen der Kunden sind über 

die Zeit gewachsene Vorstellungsbilder einer Marke entstanden, die zu einer zweiten 

Unternehmenspersönlichkeit und so zum Erfolg einer Marke führen können.  

Des Weiteren kann aus Managementsicht von einem Differenzierungspotential gesprochen 

werden. Traditionsmarken verfügen über eine unverwechselbare Identität und heben sich über 

dieses Alleinstellungsmerkmal deutlich vom Wettbewerb ab.  

Ein weiteres Potential von Traditionsmarken ist, dass die Tradition die 

Markenwertentwicklung beeinflusst. Belegt durch die Studie der BBDO, konnte ermittelt 

werden, dass die Tradition einer Marke als zentraler Markenwerttreiber fungiert und den 

Ertrag einer Marke erhöhen kann (vgl. BBDO, 2004). Insbesondere aus dem 

Managementfokus heraus sind auch nach innen gerichtete Potentiale erfolgsrelevant.  

Die Tradition als Stifter von Identität kann einen positiven Einfluss auf die Mitarbeiter 

eines Unternehmens haben. Diejenigen Mitarbeiter, die das Bewusstsein haben in einem 
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traditionsreichen Unternehmen zu arbeiten und „ihr“ Unternehmen in einer langen Tradition 

sehen, verhalten sich demgegenüber loyaler, motivierter und sind regelrecht stolz auf das 

Unternehmen und deren Produkte. Durch eine stärkere Identifikation bzw. Commitment zum 

Unternehmen, tragen sie direkt zu einem höheren Erfolg bei (vgl. Rother, 2006, S. 385-387).  

Ein letztes Potential beschreibt das Traditionsmanagement als Kontinuitätsmanagement. 

Wenn eine Marke über ein traditionsbasiertes und positives Image verfügt, das über Jahre 

hinweg aufgebaut wurde, gilt es dies zu pflegen, um auch in der Zukunft davon zu profitieren. 

Kurz: Tradition kann auch zu einem geschichtskonformen Verhalten verpflichten (vgl. 

Beckmann, 2008, S. 454).  

 

Neben den unternehmensseitigen Potentialen ist die Markentradition auch als Wirkgröße des 

Konsumentenverhaltens zu interpretieren. Aus Konsumentensicht bietet ein modernes 

Traditionsmanagement vielfältige Potentiale und Unterstützungen bei der Kaufentscheidung. 

Als Beispiel sind u.a. Differenzierungs- und Orientierungspotentiale zu nennen. Führt man 

sich vor Augen, dass derzeit über 1.200 Automodelle existieren, ist von einer regelrechten 

Inflation von Produkten und Markt die Rede (vgl. Esch, 2007, S. 25). Die Markentradition als 

Differenzierungsmerkmal ist dabei in der Lage, dem ähnlichen Güterangebot 

entgegenzutreten, zudem eröffnet das Orientierungspotential die Möglichkeit, dass der 

Konsument durch traditionsreiche Marken, die kommunizieren woher sie kommen und wofür 

sie stehen, dem Trommelfeuer an Informationen entkommt. So kann er gezielt nach vertrauten 

und etablierten Produkten suchen, die seine Such- und Informationskosten senken.  

 

Um die angesprochene Wirkung der Tradition aus Konsumentensicht zu charakterisieren, 

kann exemplarisch ihr Einfluss auf Wahrnehmung (z.B. Markenimage oder -vertrauen) und 

Verhalten (z.B. Markenloyalität, Kaufabsicht oder Preispremium) betrachtet werden. Unter 

wahrnehmungsbezogenen Gesichtspunkte sind Traditionsmarken in der Lage, aufgrund ihrer 

nachhaltigen Durchsetzungsfähigkeit über Jahre hinweg, eine starke Vertrauensbasis zum 

Konsumenten aufzubauen. Durch die solide Konstanz kann somit eine Marke ihre Werte 

beweisbar belegen und positive Auswirkungen auf das Markenimage generieren (vgl. 

Brandejsky/Kempin/Bross, 2006, S. 417). Neben einer verbesserten Wahrnehmung von 

Expertise und Glaubwürdigkeit können traditionelle Aspekte ebenso verhaltensbedingte 

Größen determinieren. Beispielsweise geben rund 80% der Kunden von Mercedes-Benz an, 

dass die Tradition der Marke die Grundlage ihrer Loyalität sei (vgl. Buß, 2007, S. 80). 

Außerdem stellt u.a. die Authentizität von Traditionsmarken aus Sicht der Konsumenten 
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eine Risikoreduktion dar. So fällt die Kaufentscheidung häufig zu Gunsten solcher Marken 

aus und Konsumenten sind üblicherweise sogar bereit, dafür einen höheren Preis zu zahlen. 

Durch die Tradition einer Marke und den mit ihr verbundenen Werten gewinnt die Marke aus 

Sicht der Kunden an Authentizität, Glaubwürdigkeit und Kompetenz und wirkt sich so 

unmittelbar auf das Konsumentenverhalten aus. 

 

 

 

4. Gestaltungsperspektiven eines ganzheitlichen Heritage Managements 

in der Automobilbranche 

 

Im Rahmen eines übergreifenden Heritage Managements bedarf es eines ganzheitlichen 

Ansatzes, der auf Grundlagen einer normativen, strategischen sowie operativen 

Markentingebene fokussiert werden kann (vgl. Wiedmann/Kreutzer, 1989, S. 68-70).  

Um die Markentradition auf normativer Ebene als Erfolgsfaktor zu nutzen, bedarf es einer 

Traditionskultur, die sich in einer traditionskonformen Denkhaltung aller Beteiligten 

widerspiegelt (vgl. Urde/Greyser/Balmer, 2007, S. 14-16). Es müssen Voraussetzungen 

geschaffen werden, sich der eigenen Tradition bewusst zu werden und die Möglichkeiten 

eröffnen, z.B. Rituale, Mythen oder Erfolgsgeschichten weiter zu tragen. Ein zielorientierter 

Aufbau der eigenen Identität sowie die Vermittlung der Werte ist somit eine grundlegende 

Voraussetzung für eine effektive Nutzung und Wahrnehmung der eigenen Tradition durch den 

Kunden.  

 

Auf strategischer Ebene ist die Tradition als Erfolgsfaktor im Markenmanagement 

anzusehen, weshalb sie folgerichtig als strategische Stoßrichtung zielführend erscheint. Für 

einen langfristigen Aufbau von Traditionsaspekten empfiehlt sich die strategische 

Ausrichtung nach einer gewünschten Soll-Identität. Diese kann im Lichte des Selbst- und 

Fremdbilds durch die strategische Markenplanung in den Köpfen der Anspruchsgruppen 

verankert werden und ist so die Substanz für eine essentielle Authentizitäts- und 

Differenzierungskraft als Basis eines Aufbaus von Markentradition. Diese strategische 

Nutzung von Tradition kann auf verschiedenen Ebenen geschehen. Beispielsweise existiert 

die Marke Volkswagen Nutzfahrzeuge (VWN) erst seit 1995 und weist demnach noch auf 

keine lange Historie auf, weshalb das Traditionsmanagement eine Brücke zu den Anfängen 

ihrer Produkte schlagen sollte. Unter Traditionsgesichtspunkten gilt es hier insbesondere die 
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Mythen, Sagen und Erfolgssinnbilder des legendären VW-Bulli auf die Marke VWN zu 

projizieren, da die Wahrnehmung einer Marke aus Sicht der Öffentlichkeit und Kunden stark 

über bestimmte traditionsreiche Produkte beeinflusst werden kann (vgl. Tauch, 2008, S. 16). 

Somit gilt es, die langfristigen und traditionellen Erfolge des Bullis als Quelle für Expertise 

oder Authentizität in Form einer „Galionsfigur“ im Traditionsmanagement nutzbar zu 

machen.  

 

Auf operativer Ebene und im Rahmen der Ausgestaltung der Produktpolitik ist 

insbesondere ein produktspezifischer Traditionsbezug von hoher Relevanz, der über 

bestimmte Stilelemente der Marke – wie z.B. die Linienführung der Karosserie oder 

bestimmte abgewandelte und weiterentwickelte Formen oder Details (vgl. Tauch, 2008, S. 16) 

– erreicht werden kann, indem neuere Modelle klare Bezüge zu charakteristischen 

Designelementen der Vorgängermodelle herstellen. Im Zuge der Kommunikationspolitik ist 

bspw. auf eine traditionsbasierte Kommunikation der Marken- bzw. Traditionswerte zu 

achten, was durch ein kontinuierliches Aufgreifen der Traditionsvermittlung in verschiedenen 

Kommunikationskanälen (bspw. Internetauftritt oder klassische Werbung) erreicht werden 

kann (vgl. Ernst, 2008, S. 27). In der Vertriebspolitik des direkten Abverkaufs am Point of 

Sale kann Markentradition ein entscheidender Erfolgsfaktor sein, da sie durch direkte 

Traditions- und Historienbezüge im Verkaufsgespräch Anreize setzen kann. Außerdem 

ermöglicht die Implementierung von Traditionsaspekten im Rahmen von Erlebniswelten 

(bspw. bei Veranstaltungen, öffentliche Ausstellungen, Museen oder in einem erlebnisreichen 

Werksverkauf) weit reichende Nutzungsoptionen. 

 

 

 

5. Fazit 

 

Vielen Unternehmen und Marken wird eine große Tradition nachgesagt – ebenso viele lassen 

jedoch die sich hierbei bietenden Chancen ungenutzt verstreichen. Einige wenige haben 

dennoch das immense Potential eines zielgerichteten Traditionsmarketings erkannt und 

nutzen es im Markenaufbau sowie speziell in der Kommunikationspolitik. Die 

Auseinandersetzung mit der eigenen Geschichte, mit Mythen und mit Symbolen ist dabei 

keineswegs neu, allein ließ die dabei an den Tag gelegte Professionalität im 

unternehmerischen Kontext lange Zeit deutlich zu wünschen übrig. Nachdem jedoch nach und 
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nach die Relevanz von Markentraditionen bei den verantwortlich handelnden Personen in 

der Marketing-Praxis erkannt wurde, hat auch die Marketing-Wissenschaft die Heritage-

Forschung in den vergangenen Jahren aufgegriffen und intensiviert. Immer mehr wird die 

Markentradition nun zu einem wertvollen Asset, welches ausgebaut und genutzt wird. Die 

aufgezeigten Gestaltungsoptionen und Nutzenpotentiale eines ganzheitlichen Heritage-

Marketings bilden zusammen mit den vorhandenen Forschungsbeiträgen eine gute 

Grundlage, auf der nunmehr weitere Schritte folgen müssen: Zum einen sind Praktiker 

aufgerufen, ihr Heritage-Bewusstsein weiter zu schärfen, damit Chancen erkannt und im 

Sinne der strategischen Markenführung nutzbar gemacht werden. Zum anderen bedarf es 

weiterer Auseinandersetzungen mit der Thematik auch auf Seiten der wissenschaftlichen 

Forschung, die in der Pflicht steht, Analysen und Konzepte zu liefern, welche konkreten 

Handlungsperspektiven für ein zielgerichtetes Brand Heritage Management eröffnen.  
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Especially in the present financial and economic crisis—a 

turbulent time characterized by high dynamics, uncer-

tainty, and massive consumer disorientation—consumers 

tend to prefer brands with a heritage because these brands 

are perceived to be more credible, trustworthy, and reliable. 

Therefore, such choices minimize the perceived risks of a 

purchase decision (Leigh, Peter, and Shelton 2006). The 

heritage aspect represents longevity and sustainability as a 

promise to the stakeholders that the core values and perfor-

mance of the brand are authentic and true (Urde 2003). In 

sum, the heritage of a brand adds the association of depth, 

authenticity, and credibility to the brand’s perceived value. 

In addition, as a basis for distinctiveness in positioning, 

the heritage is helpful for building a special relationship 

with a consumer or a range of nonconsumer stakeholders. 

Therefore, as a competitive advantage, with reference to 

consumers to whom heritage is meaningful, the heritage 

of a brand can result in the willingness to accept higher 

prices and higher consumer loyalty (e.g., Urde, Greyser, 

and Balmer 2007).

During recent years, the study of brands with a heritage 

as part of their corporate brand identity has gained growing 

interest in both marketing research and practice (Brown, 

Kozinets, and Sherry 2003a; Liebrenz-Himes, Shamma, and 

Dyer 2007). Under certain situational conditions, the heri-

tage of a brand seems to play an important role and adds 

value in the eyes of consumers (Urde, Greyser, and Balmer 

2007). However, better knowledge of the conditions and 

drivers of brand heritage as well as its effects on consumer 

behavior is still needed.

Therefore, with special focus on the automotive industry, 

the aim of the present study is to examine the antecedents 

and outcomes of brand heritage, focusing on the functions 

or value of the brand as perceived by consumers. We chose 

the automotive industry because it is—as part of the global 

financial downturn—facing substantial market challenges; 

apart from an increase in prices of raw materials and auto-

motive fuels, manufacturers have to deal with quality and 

reputation problems. The heritage of a brand may be, in 

the eyes of the consumers, a signal of trustworthiness that 

can help to overcome these problems.

First, we analyze the existing literature on the brand 

heritage construct and its elements; second, we develop a 

conceptual model focusing on the value-based antecedents 

and consequences of brand heritage; and third, to explore 

the various dimensions and effects underlying the perceived 

values of heritage brands, we present the methodology 

and results of our empirical study. Based on a partial least 

squares (PLS) path modeling approach, we identify the 

most important effects of the perceived heritage of a brand 

on consumer behavior. Finally, the results of our study are 
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discussed with regard to future research and managerial 

implications.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Consumer–Brand Relations and Brand History

According to Brown, Kozinets, and Sherry (2003b), strategic 

brand management models (e.g., Aaker 1991, 1996; Keller 

1993, 1998) tend to downplay the complexity, heterogeneity, 

and experiential nature of the consumer–brand relationship. 

In general, these models follow a more structural view and 

conceptualize brand meanings as networks of associated 

beliefs and feelings (e.g., Desai and Keller 2002; John, Loken, 

and Joiner 1998). This understanding of brand meanings 

is valuable on a strategic management level to decide on 

appropriate brand positioning strategies. However, a more 

cognitive approach overlooks the emotional aspect of 

consumer responses to brands. A sophisticated knowledge 

of the cultural contents and social forces that activate 

brand meaning and consumer–brand relations is crucial in 

brand management (Brown, Kozinets, and Sherry 2003b). 

Reasoning this, the specific bond between an individual 

and a brand as an active relationship partner has to be 

regarded at the level of lived experiences in a social con-

text (Fournier 1998). A brand can be interpreted as a social 

entity experienced, shaped, and changed in communities 

(Brown, Kozinets, and Sherry 2003b); its contemporary 

significance and “kernel of meaning” result from collective 

interpretations by multiple stakeholders over numerous but 

particular historical moments (Hatch and Rubin 2006). A 

growing body of marketing studies draws on a wide vari-

ety of brand heritages and the historical development of 

a brand in the tension between past, present, and future. 

Before we define the key concept of brand heritage, it is 

useful to distinguish heritage brands from other kinds of 

branding, such as retro brands, nostalgic brands, or iconic 

brands, and to differentiate between the general constructs 

of heritage and history.

As Table 1 shows, there are considerable overlaps among 

brand heritage and related constructs; however, there are 

significant differences to mention. Nostalgic branding re-

fers to the use of products as materializations of memories 

linked to a utopian past that never really existed. Closely 

related to this, in today’s tumultuous world, retro brands 

are based on the desire to evoke past events of a particular, 

definitive epoch when life was perceived to be simpler and 

much less stressful. Iconic branding becomes manifest 

at present and lives on the power of symbols and myths 

constituted in the present and spread by social subgroups. 

Because of its retrospective nature, history marketing has 

no reference to the present and future. In comparison to 

this, brand heritage embraces all the time frames from the 

past to present times and carries socially important values, 

the common heritage, from past epochs to contemporary 

contexts and even to the future.

Definition of Brand Heritage

In contrast to a historical overview that is grounded only 

in the past, traditions and brand heritage embrace not only 

the time frame “the past” but also “the present” and “the 

future.” Born and nurtured over decades or even centuries, 

heritage brands have had the time to build a meaningful 

past, and having a heritage helps to make a brand relevant 

to the present and prospectively to the future. A brand that 

is infused with a heritage stands for authenticity, credibility, 

and trust, and can provide leverage for that brand, especially 

in global markets (Aaker 1996; George 2004). Urde, Greyser, 

and Balmer define the brand heritage construct as part of a 

corporate brand identity: “a dimension of a brand’s iden-

tity found in its track record, longevity, core values, use of 

symbols and particularly in an organisational belief that 

its history is important” (2007, pp. 4–5). Following their 

conceptualization, heritage brands constitute a different 

branding category with its own set of defining criteria and 

necessitate a specific approach to effective management 

and leadership. According to Aaker (2004), heritage is an 

important value driver, especially for corporate brands, as 

the early roots add authenticity and differentiation to the 

brands. The identity equity in such brands is extremely 

strong, the heritage helps “define these brands today and 

add value, especially when they are re-interpreted in a 

contemporary light” (Aaker 2004, p. 7).

Elements of Brand Heritage

Based on the definition of brand heritage and its distinction 

from related constructs, it is useful to consider, as shown 

in Figure 1, five major elements that indicate whether and 

to what extent heritage is present or potentially found in a 

brand (Urde, Greyser, and Balmer 2007, p. 9).

The element track record is related to the established 

performance that the brand or the company has been 

connected with, such as certain values and promises over 

time (e.g., Volvo is continuously synonymous with safety) 

(Urde 1997). The second element of brand heritage, longev-

ity, is of special importance for large multigenerational 

family-owned companies such as Ford Motor Company or 

Anheuser-Busch and reflects other brand heritage elements, 
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Table 1

Brand Heritage and Related Constructs

Related  

Constructs

Author(s)/ 

Study Definition/Main Focus Overlaps and Differences to Brand Heritage

Retro Branding Brown, Kozinets, 

and Sherry (2003b)

Retro brands are relaunched historical 

brands with updated features.

Retro brand meanings are predicated 

on a utopian communal element and 

an enlivening paradoxical essence.

Similar to retro branding, brand heritage also has a 

retrospective spirit, but while retro branding is related 

to a particular, definitive epoch, often with a nostalgic 

character (e.g., Volkswagen’s New Beetle), a brand 

with a heritage (e.g., Jaguar) draws from and clarifies 

the past as well as makes it relevant for current 

contexts and purposes (Urde, Greyser, and Balmer 

2007).

Iconic Branding Holt (2004) Iconic brands stand for culturally 

dominant and distinctive symbols. In 

the process of transforming a brand 

into an iconic brand, one of the 

strongest influences is the importance 

of myth making.

Analogous to iconic brands, heritage is especially 

influenced by the use of symbols, but not all iconic 

brands are necessarily heritage brands. For heritage 

branding, myth making is relevant but not vital; it can 

only be one component of building a heritage brand 

(Urde, Greyser, and Balmer 2007).

Nostalgic Branding Davis (1979) Often cited is Davis’s distinction 

between personal and communal 

nostalgia. Nostalgic brands evoke both 

former epochs and former selves. Also, 

such brands serve to bind consumers 

to their past based on their learning.

Like nostalgic brands, heritage brands link people 

to a retrospective perspective that is based on, for 

example, individual life cycles, experiences, and 

associations. However, more than that, brand heritage 

invokes the nostalgic character (including all personal 

and cultural association or learning) and makes it 

relevant for the future. Heritage as a legacy expresses 

future promises.

Brand Revival Brown, Kozinets, 

and Sherry (2003b)

Between retro and revival, there is 

a considerable overlap. It can be 

defined as a relaunch of a product or 

service brand from a prior historical 

period, which is usually but not always 

updated to contemporary standards of 

performance, functioning, or taste.

An overlap between brand revival and brand heritage 

is that both evoke consumers’ memories and 

harmonize the past with the present. Certainly, in 

contrast, heritage branding does not pursue the goal 

of renewing a brand. It is rather a question of how a 

brand can tell its story with a positioning and a value 

proposition based on its heritage.

History Marketing Balmer (1994); 

Hobswawn and 

Ranger (1983);  

Ooi (2002)

In the management literature, business 

history represents an important stream 

of scholarship. History marketing is 

primarily characterized by the time 

frame “the past.”

Lowenthal (1998) describes that the difference 

between heritage and history seems minor, but the 

perspectives are distinct. While history is retrospective 

and grounded in the past, a heritage brand embraces 

all time frames, including the future. History explores 

and explains what an often opaque past is; heritage, 

in contrast, makes the past relevant for today and 

tomorrow (Urde, Greyser, and Balmer 2007).

including sustainability and consistency (Urde, Greyser, and 

Balmer 2007, p. 9). Core values encompass the basic values 

the brand is associated with. Like a promise or covenant in 

external communication, these values underline and help 

to define corporate strategy and are an integral part of the 

brand identity (Kapferer 2004; Lencioni 2002; Urde 1994). 

The use of symbols is related to logos or designs and illus-

trates the brand’s core meaning, such as the Mercedes star 

or the leaping feline of Jaguar (Urde, Greyser, and Balmer 

2007, p. 10). The fifth component asks whether history is 

important to identity. Companies have to sense their own 

history as being crucially important to their identity. It 

is absolutely essential that they know who and what they 

are. This understanding should also be a key part of com-

munication, advertising, and the marketing mix (Brown, 

Kozinets, and Sherry 2003b).

CONCEPTUAL MODEL: VALUE-BASED DRIVERS 

AND OUTCOMES OF BRAND HERITAGE

In referring to an integrated understanding of the brand 

heritage construct and its elements, this research follows the 

work of Buß (2007). The multidimensional model supple-

ments the insights of Urde, Greyser, and Balmer (2007) but 



208 Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice

focuses on the value-based antecedents and consequences 

of brand heritage.

Antecedents of Brand Heritage

As a context-dependent (Holbrook 1999; Parasuraman 

1997), highly personal, and multidimensional concept, 

perceived customer value involves a trade-off between the 

perceived benefits and costs (Zeithaml 1988), and can be 

defined as “an interactive relativistic consumption prefer-

ence experience” (Holbrook 1994, p. 27). Research shows 

that successful brands must offer a superior cost–benefit 

relation in terms of a superior value to consumers to dif-

ferentiate their product or service from that of competitors 

(Fill 2002). To enhance the current understanding of value 

perception in the context of brand heritage, the question 

of what really adds value in the consumer’s perception is 

defined in this paper through the existence of 15 different 

attitude-relevant, perceived latent customer value dimen-

sions, as illustrated in Figure 2.

Closely related to consumers’ brand awareness and brand 

images (Keller 1998), our value-based drivers of brand heri-

tage can be seen as “perceptions about a brand as reflected 

by the brand associations held in consumer memory” 

(Keller 1993, p. 3). A certain brand may satisfy functional 

and practical needs (e.g., safety and quality) as well as 

emotional and symbolic needs (e.g., self-expression, social 

identification, and status) (Bhat and Reddy 1998; del Rio, 

Vázquez, and Iglesias 2001). Heritage, as part of a brand’s 

past, present, and future identity, incorporates various 

aspects of a brand that can foster consumer loyalty: the 

personal identification function in terms of a congruence 

between the consumer’s behavior, his or her self-image, and 

the product image (Graeff 1996); the enhanced consumer 

desire or preference for a brand as a result of the perceived 

exclusivity and rareness of a limited product (Lynn 1991; 

Verhallen 1982); and the wish of the consumers for differ-

entiation and exclusivity that can only be fulfilled when 

the consumption and use of a certain brand enhances status 

(Leibenstein 1950; Vigneron and Johnson 1999, 2004).

Outcomes of Brand Heritage and Effects on 

Consumer Behavior

To develop our hypotheses, for the sake of focus, we con-

centrate on the possible outcomes of brand heritage as the 

suggested effects on consumer behavior and the aforemen-

tioned constructs.

Brand Heritage → Brand Perception and  

Consumer Behavior

As stated above, heritage helps to make a brand more authen-

tic, credible, and trustworthy, and can provide leverage for 

that brand. In addition, a brand with a heritage creates and 

confirms expectations about future behavior to stakeholder 

groups and makes a promise that the brand will continue 

to deliver on these commitments (e.g., Aaker 1996; George 

2004). For this reason, the brand heritage construct can add 

consumer-perceived value and can minimize consumers’ 

buying risk (e.g., Muehling and Sprott 2004; Stewart-Allen 

2002). Therefore, we suggest that brands that are infused 

with heritage have a positive influence on the perception 

of the brand in general (e.g., brand image or brand trust) 

and to the consumer behavior (e.g., loyalty or willingness 

to pay) in particular:

Hypothesis 1: Brand heritage has a positive effect on the 

perception of the brand and customer behavior in terms 

of a positive relation with brand image, satisfaction with 

a brand, trust in the brand, loyalty to a brand, and the 

consumer’s willingness to pay.

Brand Image → Customer Satisfaction

Brand image is defined here “as perception about a brand 

as reflected by the brand associations held in consumer 

memory” (Keller 1993, p. 3); it is one of the key impact 

factors of brand management and determines brand aware-

ness. Studies have shown that the image of a brand has 

a direct influence on the consumer’s perceived quality, 

performance, expectations, and disconfirmations. The rela-

tionship between brand image and perceived quality has an 

effect on the consumer’s overall satisfaction or dissatisfac-

tion (e.g., Bou-Llusar, Camisón-Zornaza, and Escrig-Tena 

2001; Patterson, Johnson, and Spreng 1997; Selnes 1993) as 

“the consumer’s response to the evaluation of the perceived 

discrepancy between prior expectations and the actual per-

Figure 1 
Key Elements of Brand Heritage
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formance of the product as perceived after its consumption” 

(Tse and Wilton 1988, p. 204). Consequently,

Hypothesis 2: The image of a brand is positively related 

to customer satisfaction.

Brand Image → Brand Trust

An expectation of trustworthiness results from the ability 

to perform (expertise) and the reliability of a brand. An 

honest brand that stands for high quality minimizes buy-

ing risk. Therefore, brand image has a direct positive effect 

on the consumer’s intention to trust (e.g., Chaudhuri and 

Holbrook 2001; Garbarino and Johnson 1999; Michell, Reast, 

and Lynch 1998), defined “as the willingness of the average 

consumer to rely on the ability of the brand to perform its 

stated functions” (Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001, p. 82). 

Therefore, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3: The image of a brand is positively related 

to a customer’s willingness to trust.

Brand Image → Brand Loyalty

A positive brand image and personality are positively related 

to the attitude and loyalty to the brand, understood as 

a long-term, committed and affect-laden partnership 
has also a constrained relationship-inspired insight 
by implicitly encouraging ignorance of the many 
other potentially valuable relationship forms that 
may characterize consumer–brand bonds. (Fournier 
1998, p. 343)

Figure 2 
Drivers and Outcomes of Brand Heritage

*** p = 0.01; ** p = 0.05; * p = 0.1.
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Studies have shown a positive relationship between the 

image of a brand and brand loyalty (e.g., Baldinger and 

Rubinson 1996; Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001; Wang 

2002). This leads us to our next hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4: A higher perceived image of a brand is as-

sociated with higher brand loyalty.

Brand Image → Buying Intention

The brand image is of particular interest for determining the 

intention to purchase or use a certain product or service. 

On the one hand, the brand image is a key element in brand 

equity formation and management, and on the other hand, 

the brand image creates a particular value for the custom-

ers. This additional value can be an important driver for 

the construct buying intention, which has been analyzed 

in different empirical studies (e.g., del Rio, Vázquez, and 

Iglesias 2001; Faircloth, Capella, and Alford 2001). There-

fore, we suggest the following:

Hypothesis 5: The image of a brand has a positive effect 

on consumer buying intention.

Brand Image → Price Premium

Similar to the effect of image on buying intention, willing-

ness to pay, defined as “the maximum amount an indi-

vidual would be willing to pay” (Hanemann 1991, p. 635), 

is influenced by brand image. A positive image of a brand 

has an influence on consumer preferences. If the consumer 

perceives an added value (endowed by the image), the brand 

equity rises and the willingness to pay is higher than for a 

brand with a more negative image. Therefore, brands with 

a positive image can generate a price premium (e.g., Kalra 

and Goodstein 1998; Park and Srinivasan 1994; Vázquez, 

del Rio, and Iglesias 2002). Consequently,

Hypothesis 6: A positive image of a brand increases the 

price premium.

Customer Satisfaction → Brand Trust

Empirical studies have confirmed the influence of satisfac-

tion on confidence in the brand (e.g., Delgado-Ballester and 

Munuera-Alemán 2001; Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar 

1999; Selnes 1998). In particular, Geyskens, Steenkamp, and 

Kumar (1999) evaluated through meta-analysis the correla-

tion between satisfaction and trust. One of the main results 

was that the higher the level of satisfaction, the higher the 

willingness to trust this brand. Based on these insights, we 

hypothesize:

Hypothesis 7: Satisfaction with a brand is positively 

related to brand trust.

Customer Satisfaction → Brand Loyalty

Consumer satisfaction as a result of a positive experience 

with a brand could be the reason for repurchase intention 

and loyalty as substantiated by diverse empirical valida-

tions in different industries and for different consumer 

groups (e.g., Fornell et al. 1996; Hallowell 1996; Mittal and 

Kamakura 2001). Therefore, as the perceived performance 

of a brand affects customer satisfaction and loyalty (e.g., 

Bou-Llusar, Camisón-Zornoza, and Escrig-Tena 2001), we 

suggest the following:

Hypothesis 8: Satisfaction with a brand is positively 

related to brand loyalty.

Brand Trust → Brand Loyalty

Perceived trust can reduce the perceived buying risk and 

the complexity of a buying decision with the result of a 

positive relation. Empirical insights could verify the posi-

tive correlation of trust and loyalty. In sum, some studies 

suggest that higher feelings of trust in a brand are associated 

with higher consumer loyalty (e.g., Delgado-Ballester and 

Munuera-Alemán 2001; Farrelly and Quester 2003; Gurviez 

and Korchia 2003; Sirdeshmukh, Singh, and Sabol 2002). 

Therefore, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 9: The feeling of trust in a brand is positively 

related to brand loyalty.

Brand Loyalty → Price Premium

Studies have shown a relation between loyalty and price 

elasticity. In this context, a comparison between consumers 

who are loyal to a brand and consumers who are not loyal 

shows a significant gap in price sensitivity (e.g., Krishna-

murthi and Raj 1991). In sum, one can state that higher 

loyalty leads to a higher willingness to pay a price premium 

(e.g., Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001; Delgado-Ballester and 

Munuera-Alemán 2001). Consequently,

Hypothesis 10: Loyalty to a brand is positively related to 

willingness to pay.

Brand Loyalty → Buying Intention

Brand loyalty describes the actual past behavior and its 

impact on future buying intention, defined as a purchase 

probability of a customer actually willing to buy a product 
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(e.g., Whitlark, Geurts, and Swenson 1993). Empirical in-

vestigations have shown that brand loyalty positively influ-

ences willingness to buy the same brand in the future (e.g., 

Ewig 2000; Knox and Walker 2001; Wang 2002). Therefore, 

we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 11: Loyalty to a brand is positively related to 

buying intention.

We next present the methodology of our empirical test 

of the conceptual model (as shown in Figure 2) and the 

hypotheses described above.

METHODOLOGY

Questionnaire

To measure the underlying value dimensions and outcomes 

of brand heritage against the background of our multi-

dimensional model, we used existing and tested reflective 

measures (e.g., Dean 1999; Kirmani, Sood, and Bridges 1999; 

Sen, Gurhan-Canli, and Morwitz 2001) and generated a mea-

surement instrument of brand heritage based on formative 

indicators following the guidelines of index construction 

as described below. All the items were rated on a five-point 

Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree,” 5 = “strongly agree”), 

and because we were able to collaborate with one of the 

world’s leading automobile manufacturers, the items were 

specified to an automotive context. The first version of our 

questionnaire was face validated twice using exploratory 

and expert interviews, and it was pretested with 30 respon-

dents to check the length and the layout of the question-

naire as well as the quality of the items used.

Brand Heritage Index Construction with 

Formative Indicators

The focal construct for which we seek to generate a mea-

surement instrument based on formative indicators is 

brand heritage. In contrast to the development and valida-

tion of multi-item scales based on reflective measures, the 

index construction using formative measures has received 

little attention. Following the work of Diamantopoulos 

and Winklhofer (2001), we use four steps for constructing 

indexes based on a formative indicator: content specifica-

tion, indicator specification, indicator collinearity, and 

external validity. Because the latent variable is determined 

by its formative indicators, the specification of the domain 

of content is extremely important. Failure to consider 

all the facets of the construct will lead to an exclusion 

of relevant indicators and parts of the construct itself. 

Our understanding of brand heritage relies on the key 

elements proposed by Urde, Greyser, and Balmer (2007): 

the brand’s track record, its longevity and core values, the 

use of symbols, and the importance of history to brand 

identity. Given this domain of content of brand heritage, 

the items used as indicators were selected to cover the 

entire scope of the five brand heritage elements. In our 

study context, we used the multidimensional model of 

Buß (2007) to specify our indicators. To determine whether 

the statements of Buß can capture fully the brand heritage 

construct’s domain of content, we conducted exploratory 

interviews with marketing researchers and managers. The 

generation of the items followed the guidelines of clarity, 

length, directionality, lack of ambiguity, and avoidance of 

jargon (e.g., DeVellis 1991; Spector 1992). In a next step, 

we checked the multicollinearity among the indicators. 

As a result, there was no need for the exclusion of indica-

tors; the maximum variance inflation factor (VIF) came 

to 3.367 and was below the common cut-off threshold of 

10 (Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer 2001, p. 272). As an 

approach to external validation, we examined whether each 

indicator could be significantly correlated with a global 

item that summarizes the essence of brand heritage. We 

developed an additional statement, “In my opinion, brand 

XY is a brand with heritage.” As shown in Table 2, all the 

indicators turned out to be significantly correlated with 

this statement; subsequently, all of the indicators were in-

cluded in our study. After having followed the systematic 

steps as suggested by Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer 

(2001), our proposed specification of brand heritage–based 

formative indicators can be regarded as a valid measure-

ment instrument.

Sample

To investigate the research model, an Internet survey with 

a snowball sampling method was developed in Germany. 

It was organized using an Internet form sent to Internet 

forums and private customers via personalized e-mails with 

the invitation to actively contribute to the survey. In July 

2009, a total of 458 valid questionnaires were received. 

Table 3 describes the sample characteristics.

Respondents were mainly 25 to 39 years, and those who 

have a higher education, are male, and are single were over-

represented, which demonstrates that many male students 

and employees participated because they are particularly 

interested in cars. The higher percentage of young to mid-

dle-aged and male consumers in the sample may also be 

attributed to the greater Internet usage among the young 

to middle-aged.



212 Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

PLS-Based Estimation of the Model

To measure complex cause–effect relationships with latent 

variables, structural equation modeling (SEM) approaches 

such as LISREL and PLS constitute two corresponding, 

yet distinctive (Schneeweiß 1991), statistical techniques 

(Temme, Kreis, and Hildebrandt 2006; Tenenhaus et al. 

2005). In general, the use of LISREL or PLS should depend 

on the purpose and the context of the research (Reinartz, 

Haenlein, and Henseler 2009): LISREL highlights theory 

confirmation and focuses on maximizing the explained 

covariance among various constructs, whereas PLS stresses 

causal explanation and maximizes the explained variation 

among various constructs (Lauria and Duchessi 2007; Wu 

2010). To explain relationships among the data, a covari-

ance structure analysis based on maximum likelihood 

estimation (traditional LISREL ML estimates) was thought 

to be well suited for evaluating the relative fit of competing 

theoretical models (Hahn et al. 2002). On occasions and 

in contexts where it is difficult or impossible to meet the 

restrictive assumptions of more traditional multivariate 

statistics in complex models, PLS is the preferred method 

(Ringle 2006; Wold 1974, 1985).

In our exploratory study context of examining the driv-

ers and outcomes of brand heritage, including formative 

as well as reflective measures, PLS path modeling was con-

sidered the appropriate method for the empirical tests of 

our hypotheses. We used SmartPLS 2.0 (Ringle, Wende, and 

Will 2005) with case-wise replacement and a bootstrapping 

procedure (individual sign changes) for 448 valid cases. 

PLS is similar to regression, but it simultaneously models 

measurement paths and structural paths. The measurement 

model (outer model) relates the manifest variables (indica-

tors) to the latent variables tested by reliability and validity 

analyses, while the structural model (inner model) relates 

some latent variables to other latent variables tested by path 

coefficients between constructs (Matzler and Renzl 2006). In 

general, the evaluation refers to the reliability and validity 

of the measures, the relationships between measures and 

constructs, and the interpretation of path coefficients (i.e., 

the links between different constructs) in a final model 

(Sarstedt, Schwaiger, and Ringle 2009).

The PLS path model for antecedents/drivers and con-

sequences/reflectors of brand heritage consists of the for-

mative measurement of the indicators defined as causing 

brand heritage and reflective measurement of the other 

latent variables illustrated in Figure 2. The evaluation of 

the results with reference to the outer and inner models is 

discussed in the following sections.

Evaluation Criteria for the Results of  

PLS Path Modeling

For evaluating PLS estimates and for assessing the reliability 

and validity of the measures used, we follow the sugges-

tions of Chin (1998) and his catalogue of nonparametric 

criteria for assessing partial model structures. In general, it 

should be stated that assessment of the structural model’s 

properties are worthwhile only if the measurement models 

exhibit a satisfactory degree of validity (Henseler, Ringle, 

and Sinkovics 2009).

Evaluation of the Formative  

Measurement Model

Referring to the evaluation of our formative measurement 

models with those value-based antecedents conceptualized 

as causing brand heritage, Table 4 presents the manifested 

variables defined as formative indicators for the construct 

brand heritage.

Understood as the indicators’ relative importance in 

respect to forming the summed scale that represents the 

latent variable, the outer weights explain the latent vari-

able with a small to high impact (Table 5). Even though 

some of the impact levels of the indicators does not differ 

significantly from zero, the inclusion or exclusion of these 

nonsignificant indicators only changes the PLS path model-

Table 2

Test for External Validity of the Manifest Variables in 

the Formative Block

Brand Heritage: 

Formative Indicators

Spearman’s 

Rank 

Correlation 

Coefficient p

BH_Continuity 0.338 0.000

BH_Success_Images 0.452 0.000

BH_Bonding 0.404 0.000

BH_Orientation 0.397 0.000

BH_Cultural_Value 0.396 0.000

BH_Cultural_Meaning 0.384 0.000

BH_Imagination 0.468 0.000

BH_Familiarity 0.508 0.000

BH_Myth 0.576 0.000

BH_Credibility 0.331 0.000

BH_Knowledge 0.363 0.000

BH_Identity_Value 0.486 0.000

BH_Identity_Meaning 0.323 0.000

BH_Differentiation 0.417 0.000

BH_Prestige 0.426 0.000
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Table 3

Demographic Profile of the Sample

Variable n Percent

Age (in years)

18–24 120 26.2

25–29 154 33.6

30–39 76 16.6

40–49 66 14.4

50 and older 42 9.2

Gender

Male 359 78.4

Female 99 21.6

Marital Status

Single 320 69.9

Married 125 27.3

Widowed 0 0.0

Divorced 13 2.8

Education

Not graduated from high school 10 2.2

Lower secondary school 48 10.5

Intermediate secondary school 48 10.5

High school graduate 167 36.5

University degree 184 40.2

Not graduated from university 1 0.2

Income 1

Very low income 20 4.4

Low income 48 10.5

Middle income 222 48.5

High income 138 30.1

Very high income 10 2.2

No answer 20 4.4

Occupation 1

Full time 191 41.7

Part time 21 4.6

Pensioner/retiree 8 1.7

Early retirement 2 0.4

Homemaker 1 0.2

Job training 10 2.2

Student 212 46.3

Sick leave 1 0.2

Seeking work 12 2.6

Income 2 (in euros per month)

> 500 38 8.3

500–999 79 17.2

1,000–1.999 81 17.7

2,000–2,999 77 16.8

3,000–3,999 58 12.7

4,000–4,999 31 6.8

5,000 and over 30 6.6

No answer 64 14.0

Occupation 2

Self-employed 40 8.7

Freelancer 17 3.7

Employee 135 29.5

Executive employee 35 7.6

Civil servant 21 4.6

Laborer 21 4.6

Student 179 39.1

Not employed 10 2.2

ing estimates slightly and, thus, does not affect our inner 

model analysis.

Regarding the question of multicollinearity in the forma-

tive measurement model, we investigated each variable’s 

VIF values (Table 4), for which the maximum was 3.367. 

Thus, the VIF value clearly lies below the threshold value 

of 10, suggesting that multicollinearity does not pose a 

problem in our study.

Evaluation of the Reflective Measurement Models

In regard to the evaluation of our reflective measurement 

models, the Appendix presents the manifest variables that 

constitute the reflective indicators to the given constructs. 

With regard to a reliable and valid reflective measurement 

of latent variables, we used several criteria to assess our re-

flective measurement models. Our results show sufficiently 

high factor loadings for all the factors, with 0.864 being the 

smallest loading. In addition, the average variance extracted 

(AVE), the internal consistency reliability test (Cronbach’s 

alpha and composite reliability), and the discriminant valid-

ity (Fornell–Larcker criterion) exhibit satisfactory results, 

as shown in Table 6.

Evaluation and Discussion of the Structural Model

As illustrated in Figure 2, the assessment of the aggregate 

PLS path coefficients in the inner model results in statisti-

cally significant relationships. The latent exogenous brand 

heritage variable exhibits a very strong relationship to the 

latent endogenous variables brand image and brand loyalty, 

while the influence on the other endogenous variables is 

considerably weaker but still significant. Moreover, brand 

image has a strong relationship with satisfaction, willing-

ness to pay a price premium, and trustworthiness. Satisfac-

tion significantly affects trustworthiness and brand loyalty, 

which strongly influences intention to buy and willingness 

to pay a price premium.

With reference to evaluation of our inner model, the 

coefficients of determination of the endogenous latent 

variables (R2) of all the constructs show moderate to sub-

stantial levels ranging from 0.356 to 0.738. Moreover, Stone–

Geisser’s Q 2 (Geisser 1974; Stone 1974), which we measured 

using blindfolding procedures (cross-validated redundancy) 

(Tenenhaus et al. 2005), yielded values larger than zero for 

all the endogenous latent variables, suggesting the predic-

tive relevance of the explanatory variables.

In sum, the assessment of the measurement models and 

the structural model shows that the PLS estimates are reli-

able and valid according to the criteria associated with the 
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formative and reflective outer model as well as the inner 

path model. These results suggest implications for further 

research and managerial practice, as described next.

THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS AND  

FUTURE RESEARCH

The primary goal of this paper was to establish a multi-

dimensional framework of value-based drivers and the 

consequences of brand heritage; to explore this framework 

with a special focus on the automotive industry, a related 

factor structure; and to identify significant causal relation-

ships between the dimensions of perceived heritage value 

Table 4

Manifest Variables and Test for Multicollinearity of the Formative Measurement Model

Brand Heritage: Formative Indicators VIF

BH_Continuity Brand XY is very continuous. 1.776

BH_Success_Images Brand XY is related to images of success. 2.353

BH_Bonding I am bonded to brand XY. 3.367

BH_Orientation Brand XY sets the valuation standard for other brands. 1.927

BH_Cultural_Value The products of brand XY are a part of national treasure. 1.919

BH_Cultural_Meaning The products of brand XY promote a certain way of living. 2.165

BH_Imagination I have an absolutely clear image of brand XY. 1.764

BH_Familiarity My familiarity with brand XY is very high. 2.950

BH_Myth Brand XY has a strong cultural meaning. 2.058

BH_Credibility Brand XY represents honesty and truthfulness. 1.724

BH_Knowledge Brand XY is highly known in the society. 1.645

BH_Identity_Value Brand XY has a strong brand identity. 2.347

BH_Identity_Meaning If somebody praises brand XY, to me, it is a personal compliment. 2.237

BH_Differentiation Brand XY is unique compared to other brands. 2.222

BH_Prestige Brand XY has a very good reputation. 2.247

Table 5

Bootstrapping Results for the Outer Weights

Original Sample t-Statistics

BH_Knowledge → Brand Heritage 0.028 1.080

BH_Bonding →Brand Heritage 0.276 4.562***

BH_Differentiation →Brand Heritage 0.089 2.210**

BH_Success_Images →Brand Heritage 0.128 2.797***

BH_Credibility →Brand Heritage 0.236 5.708***

BH_Identity_Meaning →Brand Heritage 0.047 1.314*

BH_Identity_Value →Brand Heritage 0.043 1.277

BH_Imagination →Brand Heritage 0.004 0.158

BH_Continuity →Brand Heritage 0.163 3.987***

BH_Cultural_Meaning →Brand Heritage 0.093 2.238**

BH_Cultural_Value →Brand Heritage 0.036 1.151

BH_Myth →Brand Heritage –0.017 0.679

BH_Orientation →Brand Heritage 0.122 2.848***

BH_Prestige →Brand Heritage 0.065 1.583*

BH_Familiarity →Brand Heritage 0.060 1.518*

*** p = 0.01, ** p = 0.05, * p = 0.1.

and their effects on consumer attitudes, intentions, and the 

resulting behaviors using a PLS path modeling approach.

A better understanding of the heritage of a brand and 

related value aspects and effects in the eyes of consumers 

is valuable for both researchers and marketers. Particularly 

in times of high dynamics and purchase decisions that are 

associated with certain risks, the heritage aspect provides 

consumers with a feeling of security and well-being. Even 

though our results are only initial empirical hints, they 

should be explored in future research and implemented in 

managerial practice in different ways. In future analyses, 

analytical techniques such as finite mixture partial least 

squares (FIMIX-PLS; Hahn et al. 2002; Ringle, Sarstedt, and 
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tage aspect associated with their brand. A heritage branding 

approach draws attention to the interplay between strategic 

goals and consumer perception and to how elements of past, 

present, and future interpretations are crucial to building 

and sustaining meaningful brands.

Our results show that brand heritage is an important 

driver of both brand perception and consumer behavior. In 

particular, the effect on brand image is significantly strong; 

therefore, brand heritage affects the overall image of a brand 

in the eyes of the consumers. Moreover, the strong influence 

on the trustworthiness of a brand shows that consumers 

tend to trust a heritage brand more and perceive a lower 

risk of buying products from the given brand. As a result, 

they are willing to pay a higher price for traditional values 

such as credibility, continuity, and orientation, especially in 

times of financial crises and perceived uncertainty. Aspects 

such as bonding and credibility were shown to have the 

highest impact on brand heritage and have the potential 

to differentiate a heritage brand from others. Taken as a 

whole, our results can provide brand managers with ex-

plicit benchmarks for evaluating their brand’s performance. 

When information about heritage performance is combined 

with the impact scores from regression estimates, manag-

ers have both the impact and performance information 

that they need to make strategic decisions on the basis on 

individual priority maps (Albers 2010). This finding may 

help to explain and manage the drivers and outcomes of 

brand heritage that were shown to be important drivers of 

brand perception and consumer behavior.

A comprehensive management approach dedicated to 

creating and maintaining a successful heritage brand with 

profitable longevity encompasses, as illustrated in Figure 3, 

the following steps. At first, it is important to examine the 

brand origins with regard to historic influences and key 

elements of a documented track record and the brand’s 

evolution through time. Based on a better understanding 

of the historical foundations of the brand as well as its core 

values and the stakeholder associations, the key elements 

Mooi 2010; Ringle, Wende, and Will 2010) or PLS typologi-

cal alternatives (e.g., Esposito Vinzi et al. 2007; Ringle and 

Schlittgen 2007; Ringle, Sarstedt, and Schlittgen 2010) may 

provide further differentiated path modeling results that 

allow more precise interpretation and the identification of 

differences in path coefficients across subgroups. Further-

more, a multiple indicators multiple causes (MIMIC) model 

should be estimated for a more sophisticated validation 

of our presented formative heritage measurement model 

(e.g., Jöreskog and Goldberger 1975). In addition, a study 

focusing on diverse user groups (e.g., business-to-consumer 

and business-to-business samples) may lead to interesting 

results in comparing differences and similarities in the per-

ception of a given heritage brand. Moreover, the importance 

of the heritage and tradition of a brand may vary in times 

of economic crises versus economic well-being. Therefore, 

a longitudinal study should compare the causal relation-

ship of brand heritage to consumer attitude and behavior 

over time with reference to different heritage brands. The 

restriction of our study to the automotive context might 

have limited the extent to which the results and conclu-

sions herein can be generalized to consumer purchasing 

attitudes and behaviors. Therefore, extension to and com-

parison with other product categories—including brands 

that cannot be considered heritage brands—could enhance 

the conceptualization, measurement, and management of 

the construct brand heritage.

In sum, we hope that this study is the starting point 

for future research in the area of brand heritage because 

the rise of retro, history, and nostalgia are everywhere ap-

parent, and consumers seem to be searching for authentic 

products with genuine history in an increasingly global 

marketplace.

MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

For marketing managers, our study may form the basis of a 

structured understanding of the perceived value of the heri-

Table 6

Assessing the Reflective Measurement Models

Factor  

Loadings

AVE 

(Percent)

Cronbach’s  

Alpha

Composite  

Reliability

Fornell–Larcker 

Criterion  

(AVE >  

Maximum Corr²)

Brand Image 0.920–0.938 86.31 0.842 0.927 0.86 > 0.79

Customer Satisfaction 0.942–0.948 89.35 0.881 0.944 0.89 > 0.80

Brand Trust 0.928–0.929 86.24 0.840 0.926 0.86 > 0.80

Brand Loyalty 0.864–0.901 78.20 0.861 0.915 0.78 > 0.69

Price Premium 0.956–0.961 91.85 0.911 0.958 0.92 > 0.60
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of a brand’s heritage can be uncovered and leveraged. The 

activation of brand heritage is visible in all the elements of 

a marketing campaign, as the marketing mix can invoke the 

personal and cultural associations of history with regard to 

a particular brand. In luxury marketing or the automotive 

sector, visible product elements and aesthetics reflect tradi-

tional design elements that clearly differentiate the brand 

from its competitors. In terms of internal and external 

communication, a product or brand can be grounded with 

historically provable facts with a brand story that creates 

an aura of authenticity. This can be reflected by the sum 

of all customer touch points in an approach of experiential 

distribution and can be supported by a price–quality rela-

tionship that signals enduring quality over time.

As a final point, there is a main dilemma in the context 

of the protection of heritage brands to mention: in some 

cases, heritage brands can be seen as the oldest brands in a 

certain product category. Therefore, generations of consum-

ers grew up with these brands; they are well established and 

have withstood the test of time and competition. However, 

heritage brands face the problem of being considered “old” 

brands and as not being on the “cutting edge” (Aaker 1996). 

Because of the need to appeal to the younger generations 

and provide future consumers with a desire for the brand, 

a heritage branding management needs to maintain the 

benefits of heritage and to be innovative to overcome the 

age barrier associated with heritage brands. If a brand’s 

unique personality is based in the past but has readjusted 

its brand identity, brand meaning, and core values with on-

going innovation to present and future consumer needs in 

a changing marketplace, its heritage is a key to the brand’s 

continuing success and brand equity in the tension between 

past, present, and even the future.
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APPENDIX 

Manifest Variables of the Reflective Measurement Models

Brand Image

Image_01 I like brand XY very much.

Image_02 Brand XY is really likable.

Customer Satisfaction

Satisfaction_01 I am very satisfied with brand XY.

Satisfaction_02 Brand XY meets my expectations absolutely.

Brand Trust

Trust_01 I trust brand XY.

Trust_02 I rely on brand XY.

Brand Loyalty

Loyalty_03 I recommend brand XY to my friends.

Loyalty_01 I am loyal to brand XY.

Loyalty_02 I do not intend to buy another brand than brand XY.

Price Premium

Price_01 I am willing to pay a higher price to buy brand XY.

Price_02 The products of brand XY are worth a higher price than other products.

Buying Intention

Intention I intend to buy brand XY again in the future.
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THE IMPACT OF BRAND HERITAGE ON CUSTOMER PERCEIVED VALUE 
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ABSTRACT 

In a tumultuous global economy characterized by high dynamics, uncertainty and massive 

consumer disorientation, the origin and heritage of a brand is something that consumers are in-

creasingly aware of. In both marketing research and practice, the study of brands with a heritage 

as part of their corporate brand identity has gained growing interest. However, better knowledge 

of the conditions and drivers of brand heritage as well as its effects on customer value and con-

sumer behavior is still needed. Reasoning this, the aim of the present study is to examine the an-

tecedents and outcomes of brand heritage with special focus on the value as perceived by the cus-

tomer. Our study concentrates on the luxury industry where the origin and heritage of a brand is 

something that consumers are increasingly aware of. Based on a structural modeling approach, 

our results reveal significantly strong effects of brand heritage on the perceived economic value, 

the perceived functional value, the perceived affective value, and the perceived social value of a 

brand; thus, brand heritage affects the overall perceived value in the eyes of the consumers. 

 

Keywords: Brand Heritage, Brand Management, Customer Perceived Value, Luxury Indus-

try, Partial Least Squares 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

In a tumultuous global economy characterized by high dynamics, uncertainty and massive 

consumer disorientation, consumers tend to prefer brands with a heritage because these brands 

are perceived to be more credible, trustworthy and reliable. The heritage aspect of a brand adds 

the association of depth, authenticity and credibility to the brand’s perceived value. With refer-

ence to consumers to whom heritage is meaningful, the heritage of a brand can result in an inten-

sified brand loyalty and the willingness to accept higher prices (e.g., Urde, Greyser & Balmer 

2007). In both marketing research and practice, the study of brands with a heritage as part of their 

corporate brand identity has gained growing interest (Brown, Kozinets & Sherry Jr. 2003b; Lie-

brenz-Himes, Shamma & Dyer 2007). However, better knowledge of the conditions and drivers 

of brand heritage as well as its effects on customer perceived value and consumer behavior is still 



 2 

needed. Reasoning this, the aim of the present study is to examine the antecedents and outcomes 

of brand heritage, focusing on the functions or value of the brand as perceived by consumers. As 

specific context, we have chosen the luxury industry because the idea of heritage is of special 

importance in this domain: Living in a digital age, reinterpreting tradition and the question of 

how to link past and present in a more meaningful way is the key challenge for luxury brands. 

Most luxury brands are based on craftsmanship in family business with well-known founding 

fathers; their history is deep-rooted and authentic what creates the heart of brand heritage. Emo-

tions from the past are a vital part of luxury brand positioning in a modern world as Karl Lager-

feld, head designer and creative director for Chanel, states: “Make a better future by developing 

elements from the past.” In a turbulent economy, the origin and heritage of a luxury brand is 

something that consumers are increasingly aware of. If and to what extent consumers assign val-

ue to the heritage aspect of luxury brands is the research focus of this study. Our paper is struc-

tured as follows: first, we analyze existing literature on the brand heritage construct and its ele-

ments; second, we develop a conceptual model focusing on the value-based antecedents and con-

sequences of brand heritage; and third, to explore the various dimensions and effects underlying 

the perceived values of luxury brands, we present the methodology and results of our empirical 

study. Based on a structural modeling approach, we identify the most important effects on the 

perceived value of a luxury brand. Finally, the results of our study are discussed with regard to 

future research and managerial implications. 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Definition of Brand Heritage 

In contrast to an historical overview that is grounded only in the past, traditions and brand 

heritage embrace not only the time frame “the past,” but also “the present,” and “the future.” 
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Born and nurtured over decades or even centuries, heritage brands have had the time to build a 

meaningful past and having a heritage helps to make a brand relevant to the present and prospec-

tively to the future. A brand that is infused with a heritage stands for authenticity, credibility and 

trust and can provide leverage for that brand, especially in global markets (Aaker 1996; George 

2004). The brand heritage construct can be defined as part of a corporate brand identity: “ (…) a 

dimension of a brand’s identity found in its track record, longevity, core values, use of symbols 

and particularly in an organisational belief that its history is important“ (Urde, Greyser & Bal-

mer 2007, p. 4-5). Following their conceptualization, heritage brands constitute a different brand-

ing category with its own set of defining criteria and necessitate a specific approach to effective 

management and leadership. According to Aaker (2004), heritage is an important value driver, 

especially for corporate brands, as the early roots add authenticity and differentiation to the 

brands. The identity equity in such brands is extremely strong, the heritage helps “ (…) define 

these brands today and add value, especially when they are re-interpreted in a contemporary 

light” (Aaker 2004, p. 7). 

 

Elements of Brand Heritage 

Based on the definition of brand heritage and its distinction from related constructs, it is 

useful to consider five major elements that indicate whether and to what extent heritage is present 

or potentially found in a brand: The element track record is related to the established perform-

ance that the brand or the company has been connected with, such as certain values and promises 

over time (e.g. Volvo is continuously synonymous with safety) (Urde 1997). The second element 

of brand heritage, longevity is of special importance for large multi-generational family-owned 

companies such as Ford or Anheuser Busch and reflects other brand heritage elements, including 

sustainability and consistency (Urde, Greyser & Balmer 2007, p. 9). Core values encompass the 
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basic values the brand is associated with. Like a promise or covenant in external communication, 

these values underline and help to define corporate strategy and are an integral part of the brand 

identity (Urde 1994; Kapferer 2004; Lencioni 2002). The use of symbols is related to logos or 

design and illustrates the brand’s core meaning, e.g. the Mercedes star or the leaper of Jaguar 

(Urde, Greyser & Balmer 2007, p. 10). The fifth component asks is history important to identity. 

Companies have to sense their own history as being crucially important to their identity. It is ab-

solutely essential that they know who and what they are. This understanding should also be a key 

part of communication, advertising and the marketing mix (Brown, Kozinets & Sherry Jr. 2003a). 

CONCEPTUAL MODEL:  

BRAND HERITAGE AND EFFECTS ON CUSTOMER PERCEIVED VALUE 

As stated above, heritage helps to make a brand more authentic, credible and trustworthy 

and can provide leverage for that brand. Additionally, a brand with a heritage creates and con-

firms expectations about future behavior to stakeholder groups and makes a promise that the 

brand will continue to deliver on these commitments (e.g., Aaker 1996; George 2004). For this 

reason, the brand heritage construct can add consumer perceived value and can minimize con-

sumers’ buying risk (e.g., Muehling & Sprott 2004). This additional value can be an important 

driver for the construct buying intention, which has been analyzed in different empirical studies 

(e.g., del Rio, Vázquer & Iglesias 2001; Faircloth, Capella & Alford 2001). As illustrated in Fig. 

1, in order to enhance current understanding of value perception in view of a heritage brand, the 

question of what really adds value in consumer’s perception is defined in this paper through the 

existence of four latent customer perceived value dimensions. 
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Fig. 1 The Conceptual Model – Drivers and Outcomes of Brand Heritage 

 
 

Drawing on, integrating, and extending the work of Park et al. (1986), Sheth et al. (1991), 

Ulaga (2003), Woodall (2003), Holbrook (1999; 2005), and Heard (1993–94) on the conceptuali-

zation of customer value, in accordance to Smith & Colgate (2007), we concentrate on four major 

types of customer perceived value:  

Economic Value. The economic dimension of customer value addresses direct monetary 

aspects such as price, resale price, discount, investment etc. It refers to the value of the product 

expressed in dollars and cents, to what is given up or sacrificed to obtain a product (e.g., Ahtola 

1984; Chapman 1986; Mazumdar 1986; Monroe & Krishnan 1985). Similar to firms, consumers 

also try to minimize the costs and other sacrifices that may be involved in the purchase, owner-
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ship, and use of a product (Smith & Colgate 2007). Overall, the economic value refers to the 

cost/sacrifice in terms of (1) economic costs, such as product price, operating costs, switching 

costs, and opportunity costs; (2) psychological–relational costs including cognitive diffi-

culty/stress, conflict, search costs, learning costs, psychological switching costs, and psychologi-

cal relationship costs, such as attachment; (3) the personal investment of customers, the effort, 

and energy consumers devote to the purchase and consumption process; and (4) the risk (personal 

risk, operational risk, financial risk, or strategic risk) perceived by customers in buying, owning, 

and using a product (Smith & Colgate 2007). 

Functional Value. The functional dimension of customer value represents the core benefit 

and basic utilities such as e.g. the quality, the uniqueness, the usability, the reliability, and dura-

bility of a certain product (Sheth et al. 1991). In general, a product or a service is designed to 

perform a particular function to satisfy consumer needs defined by the physical-chemical-

technical (e.g., technical superiority), concrete or abstract product/service dimensions (e.g., Park 

et al. 1986). Consumers expect the item they buy to work right, to look good, to last a long time, 

and to perform as expected and as promised (e.g., Fennel 1978). Following Woodruff (1997), 

functional value encompasses three key facets (1) correct, accurate, or appropriate features, func-

tions, attributes, or characteristics (such as aesthetics, quality, customization, or creativity); (2) 

appropriate performances (such as reliability, performance quality, or service–support outcomes); 

and (3) appropriate outcomes or consequences (such as strategic value, effectiveness, operational 

benefits, and environmental benefits) (Smith & Colgate 2007).  

Affective Value. The affective dimension of customer value refers to the experiences, feel-

ings, and emotions a certain brand or product provides to the consumer in addition to its func-

tional utility (Hirschman & Holbrook 1982; Sheth et al. 1991, Westbrook & Oliver 1991). Espe-

cially luxury products are likely to provide such subjective intangible benefits (Dubois & Laurent 
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1994). Research has repeatedly identified the emotional responses associated with the luxury 

consumption, such as sensory pleasure and gratification, aesthetic beauty, or excitement (Benar-

rosh-Dahan 1991; Fauchois & Krieg 1991; Roux & Floch 1996; Vigneron & Johnson 2004). 

Hence, affective value describes the perceived subjective utility and intrinsically pleasing proper-

ties acquired from the purchase and consumption of a brand to arouse feelings and affective 

states, received from the personal rewards and fulfillment (Sheth et al. 1991; Westbrook & Oliver 

1991). 

Social Value. The social dimension of customer value focuses a customer’s personal orien-

tation towards a brand or product and addresses personal matters such as consumer’s self-

concepts, self-worth or self-identity value (e.g., Vigneron & Johnson 2004; Hirschman & Hol-

brook 1982). Consumers may associate psychological meaning to a product or they use certain 

(luxury) brands to integrate the symbolic meaning into their own identity (Holt 1995; Vigneron & 

Johnson 2004) or to support, express, and develop ones own identity, personality, tastes, and val-

ues (Douglas & Isherwood 1979; Hirshman 1988; Dittmar 1994). In addition to the personal 

meaning a social component of customer value and the prestige, status, or image of a certain 

brand or product is of special importance. For example the consumption of luxury goods appears 

to have a strong social function (Vigneron & Johnson 1999, 2004; Bearden & Etzel 1982; Brin-

berg & Plimpton 1986; Kim 1998).  

In the current study, a consumer's perceived heritage of a brand is expected to influence the 

economic, functional, affective, and social responses toward the brand. Therefore, we suggest 

that brands that are infused with heritage have a positive influence on all dimensions of customer 

value perception. Against this background, the following research hypotheses were developed in 

relation to the foregoing discussion: 

H1: Brand heritage has a positive effect on the perceived economic value of a brand. 
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H2: Brand heritage has a positive effect on the perceived functional value of a brand. 

H3: Brand heritage has a positive effect on the perceived affective value of a brand. 

H4: Brand heritage has a positive effect on the perceived social value of a brand. 

METHODOLOGY 

The Questionnaire 

To measure the dimensions of customer perceived outcomes, we used already existing and 

tested reflective measures (e.g., Holbrook 1999; Woodall 2003; Woodruff 1997; Smith & Colgate 

2007). In contrast to covariance-based structural models, such as LISREL, which rely on maxi-

mum likelihood estimation and claims a minimum of three items per factor, PLS places minimal 

demands on measurement scales (e.g., Jeffers, Muhanna & Nault 2008; Im & Rai 2008). Even if 

methodologists and researchers should be vary of single- or double-item measures, empirical 

studies demonstrated that meaningful reliability estimates can be calculated for single- or double-

item measures (Loo 2002). Especially in the context of a complex questionnaire design, this is a 

particular advantage of the PLS analytic technique and its using algorithm (Mitchell & Nault 

2007). For our specific study context of brand heritage, we selected the items as specified by 

Bachmann (2010). Specifically, we used these statements that were shown to have the strongest 

effect in a heritage-infused branding context and adapted them with reference to our research 

focus. Hence, to develop a PLS-applicable double-item scale for each dimension of customer 

perceived value, we extracted those two items with the strongest effect on the construct validity 

and the highest explanatory power. 

To measure brand heritage based on formative indicators as discussed below, we relied on 

the well-examined formative scale from existing research as developed by Wiedmann et al. 

(2011a and 2011b). They investigated a reliable and valid multidimensional framework (includ-



 9 

ing a valid measurement model of formative indicators of brand heritage) of value-based drivers 

and consequences of brand heritage in an automotive context. 

All items were rated on a five-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree) 

and specified to a luxury brand context referring to CHANEL, one of the world’s leading luxury 

brands with a long traditional brand history and a broad product range encompassing both haute 

couture fashion as well as accessible goods such as accessories, makeup, jewelry, fragrances, 

skincare etc. 

The first version of our questionnaire was face validated twice using exploratory and expert 

interviews, and it was pretested with 20 respondents to check the reliability and the validity of the 

measurement as well as the quality of the items used.  

 

Brand Heritage Index Construction with Formative Indicators 

Brand Heritage is the focal construct for which we generated a measurement instrument 

based on formative indicators. While there is an established research history in developing and 

validating multi-item scales based on reflective measures, the index construction using formative 

measure has received little attention. For constructing indexes based on formative indicators, we 

followed the four steps guidance by Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer (2001): content specifica-

tion, indicator specification, indicator collinearity and external validity. For covering all facets of 

the construct, it is extremely important to specify the domain of the content because the latent 

variable itself is determined by its formative indicators. The core elements of heritage proposed 

by Urde et al. (2007) constitute our understanding of brand heritage. Therefore, the items used as 

indicators were selected to cover the entire scope of the five brand heritage elements. Moreover, 

we used the mulidimensional model of Buß (2007) to specify our indicators. To evaluate whether 

the refined dimensions of Buß (2007) fully capture the brand heritage construct’s domain of con-
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tent, exploratory interviews with marketing researchers and managers were conducted. The items 

were generated based on guidelines regarding clarity, length, directionality, and the need to avoid 

ambiguity and jargon (e.g., DeVellis 1991; Spector 1992).  

 

The Sample 

To investigate the research model, we developed a web-based survey with a snowball sam-

pling method in Germany via email invitations and links on selective web pages (e.g., facebook 

profile pages) with the invitation to actively contribute to the survey. In winter 2010, a total of 

287 valid questionnaires were received. To ensure sufficient brand usage knowledge, 47 respon-

dents were excluded who have not bought or used the brand at least once. A final sample of 240 

cases was received. Tab. 1 describes the sample characteristics. 

Tab. 1 Demographic Profile of the Sample 

Variable  n % 

Age 16 – 24 years 83 34.6 

 25 – 29 years 39 16.3 

 30 – 39 years 31 12.9 

 40 – 49 years 35 14.6 

 50 years + 52 21.7 

Gender Male  59 24.6 

 Female 181 75.4 

Marital status Single 135 56.3 

 Married 81 33.8 

 Widowed 2 0.8 

 Divorced 13 5.4 

 No answer 9 3.8 

Education Not graduated from high school 3 1.3 

 Lower secondary school 9 3.8 

 Intermediate secondary school 50 20.8 

 A-Levels 114 47.5 

 University Degree 64 26.7 

Occupation Full time 95 39.6 

 Part-time 23 9.6 

 Pensioner / retiree 14 5.8 
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Variable  n % 

 House wife / husband 9 3.8 

 Job training 10 4.2 

 Student 81 33.8 

 Seeking work 2 0.8 

 No answer 2 0.8 

 

Respondents were mainly aged 16 to 24 years and those with higher education and those 

who are female and single were over-represented, which is indicative of the fact that many fe-

male students are particularly interested in luxury brand like CHANEL. The higher percentage of 

young to middle-aged and female consumers in the sample may also be attributed to the greater 

Internet usage of young to middle-aged people and the fact that females tend to show a higher 

interest in our product context of luxury brands. Even if not representative, the study sample of-

fers a balanced set of data to empirically test the hypothesized relations as shown in our concep-

tual model. Based on the perception and experiences of actual brand users, our sample ensures 

stable opinion patterns in terms of analyzing the suggested relations between brand heritage and 

the dimensions of customer perceived value. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Value-based Antecedents and Consequences of Brand Heritage 

 In our study, we used PLS structural equation modeling for examining the drivers and 

outcomes of brand heritage (including formative and reflective measures) and so empirically 

tested our hypotheses. We used the analysis software SmartPLS 2.0 (Ringle et al. 2005) with no 

replacement and a bootstrapping procedure (probing individual sign changes). Our PLS path 

model for antecedents/drivers and consequences/reflectors of brand heritage determines the indi-

cators that create brand heritage using formative measurement and the four types of consumer 



 12 

perceived value using reflective measurement, as illustrated in Fig. 1. The results are discussed in 

the following sections. 

 

Evaluation Criteria for the Results of PLS Path Modeling 

Following the suggestions presented by Chin (1998), we used his catalogue of non-

parametric criteria for evaluating PLS estimates. In particular, an assessment of a structural 

model’s properties is only worthwhile if the outer and inner measurement models satisfy certain 

minimum requirements (Henseler, Ringle & Sinkovics 2009). The structural equation modeling 

evaluation refers to the reliability and validity of the measures, the relationships between meas-

ures and constructs and the interpretation of path coefficients (i.e., the links between different 

constructs) in a final model (Sarstedt, Schwaiger & Ringle 2009). 

 

Evaluation of the Formative Measurement Model 

Tab. 2 presents the variables defined as formative indicators for the construct of brand heri-

tage. The maximum variance inflation value was 3.21 (cf. Tab. 2) and clearly lies below the com-

mon threshold of 10 (Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer 2001). The results suggest that multicollin-

earity does not pose a problem in our study. Regarding the question of external validity of each 

formative indicator, we examined whether they were significantly correlated with any global 

items that summarize the essence of brand heritage. For that reason, a semantic differential was 

applied for rating one global item on a seven point scale: “not at all traditional – very tradi-

tional”. As shown in Tab. 2, all formative indicators are significantly correlated with this global 

item, supporting their external validity. 
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Tab. 2 Manifest Variables, Test for Multicollinearity and External Validity of the Formative 

Measurement Model 

Brand Heritage: 

Formative Indicators 
Manifest Variables 

Variance 

Inflation 

Value 

(VIF) 

Spearman's 

rank corre-

lation coef-

ficient 

BH_Continuity “This brand is very continuous.“ 1.361 0.261*** 

BH_Success_Images “This brand is related to images of success.“ 1.517 0.125** 

BH_Bonding “I am bonded to this brand.“ 2.967 0.083* 

BH_Orientation “This brand sets the valuation standard for other brands.“ 1.686 0.164*** 

BH_Cultural_Value 
“The products of this brand are a part of national treas-

ure.“ 
1.603 0.232*** 

BH_Cultural_Meaning 
“The products of this brand promote a certain way of liv-

ing.“ 
1.631 0.194*** 

BH_Imagination “I have an absolutely clear imagination of this brand.“ 1.534 0.286*** 

BH_Familiarity “My familiarity with this brand is very high.“ 3.205 0.144** 

BH_Myth “This brand has a strong cultural meaning.“ 1.451 0.400*** 

BH_Credibility “This Brand represents honesty and truthfulness.“ 1.590 0.205*** 

BH_Knowledge “This brand is highly known in the society.“ 1.161 0.108** 

BH_Identity_Value “This Brand has a strong brand identity.“ 2.179 0.306*** 

BH_Identity_Meaning 
“If somebody praises this brand, to me, it is a personal 

compliment.“ 
1.395 0.209*** 

BH_Differentiation “This brand is unique compared to other brands.“ 2.008 0.297*** 

BH_Prestige “This brand has a very good reputation.“ 1.908 0.328*** 

 Significance: *** p = 0.01; ** p = 0.05; * p = 0.10 

 

Evaluation of the Reflective Measurement Models 

With regard to the evaluation of our reflective measurement models, Tab. 3 presents the 

manifest variables that are reflective indicators for the four measurement models of customer 

perceived value. 

Tab. 3 Manifest Variables of the Reflective Measurement Models 

Affective Customer Perceived Value 

CPV_affective_01 “This brand creates positive feelings.“ 

CPV_affective_02 “This brands evokes positive perceptions.“ 

Economic Customer Perceived Value 
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CPV_economic_01 “This brand offers a lot for its price.“ 

CPV_economic_02 “This brand is worth its price.“ 

Functional Customer Perceived Value 

CPV_functional_01 “This brand stands for appropriate products.“ 

CPV_functional_02 “The products of this brand are very suitable.“ 

Social Customer Perceived Value 

CPV_social_01 “People who own this brand will be seen in a positive light.“ 

CPV_social_02 “The owner of this brand will be positively accepted by others.“ 

 

As shown in Tab. 4, our results show sufficiently high factor loadings for all factors, with 

.80 being the smallest loading. This is evidence of indicator reliability. Furthermore, the PLS 

model estimation reveals that all reflective models construct exhibit satisfactory results in terms 

of internal consistency (Bagozzi & Yi 1988). The average variance extracted (AVE) estimates 

range from 73% to 87%, the Cronbach’s alphas range from .64 to .85, and the composite reliabil-

ity values range from .84 to .93. In addition, we used the Fornell-Larcker criterion to assess dis-

criminant validity; the AVE of each latent variable should be higher than the latent variable’s 

highest squared correlation with any other latent variable (Fornell & Larcker 1981). Each of the 

tested latent variables satisfies the criterion requirements, hence suggesting discriminant validity. 

Tab. 4 Assessing the Reflective Measurement Models 

 

Factor Loa-

dings 

Average Vari-

ance Explai-

ned (AVE) 

Cronbachs 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Fornell-

Larcker-

Criterion 

(AVE > Corr²) 

Affective Customer      

Perceived Value 
0.909 – 0.914 83% 0.797 0.908 0.83 > 0.51 

Economic Customer  

Perceived Value 
0.930 – 0.934 87% 0.849 0.930 0.87 > 0.43 

Functional Customer  

Perceived Value 
0.795 – 0.907  73% 0.635 0.842 0.73 > 0.43 

Social Customer         

Perceived Value 
0.927 – 0.934 87% 0.845 0.928 0.87 > 0.44 
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Evaluation of the Common Method Bias 

According to most researchers, common methad variance is a potential concern in quantita-

tive behavioral research when the measured independent and dependent variables are captured 

from the identical source such as self-reported data (Podsakoff et al. 2003). We followed Liang et 

al. (2007) to assess common method variance. Therefore, a common method factor which in-

cluded all the constructs’ indicators was added to our model. Then, the variance of each indicator 

explained by the substantive construct and by the method factor was compared to determine tbe 

amount of common method bias. As shown in Tab. 5, the largest variance explained by the 

method factor is 8.3 percent and most method factor loadings are not significant. Specifically, the 

average variance explained by the substantive factor is .57 and for the method factor .02 (ratio: 

25:1). Thus, the common method variance is unlikely to be a serious concern in this study.  

Tab. 5 Common Method Variance Analysis 

Construct Indicator 
Substantive Factor 

Loading (R1) 
R1² 

Method Factor Loa-

ding (R2) 
R2² 

BH_Credibility 0.550** 0.302 0.071 0.005 

BH_Bonding 0.554** 0.307 0.142 0.020 

BH_Differentiation 0.789** 0.623 -0.110 0.012 

BH_Success_Images 0.599** 0.358 -0.026 0.001 

BH_Identity_Meaning 0.358** 0.128 0.207* 0.043 

BH_Identity_Value 0.916** 0.839 -0.267** 0.071 

BH_Continuity 0.641** 0.410 -0.138 0.019 

BH_Cultural_Meaning 0.618** 0.382 0.046 0.002 

BH_Cultural_Value 0.599** 0.358 0.020 0.000 

BH_Myth 0.826** 0.681 -0.287** 0.082 

BH_Orientation 0.703** 0.494 -0.040 0.002 

BH_Prestige 0.776** 0.602 -0.163 0.027 

BH_Knowledge 0.530** 0.281 -0.260* 0.067 

BH_Familiarity 0.480** 0.230 0.273** 0.074 

Brand Heri-

tage 

BH_Imagination 0.726** 0.528 -0.135 0.018 

Affective CPV_affective_01 0.935** 0.874 -0.030 0.001 
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CPV CPV_affective_02 0.888** 0.789 0.029 0.001 

CPV_economic_01 0.954** 0.910 -0.029 0.001 Economic 

CPV CPV_economic_02 0.911** 0.830 0.029 0.001 

CPV_functional_01 0.746** 0.556 0.178** 0.032 Functional 

CPV CPV_functional_02 0.978** 0.956 -0.196** 0.038 

CPV_social_01 0.907** 0.823 0.035 0.001 Social 

CPV CPV_social_02 0.954** 0.911 -0.035 0.001 

Average  0.736 0.573 -0.030 0.023 

 Significance: ** p = 0.01; * p = 0.05 

 

Evaluation and Discussion of the Structural Model 

As presented in Tab. 6, the coefficients of determination of the endogenous latent variables 

(R-square) for affective, economic, functional and social perceived value reveal medium to high 

values at .51, .40, .37 and .33, respectively. A nonparametric bootstrapping procedure (individual 

sign changes) was applied to evaluate the significance of the path coefficients. In addition, the 

predictive relevance of the PLS structural equation model was assessed using blindfolding proce-

dures (cross-validated redundancy) (Tenenhaus et al. 2005) to measure Stone-Geisser’s Q-square 

(Stone 1974; Geisser 1974). Referring to our initial hypotheses, the results of our data analysis 

reveal the following insights: In hypotheses 1 to 4, we postulate that brand heritage has a positive 

effect on all dimensions of customer perceived value. The impact of brand heritage on all ele-

ments of customer perceived value is positive and significant (p < .01) as shown in Tab. 7. Fur-

thermore, the Stone-Geisser Q-square values are greater than .30, which indicates that our intro-

duced model has high predictive relevance (cf. Tab. 6). Accordingly, our empirical results pro-

vide full support for all four hypotheses; brand heritage has a significant effect on all aspects of 

customer perceived value. As presented in Tab. 7, the latent exogenous variable exhibits a very 

strong relationship to all four endogenous variables. Thus, brand heritage has a strong influence 

on the customer perceived value with great path coefficient which range from .58 to .72. Under-
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stood as the indicators’ relative importance in respect to form the summed scale that represents 

the latent variable, the outer weights as shown in Tab. 8 explain the latent variable with small to 

high impact.  

Tab. 6 Assessing the Structural Model 

Endogenous LV R² Q² 

Affective Customer Perceived Value 0.511 0.407 

Economic Customer Perceived Value 0.400 0.347 

Functional Customer Perceived Value 0.372 0.264 

Social Customer Perceived Value 0.331 0.282 

 

Tab. 7 Bootstrapping Results for the Structural Relations 

Exogenous LV ���� Endogenous LV 
Original 

Sample 

Sample 

Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 

Standard 

Error 

T Sta-

tistics 

Brand Heritage � Affective CPV 0.715 0.723 0.034 0.034 21.189 

Brand Heritage � Economic CPV 0.632 0.647 0.041 0.041 15.588 

Brand Heritage � Functional CPV 0.610 0.622 0.041 0.041 14.922 

Brand Heritage � Social CPV 0.575 0.591 0.047 0.047 12.331 

 

Tab. 8 Bootstrapping Results for the Outer Weights 

Formative Indicator ���� LV 

LV ���� Reflective Indicator 

Original 

Sample 

Sample 

Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 

Standard 

Error 

T Sta-

tistics 

BH_Credibility � Brand Heritage 0.134 0.134 0.071 0.071 1.890 

BH_Bonding � Brand Heritage -0.007 -0.064 0.050 0.050 0.139 

BH_Differentiation � Brand Heritage 0.126 0.135 0.073 0.073 1.719 

BH_Success_Images � Brand Heritage 0.036 0.065 0.048 0.048 0.755 

BH_Identity_Meaning � Brand Heritage 0.219 0.213 0.060 0.060 3.664 

BH_Identity_Value � Brand Heritage -0.009 -0.063 0.047 0.047 0.189 

BH_Continuity � Brand Heritage 0.065 0.079 0.053 0.053 1.231 

BH_Cultural_Meaning � Brand Heritage 0.217 0.207 0.080 0.080 2.698 

BH_Cultural_Value � Brand Heritage 0.119 0.119 0.069 0.069 1.712 
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BH_Myth � Brand Heritage -0.104 -0.100 0.058 0.058 1.797 

BH_Orientation � Brand Heritage 0.115 0.123 0.065 0.065 1.775 

BH_Prestige � Brand Heritage 0.084 0.097 0.067 0.067 1.251 

BH_Knowledge � Brand Heritage -0.057 -0.068 0.046 0.046 1.222 

BH_Familiarity � Brand Heritage 0.423 0.410 0.090 0.090 4.689 

BH_Imagination � Brand Heritage 0.069 0.083 0.059 0.059 1.162 

CPV_affective_01 � Affective CPV 0.555 0.556 0.017 0.017 32.724 

CPV_affective_02 � Affective CPV 0.542 0.542 0.018 0.018 30.596 

CPV_economic_01 � Economic CPV 0.529 0.529 0.015 0.015 35.177 

CPV_economic_02 � Economic CPV 0.544 0.545 0.016 0.016 33.992 

CPV_functional_01 � Functional CPV 0.686 0.683 0.038 0.038 18.127 

CPV_functional_02 � Functional CPV 0.476 0.478 0.034 0.034 14.017 

CPV_social_01 � Social CPV 0.549 0.547 0.021 0.021 26.002 

CPV_social_02 � Social CPV 0.526 0.527 0.021 0.021 25.500 

 

In our study, the outer weights with highest impact are the variable familiarity (.42), iden-

tity meaning (.22) and cultural meaning (.22). That implies that heritage and luxury brands like 

CHANEL which exhibit an intensive bond with their customer, so that these customers perceive 

such a brand to be a part of their own personality and even more reflect a certain gracious life-

style. Thus, these brands have a particular strong influence on customer perceived value.  

In sum, the overall assessment of the measurement models and the structural model shows 

that the PLS estimation model is reliable and valid according to the criteria associated with the 

formative and reflective outer model as well as the inner path model. These results suggest the 

following implications for further research and managerial practice, as discussed in the next 

paragraph. 
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NEXT RESEARCH STEPS AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Theoretical Contributions and Further Research 

The primary goal of this paper was to establish a multidimensional framework of value-

based drivers and consequences of brand heritage, to explore this framework and a related factor 

structure with special focus on the luxury industry, and to identify significant causal relationships 

between the dimensions of perceived heritage value and their impacts on consumer perceived 

values, intentions and the resulting behaviors using a structural modeling approach.  

A better understanding of the heritage of a brand and related value aspects and effects in the 

eyes of consumers is valuable for both researchers and marketers. Particularly in turbulent times 

and purchase decisions that are associated with certain risks, the heritage aspect provides con-

sumers with a feeling of security and well-being. Furthermore, in a tumultuous global economy 

characterized by high dynamics, uncertainty and massive consumer disorientation, consumers 

tend to prefer brands with a heritage because these brands are perceived to be more credible, 

trustworthy and reliable. The heritage aspect of a brand adds the association of depth, authenticity 

and credibility to the brand’s perceived value. This is particular the case for the luxury industry. 

The origin and heritage of a luxury brand is something that consumers are increasingly aware of 

and that adds value in the consumers’ perspective. 

Even though our results are only initial empirical hints, they should be explored in further 

research and implemented in managerial practice in different ways. In future analyses, analytical 

techniques or PLS typological alternatives (e.g., Esposito Vinzi et al. 2007; Ringle & Schlittgen 

2007; Ringle, Sarstedt & Schlittgen 2010) may provide further differentiated path modeling re-

sults that allow more precise interpretation and the identification of differences in path coeffi-

cients across subgroups. Furthermore, a MIMIC model should be estimated for a more sophisti-

cated validation of our presented formative heritage measurement model (e.g., Jöreskog & Gold-
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berger 1975). Additionally, a study focusing on diverse user groups (e.g., B2C and B2B samples) 

may lead to interesting results in comparing differences and similarities in the perception of a 

given heritage brand. Moreover, the importance of the heritage and tradition of a brand may vary 

in times of economic crises vs. economic well-being. Therefore, a longitudinal study should 

compare the causal relationship of brand heritage to consumer attitude and behavior over time 

with reference to different heritage brands. The restriction of our study to the luxury context may 

have limited the extent to which the results and conclusions can be generalized to consumer per-

ceived values. Therefore, extension to and comparison with other product categories–including 

brands that cannot be considered heritage brands–could enhance the conceptualization, measure-

ment and management of the construct of brand heritage.  

In sum, we hope that this study is the starting point for future research in the area of brand 

heritage, as the rise of retro, history and nostalgia are everywhere apparent, and consumers seem 

to be searching for authentic products with genuine history in an increasingly global marketplace. 

 

Managerial Implications 

For marketing managers, our study may form the basis of a structured understanding of the 

perceived value of the heritage aspect associated with their brand. A heritage branding approach 

draws attention to the interplay between strategic goals and consumer perception and to how 

elements of past, present and future interpretations are crucial to building and sustaining mean-

ingful brands. Our results show that brand heritage is an important driver of customer perceived 

value. All effects on the perceived economic value, the perceived functional value, the perceived 

affective value, and the perceived social value of a brand are significantly strong; therefore, brand 

heritage affects the overall perceived value in the eyes of the consumers. Besides, aspects such as 
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familiarity, identity meaning and cultural meaning were shown to have one of the highest impacts 

on brand heritage and have the potential to differentiate a heritage brand from others.  

In detail, a comprehensive management approach dedicated to creating and maintaining a 

successful heritage brand with profitable longevity encompasses three steps: Uncover and under-

standing the brand heritage (step 1), activate the brand heritage (step 2) and protect the brand 

heritage (step 3). At first, it is important to examine the brand origins with regard to historic in-

fluences and key elements of a documented track record and the brand’s evolution through time. 

Based on a better understanding of the historical foundations of the brand as well as its core val-

ues and the stakeholder associations, the key elements of a brand’s heritage can be uncovered and 

leveraged. The activation of brand heritage has to be visible in all elements of a marketing cam-

paign, as the marketing mix can invoke the personal and cultural associations of history with re-

gard to a particular brand. In luxury marketing, visible product elements and aesthetics reflect 

traditional design elements that clearly differentiate the brand from its competitors. In terms of 

internal and external communication, a brand can be grounded with historically provable facts, 

with a brand story that creates an aura of authenticity. This can be reflected by the sum of all cus-

tomer touch points in an approach of experiential distribution and be supported by a price-quality 

relationship that signals enduring quality over time.  

As a final point, there is a main dilemma in the context of the protection of heritage brands 

to mention: In some cases, heritage brands can be seen as the oldest brands in a certain product 

category. Therefore, generations of consumers grew up with these brands; they are well-

established and have in the past withstood the test of time and competition. However, heritage 

brands face the problem of being considered ‘old’ brands and as not being on the ‘cutting edge’ 

(Aaker 1996). Due to the need to appeal to the younger generations and provide future consumers 

with desire for the brand, a heritage branding management needs to maintain the benefits of heri-
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tage and to be innovative to overcome the age barrier associated with heritage brands. If a brand’s 

unique personality is based in the past but has readjusted its brand identity, brand meaning and 

core values with ongoing innovation to present and future consumer needs in a changing market-

place, its heritage is a key to the brand’s continuing success and brand equity in the tension be-

tween past, present and even the future. 

 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Aaker DA (1996) Building strong brands. New York 

Aaker DA (2004) Leveraging the Corporate Brand. California Management Review, 46(3):6-18  

Ahtola OT (1984) Price as a 'Give' Component in an Exchange Theoretic Multicomponent 

Model. Advances in Consumer Research 11:623-636 

Albers S (2010) PLS and success factor studies in marketing. In: Esposito Vinzi V et al (eds.) 

Handbook of partial least squares: Concepts, methods, and applications. Berlin, pp 409-

426 

Bachmann F (2010) Analyse von Wirkungspotentialen der Markentradition als Basis des Mark-

enmanagements, Cuvillier Verlag, Göttingen 2010 

Bagozzi RP, Yi Y (1988) On the Evaluation of Structural Equation Models. Journal of the Acad-

emy of Marketing Science 16(1):74-94 

Bearden WO, Etzel, MJ (1982) Reference group influence on product and brand purchase deci-

sions. Journal of Consumer Research 9(2):183-194 

Benarrosh-Dahan E (1991) Le Contexte Lexicologique du Luxe. Revue Française du Marketing 

132/133(2-3):45-54 

Brinberg D, Plimpton L (1986) Self-Monitoring and Product Conspicuousness on Reference 

Group Influence. In Lutz RJ, Provo UT (eds) Advances in Consumer Research 13. Asso-

ciation for Consumer Research, pp 297-300 

Brown S, Kozinets RV, Sherry Jr. JF (2003a) Teaching Old Brands New Tricks: Retro Branding 

and Revival Meaning. Journal of Marketing 67(3):19-33 

Brown S, Kozinets RV, Sherry Jr. JF (2003b) Sell me the Old, Old Story: Retromarketing Man-

agement and the Art of Brand Revival. Journal of Customer Behaviour 2(2):133-47 

Buß E (2007) Geschichte und Tradition - die Eckpfeiler der Unternehmensreputation. Archiv und 

Wirtschaft 40(2):72-85 

Chapman J (1986) The impact of Discounts on Subjective Product Evaluations. Working paper, 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 



 23 

Chin WW (1998) The partial least squares approach to structural equation modeling. In Mar-

coulides G (ed) Modern Methods for Business Research. Mahwah, NJ, pp 295-358 

Del Rio BA, Vázquez R, Iglesias V (2001) The effects of brand associations on consumer re-

sponse. Journal of Consumer Marketing 18(5):410-425 

DeVellis RF (1991) Scale Development: Theory and Applications. Newbury Park, CA 

Diamantopoulus A, Winklhofer HM (2001) Index Construction with Formative Indicators: An 

Alternative to Scale Development. Journal of Marketing Research 38(2):269-277 

Dittmar H (1994) Material possessions as stereotypes: Material images of different socio-

economic groups. Journal of Economic Psychology 15(4):561-585 

Douglas M, Isherwood B (1979) The World of Goods, Basic. New York 

Dubois B, Laurent G (1994) Attitudes toward the concept of luxury: An exploratory analysis, 

Asia-Pacific Advances. In: Leong SM, Cote JA, Provo UT (eds) Consumer Research 1. 

Association for Consumer Research, pp 273-278 

Esposito Vinzi V, Ringle CM, Squillacciotti S, Trinchera L (2007) Capturing and treating unob-

served heterogeneity by response based segmentation in PLS path modeling: A compari-

son of alternative methods by computational experiments. ESSEC Research Center Work-

ing Paper 07019, ESSEC Business School Paris-Singapore, Paris 

Faircloth JB, Capella LM, Alford BL (2001) The Effect of Brand Attitude and Brand Image on 

Brand Equity. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice 9(3):61-75 

Fauchois A, Krieg A (1991) Le Discours du Luxe. Revue Française du Marketing 132/133(2-

3):23-39 

Fennell GG (1978) Perceptions of the Product-in-use Situation. Journal of Marketing 42(2):39-47 

Fornell C, Larcker DF (1981) Evaluating Structural Equation Models with Unobservable Vari-

ables and Measurement Error. Journal of Marketing Research 18(2):39-50 

Geisser S (1974) A predictive approach to the random effect model. Biometrika 61(1):101-107  

George M (2004) Heritage branding helps in global markets. Marketing News 4(13):6  

Heard E (1993/94) Walking the Talk of Customer Value. National Productivity Review, 11:21-27 

Henseler J, Ringle CM, Sinkovics RR (2009) The use of partial least squares path modeling in 

international marketing. Advances in International Marketing 20:277-319 

Hirschman E (1988) Upper Class Wasps as Consumers: A Humanistic Inquiry. In: Hirschman EC 

(ed) Research in Consumer Behavior 3, Greenwich, CT, pp 115-148 

Hirschman E, Holbrook MB (1982) Hedonic Consumption: Emerging Concepts, Methods and 

Propositions. Journal of Marketing 46(3):92-101 

Holbrook MB (1999) Consumer Value: A Framework for Analysis and Research. Routledge, 

London 

Holbrook MB (2005) Customer Value and Autoethnography: Subjective Personal Introspection 

and the Meanings of a Photograph Collection. Journal of Business Research 58(1):45-61 



 24 

Holt DB (1995) How consumers consume: A typology of consumption practices. Journal of Con-

sumer Research 22(1):1-16 

Im G and Rai A (2008) Knowledge Sharing Ambidexterity in Long-Term Interorganizational 

Relationships. Management Science 54(7):1281–1296 

Jeffers PI, Muhanna WA and Nault BR (2008) Information Technology and Process Perform-

ance: An Empirical Investigation of the Interaction Between IT and Non-IT Resources. 

Decision Sciences 39(4):703-735 

Jöreskog KG, Goldberger AS (1975) Estimation of a Model with Multiple Indicators and Multi-

ple Causes of a Single Latent Variables. Journal of the American Statistical Association 

70(351):631-639 

Kapferer JN (2004) The New Strategic Brand Management. Kogan-Page, London  

Kim JS (1998) Assessing the causal relationships among materialism, reference group, and con-

spicuous consumption of Korean adolescents. Consumer Interests Annual 44:155 

Lencioni PM (2002) Make Your Values Mean Something. Harvard Business Review July:113-

117 

Liang H, Saraf N, Hu Q, Xue Y (2007) Assimilation of Enterprise Systems - The Effect of Insti-

tutional Pressures and the Mediating Role of Top Management. MIS Quarterly 31(1): 59-

87 

Liebrenz-Himes M, Shamma H, Dyer RF (2007) Heritage Brands – Treasured Inheritance or 

‘Over the Hill’. CHARM Conference 2007, Proceedings:140-145 

Loo R (2002) A caveat on using single-item versus multiple-item scales. Journal of Managerial 

Psychology 17(1):68-75 

Mazumdar T (1986) Experimental Investigation of the Psychological Determinants of Buyers' 

Price Awareness and a Comparative Assessment of Methodologies for Retrieving Price 

Information from Memory. Working paper, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State Uni-

versity 

Mitchell VL and Nault BR (2007) Cooperative Planning, Uncertainty, and Managerial Control in 

Concurrent Design. Management Science 53(3):375–389 

Monroe KB, Krishnan R (1985) The Effect of Price on Subjective Product Evaluations In: Jacoby 

J, Olsen J (eds) Perceived Quality: How Consumers View Stores and Merchandise, Lex-

ington, MA, pp 209-232 

Muehling DD, Sprott DE (2004) The Power of Reflection: An Empirical Examination of Nostal-

gia Advertising Effects. Journal of Advertising 33( 3):25-35 

Park CW, Jaworski BJ, McInnis DJ (1986) Strategic brand concept-image management. Journal 

of Marketing 50(3):135-145 

Podsakoff PM, MacKenzie SM, Lee J, Podsakoff NP (2003) Common Method Variance in Be-

havioral Research - A Critical Review of the Literature and Recommended Remedies. 

Journal of Applied Psychology 88: 879-903 



 25 

Ringle CM, Schlittgen R (2007) A genetic algorithm segmentation approach for uncovering and 

separating groups of data in PLS path modeling. PLS’07: 5th International Symposium on 

PLS and related methods, Asa, Norway, 75-78 

Ringle CM, Wende S, Will A (2005) SmartPLS 2.0 M3. Available at http:// www.smartpls.de  

Ringle CM, Sarstedt M, Schlittgen R (2010) Finite Mixture and Genetic Algorithm Segmentation 

in Partial Least Squares Path Modeling: Identification of Multiple Segments in a Complex 

Path Model. In: Fink A et al (eds) Advances in Data Analysis, Data Handling and Busi-

ness Intelligence. Berlin, pp 167-176 

Roux E, Floch JM (1996) Gérer L'Ingérable: La Contradiction Interne de toute Maison de Luxe. 

Décisions Marketing 9(2-3):15-23 

Sarstedt M, Schwaiger M, Ringle CM (2009) Do We Fully Understand the Critical Success Fac-

tors of Customer Satisfaction with Industrial Goods? Journal of Business Market Manager 

3(3):185-206 

Sheth JN, Newman BI, Gross BL (1991) Why We Buy What We Buy: A Theory of Consumption 

Values. Journal of Business Research 22(2):159-170 

Smith JB, Colgate M (2007) Customer Value Creation: A Practical Framework. Journal of Mar-

keting Theory and Practice 15(1):7-23 

Spector PE (1992) Summated Ratings Scales Construction: An Introduction. Newbury Park, CA 

Stone M (1974) Cross-validatory choice and assessment of statistical predictions. Journal of the 

Royal Statistical Society 36(2):111-147 

Tenenhaus M, Esposito Vinzi V, Chatelin YM, Lauro C (2005) PLS path modeling. Computa-

tional Statistics & Data Analysis 48(1):159-205 

Ulaga W (2003) Capturing Value Creation in Business Relationships: A Customer Perspective. 

Industrial Marketing Management 32(8):677-693 

Urde M (1994) Brand orientation – A strategy for survival. Journal of Consumer Marketing 

11(2):18-32  

Urde M (1997) Märkesorientering (Brand orientation). Doctoral thesis, Lund University Press, 

Lund 

Urde M, Greyser SA, Balmer JMT (2007) Corporate Brands With A Heritage. Journal of Brand 

Management 15(1):4-19 

Vigneron F, Johnson LW (2004) Measuring perceptions of brand luxury. Journal of Brand Man-

agement 11(6):484-506 

Westbrook RA, Oliver RL (1991) The dimensionality of consumption emotion patterns and con-

sumer satisfaction. Journal of Consumer Research 18(1):84-91 

Wiedmann K-P, Hennigs N, Schmidt S and Wuestefeld T (2011a) The importance of brand heri-

tage as a key performance driver in marketing management. Journal of Brand Manage-

ment, (online) 



 26 

Wiedmann K-P, Hennigs N, Schmidt S and Wuestefeld T (2011b) Drivers and Outcomes of 

Brand Heritage: Consumers’ Perception of Heritage Brands in the Automotive Industry. 

Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice 19(2):205–220 

Woodall T (2003) Conceptualising 'Value for the Customer': A Structural, Attributional and Dis-

positional Perspective. Academy of Marketing Science Review 12:1-42 

Woodruff R (1997) Customer Value: The Next Source for Competitive Advantage. Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing Science 25(2):139-153 

 



 
Modul 5 

 
 
 
 
 

The Perceived Value of Brand Heritage and Brand Luxury: 
Managing the Effect on Brand Strength 

 
 
 
 
 

Wiedmann, Klaus-Peter 
Hennigs, Nadine 
Schmidt, Steffen 

Wuestefeld, Thomas 
 
 
 
 
 

Eingereicht und zur Veröffentlichung akzeptiert in  
Diamantopoulos, A.; Fritz, W.; Hildebrand, L. (Hrsg.):  

Quantitative Marketing – Marketing Models and Marketing Management, 
Gabler Verlag, 2012 (forthcoming) 

 
 
 

Überarbeitet und basierend auf Wiedmann, K.-P.; Hennigs, N.; Wuestefeld, T.; 
Schmidt, S. (2011): Luxury Brands in a Tumultuous Global Economy: The Crucial 
Role of Customer Perceived Value, paper accepted for the 2011 AMA Summer 

Marketing Educators' Conference, San Francisco, CA, August 5-7 



 1 

The perceived value of brand heritage and brand luxury: 

Managing the effect on brand strength 

 

 
Klaus-Peter Wiedmann, Nadine Hennigs, Steffen Schmidt, Thomas Wüstefeld 

 

 

 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

 

Marketing managers need to constantly improve their understanding of the complexity and 

dynamics of a customer's value perceptions. As the highest level of prestigious brands 

encompassing several physical and psychological values (Vigneron and Johnson 1999), the 

management of luxury brands addresses various aspects of customer perceived value. 

Therefore, it is critical for luxury researchers and marketers to understand the reasons why 

consumers buy genuine luxury brands, what they believe real luxury is, and how their 

perception of luxury value affects their buying behavior.  

Apart from the luxury aspect especially during turbulent times of dynamics or economical 

crisis, characterized by uncertainty and consumer disorientation, consumers tend to prefer 

strong brands with a heritage that indicate their reliability and authenticity (Leigh et al. 2006). 

The heritage aspect is a crucial part of a luxury brand as it has to appear both perfectly 

modern to the society of the day and at the same time laden with history (Kapferer and 

Bastien 2009). Heritage adds the association of depth, authenticity and credibility to the 

brand’s perceived value and can result in an intensified brand loyalty and the willingness to 

accept higher prices (e.g., Urde, Greyser and Balmer 2007). Thus, if and to what extent 

consumers assign value to the heritage and luxury aspect of brands is the research focus of 

this study. 

Incorporating relevant theoretical and empirical findings, the aim of the present study is to 

examine the antecedents and outcomes of luxury value and brand heritage as perceived by 

consumers and effects resulting on brand strength. Our paper is structured as follows: first, we 

analyze existing literature on the luxury concept and its elements; second, we develop a 

conceptual model focusing on the value-based key drivers of luxury perception and brand 

heritage; and third, to explore the various dimensions and effects underlying the perceived 

values of luxury brands and brands with a heritage, we present the methodology and results of 

our empirical study. Based on a structural modeling approach, we identify the most important 

effects of the perceived luxury and heritage of a brand on consumer perceived value in terms 
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of the customer’s economic, functional, affective, and social evaluation of a brand and its 

related effects on the affective, cognitive and intentional brand strength. Finally, the results of 

our study are discussed with regard to future research and managerial implications. 

 

 

2 CONSTRUCT DEFINITION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 The Concept of Brand Heritage 

 

Urde, Greyser, and Balmer define the brand heritage construct as part of a corporate brand 

identity: “a dimension of a brand’s identity found in its track record, longevity, core values, 

use of symbols and particularly in an organisational belief that its history is important” (2007, 

pp. 4–5). In contrast to a historical overview that is grounded only in the past, traditions and 

brand heritage embrace not only the time frame “the past” but also “the present” and “the 

future.” (Wiedmann et al. 2011a). The heritage aspect represents longevity and sustainability 

as a promise to the stakeholders that the core values and performance of the brand are 

authentic and true (Urde 2003). Especially in a tumultuous global economy characterized by 

uncertainty and consumer disorientation or in times of economic crisis and dynamics 

consumers tend to prefer brands with a heritage that indicates their credibility, reliability and 

authenticity (Leigh et al. 2006). Moreover, such brands use their longevity and sustainability 

to indicate that their stated core values and performance level are reliable. Hence, heritage 

creates value and leverage for a brand, especially in a turbulent global market (Aaker 1996). 

In sum, the heritage of a brand adds the association of depth, authenticity, and credibility to 

the brand’s perceived value. In referring to an integrated understanding of the brand heritage 

construct and its elements, this research follows the work of Wiedmann, Hennigs, Schmidt 

and Wuestefeld (2011b), Buß (2007) and the formative elements bonding, continuity, 

credibility, cultural meaning, cultural value, differentiation, familiarity, identity meaning, 

identity value, imagination, knowledge, myth, orientation, prestige and success images. 

 

 

2.2 The Concept of Brand Luxury 

 

Seen as goods for which the simple use or display of a particular branded product brings 

esteem for its owner, luxury brands enable consumers to satisfy psychological and functional 

needs. The psychological benefits are considered the main factor distinguishing luxury from 
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non-luxury products (Nia and Zaichkowsky 2000). In the literature, a concept of exclusivity 

or rarity is well documented: Luxury brands are those whose price and quality ratios are the 

highest in the market (McKinsey 1990), and even though the ratio of functionality to price 

might be low with regard to certain luxury goods, the ratio of intangible and situational utility 

to price is comparatively high (Nueno and Quelch 1998). Therefore, luxury brands compete 

based on the ability to evoke exclusivity, brand identity, brand awareness, and perceived 

quality from the consumer’s perspective (Phau and Prendergast 2000). Because luxury is a 

subjective and multidimensional construct, a definition of the concept should follow an 

integrative understanding. This paper uses the luxury brand definition of Vigneron and 

Johnson (1999) as the highest level of prestigious brands encompassing several physical and 

psychological values. For the purposes of our study, we follow the insights of Wiedmann, 

Hennigs, Siebels (2007, 2009) who developed and investigated an integrated conceptual 

framework of consumers’ luxury brand perception based on the following key elements: 

price, usability, utility, uniqueness, quality, self-identity value, hedonism, materialism, 

conspicuousness and recognition value. 

 

 

2.3 The Concept of Customer Perceived Value (CPV) 

 

As a context-dependent (Holbrook 1994; Parasuraman 1997), highly personal and multi-

dimensional concept, customer perceived value can be defined as “an interactive relativistic 

consumption preference experience” (Holbrook 1994, p. 27), “a tradeoff between the quality 

or benefits they perceive in the product relative to the sacrifice they perceive by paying the 

price” (Monroe 1990, p. 46), “a customer’s perceived preference for and evaluation of those 

product attributes, attribute performances, and consequences arising from use that facilitate 

(or block) achieving the customer’s goal and purposes in use situations” (Woodruff 1997, p. 

142), or “a consumer’s overall assessment of the utility of a product based on perceptions of 

what is received and what is given” (Zeithaml 1988, p. 14). In accordance to the insights of 

Smith and Colgate (2007), we focus on the following four dimensions of customer perceived 

value: (1) the economic value as the monetary aspect of customer value, (2) the functional 

value, which represents the core benefit and basic utilities for the perceived value, (3) the 

affective value as representative for a more emotional perceived value based on feelings and 

(4) the social value, which stands for customer´s personal orientation and personal matters. 
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2.4 The Concept of Brand Strength 

 

For defining the brand strength construct we follow the insights of Wiedmann et al. (2011a, 4-

5): Understood as the differential impact of brand knowledge on consumer responses to 

marketing efforts (Keller 2007), brand strength reflects a brand’s ability to differentiate its 

offerings from those of the competition and to create customer value through meaningful 

associations. To examine the strength of a brand in terms of the consumer’s overall attraction 

to it, for the purposes of this paper, we consider brand strength to be the set of associations 

and behaviors displayed by a brand's customers (Srivastava and Shocker 1991). The 

constitutive elements of perceived brand strength are manifold, and they include the category 

in which the brand operates, the culture and attitudes of the target audience, the competitive 

positioning and functional product attributes (Aaker and Biel 1993). Taking into account the 

breadth of this range of considerations, we decided to concentrate on one of the most 

significant components of overall brand strength: the strength of consumer attitudes toward 

the brand (Aaker and Keller 1990). As evaluations stored in the memory of consumers (Judd 

et al. 1991) and important guides for behavior, attitudes play a crucial role in influencing 

consumer choices. Based on a tripartite model including belief-based (cognitive), emotion-

based (affective) and intention-based (behavioral) components (Rosenberg et al. 1969), 

attitudes are “tendencies to evaluate an entity [attitude object] into some degree of favour or 

disfavour, ordinarily expressed in cognitive, affective and behavioural responses” (Eagly and 

Chaiken 1993, p. 155). 

 

 

3 THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND RELATED HYPOTHESES 

 

The proposed conceptual model for investigating the relationship between brand heritage, 

brand luxury, customer perceived value and brand strength is shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1 Conceptual Model 

 

 

 

Brand Heritage ���� Customer Perceived Value 

Particularly in turbulent times and purchase decisions that are associated with certain risks, 

the heritage aspect provides consumers with a feeling of security and well-being. 

Furthermore, in a tumultuous global economy, consumers tend to prefer brands with a 

heritage because these brands are perceived to be more credible, trustworthy and reliable. For 

this reason, the brand heritage construct can minimize consumers’ buying risk and can add 

consumer perceived value (e.g., Muehling and Sprott 2004; Stewart-Allen 2002): 

 

H1: Brand heritage has a positive effect on customer perceived value. 

 

 

Brand Luxury ���� Customer Perceived Value 

In order to analyze the impact of brand luxury on customer perceived value, in our empirical 

study, we conceptualize luxury brand perception as being caused by the aforementioned 

constructs as formative indicators (cf., methodology section). Besides functional needs, 

luxury brands satisfy psychological needs as a main factor in differentiating luxury from non-

luxury products (Nia and Zaichkowsky 2000). Moreover, the ratio of experienced intangible 

and tangible utility to paid price of luxury brands reaches a high level compared to non-luxury 
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brands (Nueno and Quelch 1998). Hence, with reference to the key dimensions of customer 

perceived value, we hypothesize: 

 

H2: Brand luxury has a positive effect on brand’s customer perceived value. 

 

 

Brand Heritage ���� Brand Luxury 

Brands with a heritage can benefit from going back to its roots and identifying what made it 

special (Aaker 2004). Heritage brands stand for longevity and sustainability, as proof that the 

core values and performance of the given products are reliable and true (Urde 2003). 

Especially those values strengthen and consolidate the luxury brand perception (for example 

such brand like Cerutti 1881 or Chanel): 

 

H3: Brand heritage has a positive effect on luxury brand perception. 

 

 

Customer Perceived Value ���� Brand Strength 

Delivering value is an ongoing and important concern in management (Ulaga and Chacour 

2001). Concerning the question of how consumers perceive and evaluate brands especially the 

value of a brand can increase the brand equity in general. Concretely, this is also true for 

enhancing the brand strength with regard to the attitude-based apperception of a brand (Leone 

et al. 2006; Lassar et al. 1995; Keller 1993). Suggesting that customer perceived value 

performs as an accumulator in which the perceived heritage and luxury values are saved, we 

hypothesize the following: 

 

H4: Customer Perceived Value has a positive effect on a) affective brand strength, b) 

cognitive brand strength, c) intentional brand strength. 
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4 METHODOLOGY 

4.1 The Questionnaire 

 

To measure the constructs as conceptualized in our model this study used already existing and 

tested measures (i.e., Wiedmann et al. 2011a and 2011b; Dubois and Laurent 1994; Richins 

and Dawson 1992; Tsai 2005) and generated further items resulting from exploratory 

interviews with luxury consumers. The questionnaire items were rated on a five-point Likert 

scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree) and specified to the brand CHANEL, one of the 

world’s leading luxury brands with a strong heritage. 

 

 

4.2 Index Construction with Formative Indicators 

 

The construct for which we generated a measurement instrument based on formative 

indicators are brand heritage, brand luxury and customer perceived value. In contrast to the 

development and validation of multi-item scales based on reflective measures, the index 

construction using formative measures has received little attention. Following 

Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer (2001), there are four steps for constructing indexes based 

on a formative indicator: content specification, indicator specification, indicator collinearity 

and external validity. Because the latent variable is determined by its formative indicators, the 

specification of the domain of content is extremely important. Failure to consider all facets of 

the construct will lead to an exclusion of relevant indicators and parts of the construct itself. 

Our understanding of brand heritage relies on the key elements as proposed by Wiedmann, 

Hennigs Schmidt and Wuestefeld (2011a and 2011b), focusing on brand luxury we refer to 

the key elements of luxury value as proposed by Wiedmann, Hennigs and Siebels (2009), and 

with regard to the customer perceived value, we follow Smith and Colgate (2007). In addition, 

the generation of the items followed the guidelines of clarity, length, directionality, lack of 

ambiguity and avoidance of jargon (e.g., DeVellis 1991; Spector 1992). 

 

 

4.3 The Sample 

 

To investigate the research model, an Internet survey with a snowball sampling method was 

developed in Germany. It was organized using an Internet form sent to selected web pages 
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and private costumers via personalized emails with the invitation to actively contribute to the 

survey. In winter 2010, a total of 333 valid questionnaires were received. Table 1 describes 

the sample characteristics. 

 

Table 1: Demographic Profile of the Sample 
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Respondents were mainly aged 16 to 29 years with higher education. Those who are female 

and single were over-represented, which is indicative of the fact that many female students are 

particularly interested in a luxury brand like CHANEL. The higher percentage of young to 

middle-aged and female consumers in the sample may also be attributed to the greater Internet 

usage of young to middle-aged people. 

 

 

5 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

5.1 PLS Path Modeling and related evaluation criteria 

 

In our exploratory study context, PLS (Partial Least Squares) path modeling was considered 

as the appropriate method for the empirical tests of our hypotheses. We used the analysis 

software SmartPLS 2.0 (Ringle et al. 2005) with no replacement and a bootstrapping 

procedure (probing individual sign changes). We followed the suggestions of Chin (1998) and 

his catalogue of non-parametric criteria for assessing the reliability and validity of the 

measures in the PLS estimation model. In general the assessment of the structural model’s 

properties is only worthwhile if the measurement models exhibits a satisfactory degree of 

validity (Henseler, Ringle and Sinkovics 2009). 

 

 

5.2 Evaluation of the Formative Measurement Model 

 

Table 2 presents the variables defined as formative indicators for the constructs of brand 

heritage, brand luxury and customer perceived value. In respect of the question of 

multicollinearity for our formative measurement models, the maximum variance inflation 

factors (VIF) for brand heritage, brand luxury and customer perceived value are 2.80, 3.04 

and 2.09, as shown in Table 3, and lies below the common threshold of 10 (Diamantopoulos 

and Winklhofer 2001). Thus, multicollinearity does not pose a problem in our study. In regard 

to the assessment of external validity of each formative indicator, we examined whether they 

were significantly correlated with any global items that summarize the corresponding essence 

of brand luxury, brand heritage and customer perceived value. For that reason, appropriate 

seven-point semantic differentials for (i) the perceived extent of brand’s tradition (1=not at all 

traditional, 7=very traditional); (ii) the perceived extent of brand’s luxury (1=not at all luxury, 

7=very luxury); (iii) the perceived extent of brand’s usefulness (1=very negative, 7=very 
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positive) were applied. All formative indicators are significantly correlated with this adequate 

item in supporting their external validity (cf. Table 3). As shown in Table 4, not all formative 

indicator’s weights are significant and above .1, but none of the indicators could be excluded 

from a theory-driven view without losing information to cover all facets of the corresponding 

construct (Cenfetelli and Bassellier 2009). 

 

 

Table 2: Manifest Variables of the Formative Measurement Models 
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405�B����BC�%	� ��E��	����	���E�������������	AB����CD�E��������

405�	%(� ��������	AB��	��	�����A��F�����	���D	A�A����

4056CA��1���%	� ��������	AB��D��D�DA�����AD��E�	AB���������AD�����

4059�� �A��A� ��������	AB���������E��A��A��A���D���F�D�E���

405*�A�%�%	58B�&A� ��������	AB��	��	�����A����	AB��BDA���E���

405*�A�%�%	5�AB����� �������D��BE���	��D���������	AB������D��������	��D���A	��F������DA����

405!�''ACA�%�B%���� ��������	AB�����A� �D�F���	�DB�������D����	AB����

405.CAD%��A� ��������	AB��	��	�CD�E����B��D���	���A���

���CD��������

):5.C�#A� ��������	AB�����������������FD���

):5-DB1���%	� ��������	AB��	�D�����D����D�	���	F��CD���

):5-��;&A�ADD� ��������	AB����CD�E�D!F����CD���

):5<&B��%	� ��������	AB����CD�E�C	��	��D���

):5�A�'5*�A�%�%	� ��������	AB�D���	��"D����D��D���A	���E����������AD����

):5-%���%	� ��������	AB���	AB��������D���AD�����

):50A����D�� ��������	AB���	AB�������DA��	���E���

):5�B%AC�B��D�� ��������	AB�DC��D����D�BD���D��������D��������

):56��D=�#&�&D�ADD� ��������	AB���CD��������AD��	���F�	���DF��A����A���

):5>A#����%���� ��������	AB���	AB�������D���D�������FFDDBDB��A���D������D���
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���F�������������D�������

6.85B''A#%�"A� ��������	AB��DC��D��������CD��D�FD����A����

6.85A#�����#� ��������	AB����D���	����������������FD���

6.85'&�#%���B�� ���D����B�F�������������	AB�	�D�CD�E�����	��D���

6.85D�#�B�� �#D���D�������A��������	AB�������D��DDA��A�	�������CD���������

 

 

Table 3: Test for Multicollinearity and External Validity 

 ����F����!CD���F���� �! �

"������C#����C$�

�������F��C����%%����CF�

4056��%��&�%	� ��E�� �����$$$�

405�&##ADD5*�B�AD� ����� ��FF�$$$�

4054������� ��F�� ���F�$$$�

4057C�A�%B%���� ���F� ��E��$$$�

4056&�%&CB�58B�&A� ���E� ����E$$$�

4056&�%&CB�5�AB����� ���F� ����F$$$�

405*�B���B%���� ���E� ��F��$$$�

405�B����BC�%	� ���F� ���E�$$$�

405�	%(� ���E� �����$$$�

4056CA��1���%	� ����� �����$$$�

4059�� �A��A� ����� ��F�F$$$�

405*�A�%�%	58B�&A� ����� ���E�$$$�

405*�A�%�%	5�AB����� ����� �����$$$�

405!�''ACA�%�B%���� ����� ���E�$$$�

405.CAD%��A� ����� �����$$$�

):5.C�#A� ����� �����$$$�

):5-DB1���%	� ����� ��F��$$$�

):5-��;&A�ADD� F���� �����$$$�

):5<&B��%	� ����� ��F��$$$�

):5�A�'5*�A�%�%	� ���E� ���F�$$$�

):5-%���%	� ����� �����$$$�

):50A����D�� ��FE� ��FFF$$$�

):5�B%AC�B��D�� ��E�� �����$$$�

):56��D=�#&�&D�ADD� ����� ���F�$$$�

):5>A#����%���� ����� ��F��$$$�

6.85B''A#%�"A� ����� �����$$$�
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6.85A#�����#� ����� ��E��$$$�

6.85'&�#%���B�� ��F�� ��F��$$$�

6.85D�#�B�� ���F� �����$$$�

� �����'�#B�#A?�@@@�=�A�����B�@@�=�A����EB�@�=�A������

 

 

Table 4: Bootstrapping Results for the Outer Weights 

 ����F����!CD���F�����������

���A�C���

"������

"������

E��C�

"F�CD��D�

&����F��C�

"F�CD��D�

������

'�

"F�F��F����

4054���������4CB���0AC�%B�A� ���E�� ���E�� ���EF� ���EF� �����@@@�

4056��%��&�%	���4CB���0AC�%B�A� ������ ����F� ���F�� ���F�� ��E��@@@�

4056CA��1���%	���4CB���0AC�%B�A� ������ ������ ������ ������ ��E��@@@�

4056&�%&CB�5�AB�������4CB���0AC�%B�A� ������ ������ ���E�� ���E�� F�EE�@@@�

4056&�%&CB�58B�&A���4CB���0AC�%B�A� ���EE� ���E�� ���F�� ���F�� ���EE@@@�

405!�''ACA�%�B%������4CB���0AC�%B�A� ���F�� ���F�� ������ ������ �����@@@�

405�B����BC�%	���4CB���0AC�%B�A� ������ ������ ���E�� ���E�� �����@@@�

405*�A�%�%	5�AB�������4CB���0AC�%B�A� ���E�� ���E�� ������ ������ F��F�@@@�

405*�A�%�%	58B�&A���4CB���0AC�%B�A� ������ ������ ���F�� ���F�� �����@@@�

405*�B���B%������4CB���0AC�%B�A� ����E� ������ ���FF� ���FF� ���E�@@@�

4059�� �A��A���4CB���0AC�%B�A� ,������ ,������ ���F�� ���F�� �����@@@�

405�	%(���4CB���0AC�%B�A� ,���F�� ,������ ���F�� ���F�� ���E�@@@�

4057C�A�%B%������4CB���0AC�%B�A� ������ ������ ����F� ����F� �����@@@�

405.CAD%��A���4CB���0AC�%B�A� ���E�� ���E�� ���EF� ���EF� �����@@@�

405�&##ADD5*�B�AD���4CB���0AC�%B�A� ������ ������ ���EF� ���EF� ���F�@@@�

):56��D=�#&�&D�ADD���4CB���)&C&C	� ����E� ���E�� ���EF� ���EF� F����@@@�

):50A����D���4CB���)&C&C	� ������ ������ ����F� ����F� E����@@@�

):5��B%AC�B��D����4CB���)&C&C	� ���FE� ���FE� ������ ������ ������@@@�

):5.C�#A���4CB���)&C&C	� ������ ������ ���F�� ���F�� �����@@@�

):5<&B��%	���4CB���)&C&C	� ������ ������ ������ ������ ����F@@@�

):5>A#����%������4CB���)&C&C	� ����F� ������ ������ ������ ���F�@@@�

):5�A�'5*�A�%�%	58B�&A���4CB���)&C&C	� ���F�� ������ ���F�� ���F�� �����@@@�

):5-��;&A�ADD���4CB���)&C&C	� ������ ���EF� ���F�� ���F�� ��E��@@@�

):5-DB1���%	���4CB���)&C&C	� ���F�� ���F�� ������ ������ F����@@@�

):5-%���%	���4CB���)&C&C	� ������ ������ ����E� ����E� ����F@@@�

6.85B''A#%�"A���6&D%��AC�.AC#A�"A��8B�&A� ��E�E� ��E�F� ���E�� ���E�� ������@@@�

6.85A#�����#���6&D%��AC�.AC#A�"A��8B�&A� ��FE�� ��FEF� ���EF� ���EF� ����E@@@�
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6.85'&�#%���B����6&D%��AC�.AC#A�"A��8B�&A� ����F� ������ ������ ������ ��F��@@@�

6.85D�#�B����6&D%��AC�.AC#A�"A��8B�&A� ����F� ���F�� ���E�� ���E�� ����E@@@�

� �����'�#B�#A?�@@@�=�A�����B�@@�=�A����EB�@�=�A������

 

 

 

5.3 Evaluation of the Reflective Measurement Models 

 

With regard to evaluate our reflective measurement models, Table 5 presents the manifest 

variables that are reflective indicators for the three measurement models of brand strength. 

The results show sufficiently high factor loadings for all factors, with .66 being the smallest 

loading (cf. Table 6). This is evidence of indicator reliability. In addition, the PLS model 

estimation reveals that all reflective model constructs exhibit satisfactory results in terms of 

internal consistency (Bagozzi and Yi 1988). As shown in Table 6, the average variance 

extracted (AVE) estimates range from 60% to 74%, the Cronbach’s alphas range from .68 to 

.88 and the composite reliability values range from .82 to .92. To assess discriminant validity, 

we used the Fornell-Larcker criterion: the AVE of each latent variable should be higher than 

the latent variable’s highest squared correlation with any other latent variable (Fornell and 

Larcker 1981). Each of the tested latent variables satisfies the criterion requirements, 

suggesting discriminant validity. 

 

 

Table 5: Manifest Variables of the Reflective Measurement Models 

	%%��F�������CD�"F��CAF(�

4�5B''A#%�"A5��� ��������	AB��������D�F����D�D�E���

4�5B''A#%�"A5��� ��������	AB��DD����������������D���

4�5B''A#%�"A5�F� �����AB��������	AB�CD�E���D	�	A����

��AC�F�������CD�"F��CAF(�

4�5#����%�"A5��� ��������	AB����CD�E��	�������

4�5#����%�"A5��� ��A��E����A��A���D� �	���E�����������	AB����CD�E��������

4�5#����%�"A5�F� ��������	AB����CD�E�B����AF��CD���

!CF�CF��C������CD�"F��CAF(�

4�5��%A�%���B�5��� ����A�DAB������E���	AB�%&��A���D������D���

4�5��%A�%���B�5��� ���	��CD�E��	������������	AB�%&���
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4�5��%A�%���B�5�F� ���D����B�F��������	AB�%&�	�D�������	�����D�����FD���	A����D�����B�F�����

4�5��%A�%���B�5��� �������B��DF���DAB���	AB�%&�����E����DAB����

 

 

Table 6: Assessing the Reflective Measurement Models 

�

 ��F���

���D�CA��

	����A��

�����C���

������C�D�

)	��*�

���C���(��

	��(��

�������F��

+��������F��

 ��C���,

����$��,

���F����C�

�)	���-�����.*�

+''A#%�"A�4CB����%CA��%(� �������������� ���� ������ ������ �����D����F�

6����%�"A�4CB����%CA��%(� ���E���������� ���� ������ ������ �����D���E��

*�%A�%���B��4CB����%CA��%(� ����E��������� ���� ������ ������ �����D����F�

 

 

 

5.4 Evaluation and Discussion of the Structural Model 

 

As shown in Table 7, the coefficients of determination of the endogenous latent variables (R-

square) for brand luxury, customer perceived value and affective, cognitive plus intentional 

brand strength are high at .70, .68, .57, .45 and .57 respectively. All Stone-Geisser Q-square 

values are higher than .26, which indicates that our introduced model has high predictive 

relevance. In order to test our research hypotheses, we applied a nonparametric bootstrapping 

procedure (individual sign changes) to assess the significance of the path coefficients as 

presented in Table 8. We postulate in hypotheses 1 to 4 a positive effect on related constructs. 

The results reveal a positive and highly significant (p < .01) impact of brand heritage and 

brand luxury on the customer perceived value (H1 and H2), a significant impact of customer 

perceived value on all aspects of brand strength (H4) and a positive impact of brand heritage 

on the brand luxury (H3) with path coefficients ranging from .43 to .84. Thus, our empirical 

results provide full support for all four hypotheses.  

Understood as the indicators’ relative importance in respect to forming the summed scale that 

represents the latent variables brand heritage, brand luxury and customer perceived value; the 

outer weights explain the latent variables with small to high impact. In our study (cf. Table 4), 

first, the outer weights with the highest impact of brand luxury are materialism (.44) and 

hedonism (.25). Second, the highest outer weights of brand heritage are prestige (.25) and 

credibility (.21). And third, the outer weights with the highest impact of customer perceived 

value are the affective (.60) and economic (.35) dimension of customer perceived value. 
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These results suggest that our investigation brand CHANEL has to address functional 

(tangible aspects like materialism or economic values) as well as psychological (intangible 

aspects like hedonism and affective values) needs to increase their brand strength in terms of a 

positive customer behavior. 

 

 

Table 7: Assessing the Structural Model 

�CD�A�C������� +.� /.�

4CB���)&C&C	� ������ ������

6&D%��AC�.AC#A�"A��8B�&A� ������ ������

+''A#%�"A�4CB����%CA��%(� ��E��� ������

6����%�"A�4CB����%CA��%(� ����E� ����F�

*�%A�%���B��4CB����%CA��%(� ��E��� ������

 

 

Table 8: Bootstrapping Results for the Structural Relations 

���A�C�������������CD�A�C�������

���A�C���

"������

"������

E��C�

"F�CD��D�

&����F��C�

"F�CD��D�

������

'�

"F�F��F����

4CB���0AC�%B�A���4CB���)&C&C	� ���F�� ����E� ������ ������ E���E�@@@�

4CB���0AC�%B�A���6&D%��AC�.AC#A�"A��8B�&A� ���F�� ������ ���E�� ���E�� ��F��@@@�

4CB���)&C&C	���6&D%��AC�.AC#A�"A��8B�&A� ������ ������ ���E�� ���E�� �����@@@�

6&D%��AC�.AC#A�"A��8B�&A���+''A#%�"A�4CB���

�%CA��%(�
���E�� ���E�� ������ ������ ����E�@@@�

6&D%��AC�.AC#A�"A��8B�&A���6����%�"A�4CB���

�%CA��%(�
������ ������ ���F�� ���F�� ���F�F@@@�

6&D%��AC�.AC#A�"A��8B�&A���*�%A�%���B��

4CB����%CA��%(�
���EF� ���EE� ����E� ����E� F�����@@@�

� �����'�#B�#A?�@@@�=�A�����B�@@�=�A����EB�@�=�A������

 

In sum, the overall model assessment shows that the PLS estimation model is reliable and 

valid according to the criteria associated with the formative and reflective outer model as well 

as the inner path model. Our empirical results suggest the following implications for further 

research and managerial practice, as described in the next paragraph. 
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6 NEXT RESEARCH STEPS AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 Theoretical Contribution and Research Implications 

 

The primary goal of this paper was to establish and explore a multidimensional framework of 

value-based drivers and consequences of brand heritage and brand luxury. A better 

understanding of the drivers of brand heritage, brand luxury and related effects in the eyes of 

consumers is valuable for both researchers and marketers. Even though our results are only 

initial empirical hints, they should be explored in further research and implemented in 

managerial practice in different ways. In comparing differences and similarities in the 

perception of a given heritage brand or luxury brand, a study focusing on diverse cross-

cultural groups may lead to interesting results. More specifically, it can be assumed that 

consumers in different parts of the world buy, or wish to buy, products for apparently varied 

reasons; however, regardless of their nationality, the basic motivational drivers are expected 

to be the same among the economic, functional, affective, and social dimensions of value 

perception. Besides, the importance of the formative indicators of brand heritage and brand 

luxury may vary with regard to the product category (e.g., fashion vs. technology). Therefore, 

a study could compare the causal relationship of brand heritage and brand luxury to consumer 

perceived value with reference to different products or even brands. Furthermore, a 

comparison of the evaluation of genuine and fake luxury products or brands with or without a 

strong aspect of heritage could enhance the conceptualization, measurement and management 

of brand heritage and brand luxury in the light of their effect on customer perceived value and 

brand strength. 

 

 

6.2 Implications for Brand Management 

 

For marketing managers, our study may form the basis of a structured understanding of the 

perceived value of the heritage and luxury aspect associated with their brand. With regard to 

economic, functional, affective, and social value dimensions, marketers might be able to 

address and improve purchase value for consumers, who may differ in their value orientations 

and prefer that a certain brand satisfy either their cognitive or emotional needs. Based on 

deeper insights related to the question of why consumers buy their brands, marketing 

managers may elicit more sales from their target consumers by adequately addressing their 

value perception. Thus, marketers should first explore the core values expressed by their 
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brands, products, and market communications, and then compare them to their customers’ 

value systems. This is useful from both a market segmentation point of view and a market 

positioning point of view, and will enhance the efficiency of marketing efforts for brands with 

a high degree of heritage and/or luxury. 

In a global economy, where competitive products or counterfeits are easily available, brand 

managers should identify and concentrate on the specific value dimension that is regarded as 

the most important driver of consumption for their brand. Based on this, the market 

communication should stress the perceived values and emphasize the benefits of the given 

brand over competing brands or fake products. Even if low-cost counterfeit luxuries allow 

their buyers to be in tune with fashion without spending an exorbitant amount of money, a 

counterfeit product will never be able to provide the same pleasure or satisfy the individual 

need for sensory gratification. Consumers who place importance on the heritage aspect or 

hedonistic and materialistic product features might have a negative attitude towards a 

counterfeit purchase because they are aware of the self-deceiving aspect of this behaviour.  

In order to be successful and to obtain a high perceived value in their customers’ eye, luxury 

brand managers will have to address all relevant value dimensions: To be considered as a 

luxury brand in the eyes of the customers, it’s about understanding the customers’ evaluation 

and accentuating the brand appropriately to appeal to both their cognitive needs and affective 

desires. In sum, successful luxury brands balance the timelessness of brand heritage with 

innovative market communication and brand positioning to address contemporary consumers’ 

needs and value perception. 
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BRAND HERITAGE AND THE IMPACT UPON REPUTATION: 

CORPORATE ROOTS AS A VISION FOR THE FUTURE 

 

Klaus-Peter Wiedmann, Nadine Hennigs, Steffen Schmidt and Thomas Wuestefeld 

 

ABSTRACT 

The ever-growing competition in the market leads to a paradigm shift starting from 

competition on the basis of products, to competition between problem solutions and strategies, 

and finally, to competition referring to identities and reputation. As corporate reputation is 

constituted on the basis of continuous interaction with stakeholders over time, the earlier actions 

of a company as well as its history and heritage are of special importance. With reference to 

consumers to whom heritage is meaningful, the heritage of a brand can result in an intensified 

brand loyalty and the willingness to accept higher prices. However, better knowledge of the 

conditions and drivers of brand heritage, the effects of brand heritage on corporate reputation and 

stakeholder perception behavior is still needed. The main research goal of this paper is to 

examine the crucial role of brand heritage as an essential driver of reputation and customer value 

perception as well as its effects on brand image and customer buying intention.  
 

Keywords: Brand Heritage, Corporate Reputation, Customer Behavior 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

"There are two things children should get from their parents: roots and wings." 

Johann Wolfgang von Goethe 

Understood as a result of a firm’s interactions with stakeholders (Fombrun and van Riel, 

2003), corporate reputation is formed over time based on company actions (Balmer and Greyser, 

2003). Hence, aspects of tradition, heritage and history play a substantial role in the creation of 

corporate reputation (Mahon, 2002). Living in a tumultuous, global economy with fast transport, 

fast food and fast fashion, where even high-quality products are easily copied, consumers tend to 

prefer brands with a heritage. These brands are perceived to be more credible and reliable. The 

history of many years provides a solid basis for trust-building interactions between the company 
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and its stakeholders, and thus, its corporate reputation. With reference to consumers to whom 

heritage is meaningful, the heritage of a brand can result in an intensified brand loyalty and the 

willingness to accept higher prices (e.g., Urde et al., 2007). A heritage-oriented management 

approach refers to an organization-focused view of the company’s branding history and corporate 

reputation based on the company’s past actions (Rindell, 2007).  

In both marketing research and practice, the study of brands with a heritage as part of their 

corporate brand identity has gained growing interest (Brown et al., 2003; Liebrenz-Himes et al., 

2007). However, better knowledge of the conditions and drivers of brand heritage, the effects of 

brand heritage on corporate reputation and stakeholder perception behavior is still needed. 

Therefore, the aim of the present study is to examine the antecedents and outcomes of brand 

heritage as an essential driver of corporate reputation. 

Our paper is structured as follows: first, we analyze existing literature on the given 

constructs and their elements; second, we develop a conceptual model focusing on the 

antecedents and consequences of brand heritage as an essential driver of reputation and 

stakeholder perception; and third, we explore the hypothesized causal relationships, and present 

the methodology and results of our empirical study. Finally, the results of our study are discussed 

with regard to future research and managerial implications.  

 

 

CONSTRUCT DEFINITION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

Dimensions of Brand Heritage 

Urde et al. (2007) define the brand heritage construct as part of a corporate brand identity: 

“a dimension of a brand’s identity found in its track record, longevity, core values, use of 

symbols and particularly in an organisational belief that its history is important” (pp. 4–5). In 
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contrast to a historical overview that is grounded only in the past, traditions and brand heritage 

embrace not only the time frame “the past”, but also “the present” and “the future” (Wiedmann et 

al., 2011a). The heritage aspect represents longevity and sustainability as a promise to the 

stakeholders that the core values and performance of the brand are authentic and true (Urde, 

2003). Especially in a tumultuous global economy characterized by uncertainty and consumer 

disorientation or in times of economic crisis and changing dynamics, consumers tend to prefer 

brands with a heritage that indicates their credibility, reliability and authenticity (Leigh et al., 

2006). Moreover, such brands use their longevity and sustainability to indicate that their stated 

core values and performance level are reliable. Consequently, heritage creates value and leverage 

for a brand, especially in a turbulent global market (Aaker, 1996). In sum, the heritage of a brand 

adds the association of depth, authenticity, and credibility to the brand’s perceived value. 

Referring to an integrated understanding of the brand heritage construct and its elements, this 

research follows the statement of Buss (2007). The multidimensional model, as shown in Figure 

2, adds to the remarks of Urde et al. (2007), but focuses on the value-based antecedents and 

consequences of brand heritage (Wiedmann et al., 2011a, 2011b). In order to increase the current 

understanding of value perception in the context of brand heritage, the question of what really 

adds value, from the consumer’s point of view, is defined in this paper through the existence of 

fifteen different attitude-relevant, perceived latent customer value dimensions. These dimensions 

encompass the constructs of: bonding, continuity, credibility, cultural meaning, cultural value, 

differentiation, familiarity, identity meaning, identity value, imagination, knowledge, myth, 

orientation, prestige and success images. They provide the basis for the identification of 

consumer segments that differ in their value perceptions. 
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Table 1 Dimensions of Brand Heritage 

Dimensions of Brand Heritage Basic Meaning 

Bonding This element is related to the brand-customer attachment and includes 

a close emotional relationship that leads to a higher degree of 

customer loyalty. 

Continuity The continuity aspect represents the longevity and sustainability of 

the brand performance, brand quality and brand values. 

Credibility Authenticity and reliability are important drivers of brand heritage. 

Reliable, honest brands make a promise to the stakeholders that the 

core values are credible and true. 

Cultural Meaning Referring to a certain lifestyle incorporated in and associated with the 

brand, the cultural meaning of the given brand is an important 

dimension of brand heritage. 

Cultural Value The heritage aspect is also influenced by a cultural value. That means, 

for example, that the products of such brands are a part of national 

treasure.  

Differentiation This element is closely related to the perceived singularity of a brand, 

i.e., its clear, unique positioning from the consumers’ perspective. 

Familiarity To treat a brand with familiarity is the content of this key element of 

brand heritage. Brand awareness and experience with the brand 

increase the familiarity aspect. 

Identity Meaning A heritage brand may satisfy also emotional needs (e.g., self-

expressions or personal identification) with a high overlap between 

the consumer personality and the brand identity. 

Identity Value Related to the perceived identity fit between consumers’ self-identity 

and the perceived brand identity, this dimension includes a feeling of 

solidarity, togetherness, and a shared identity. 

Imagination This dimension refers to an absolute clear imagination of the brand. 

The power of the imagination forms detailed and deep images of the 

brand or brand values. 

Knowledge This dimension encompasses the consumers’ experience and 

familiarity with a brand that are associated with a certain image in the 

eyes of our respondents. 

Myth A traditional sacred story or legend, which purports to explain 

cultural meaning or practice. 

Orientation This element refers to the brand’s aptitude as a role model in a certain 

product category. The brand gives its consumers direction in the 

buying process and buying decisions. 

Prestige Encompassing the need for fame and exclusivity, this element refers 

to the perceived status-enhancement the usage of a certain brand may 

provide. In this connection, it has to be stated that some brands 

connote a heritage of excellence, style, and/or prestige. 

Success Images The brand is related to images of success. The brand is a symbol of 

high performance or good achievements. 

 

 

Dimensions of Customer Perceived Value (CPV) 

As a context-dependent (Holbrook, 1994; Parasuraman, 1997), highly personal and multi-

dimensional concept, customer perceived value can be defined as “an interactive relativistic 
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consumption preference experience” (Holbrook, 1994, p. 27), “a tradeoff between the quality or 

benefits they perceive in the product relative to the sacrifice they perceive by paying the price” 

(Monroe, 1990, p. 46), “a customer’s perceived preference for and evaluation of those product 

attributes, attribute performances, and consequences arising from use that facilitate (or block) 

achieving the customer’s goal and purposes in use situations” (Woodruff, 1997, p. 142), or “a 

consumer’s overall assessment of the utility of a product based on perceptions of what is received 

and what is given” (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 14). Following a comprehensive understanding of the 

customer value construct, all relevant actual and potential value sources of the consumer’s 

product or brand perception should be integrated into one single model. Drawing on, integrating, 

and extending the works of Park et al. (1986), Sheth et al. (1991), Ulaga (2003), Woodall (2003), 

Holbrook (1999, 2005), and Heard (1993–94) on the conceptualization of customer value, Smith 

and Colgate (2007) developed a customer value framework based on four major types of value 

that can be created by organizations: functional/instrumental value, experiential/hedonic value, 

symbolic/expressive value, and cost/sacrifice value. In accordance to the insights of Smith and 

Colgate (2007), we focus on the following four dimensions of customer perceived value: 

Table 2: Dimensions of Customer Perceived Value   

Dimension of customer perceived value  Basic Meaning 

Economic Value The economic dimension of customer value addresses 

direct monetary aspects, such as price, resale price, 

discount, investment, etc. It refers to the value of the 

product expressed in dollars and cents, to what is given 

up or sacrificed to obtain a product (e.g., Ahtola, 1984; 

Chapman, 1986; Mazumdar, 1986; Monroe and 

Krishnan, 1985). Similar to firms, consumers also try to 

minimize the costs, as well as other sacrifices that may 

be involved in the purchase, ownership, and use of a 

product (Smith and Colgate, 2007). 

Functional Value This dimension of customer value represents the core 

benefit and basic utilities, such as the quality, the 

uniqueness, usability, reliability, and durability of a 

certain product (Sheth et al., 1991). Consumers expect 

the item they buy to work correctly, to look good, to last 

a long time, and to perform as expected and as promised 

(e.g., Fennel, 1978). 
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Affective Value The affective dimension refers to the experiences, 

feelings, and emotions a certain brand or product 

provides to the consumer in addition to its functional 

utility (Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982; Sheth et al., 

1991; Westbrook and Oliver, 1991). Hence, affective 

value describes the perceived subjective utility and 

intrinsically pleasing properties acquired from the 

purchase and consumption of a brand to arouse feelings 

and affective states, received from the personal rewards 

and fulfillment (Sheth et al., 1991; Westbrook and 

Oliver, 1991). 

Social Value The social dimension of customer value focuses a 

customer’s personal orientation towards a brand or 

product and addresses personal matters such as 

consumer’s self-concepts, self-worth or self-identity 

value (e.g., Vigneron and Johnson, 2004; Hirschman 

and Holbrook, 1982). Consumers may associate 

psychological meaning with a product or they may use 

certain brands to integrate the symbolic meaning into 

their own identity (Holt, 1995; Vigneron and Johnson, 

2004) or to support, express, and develop their own 

identities, personalities, tastes, and values (Douglas and 

Isherwood, 1979; Hirshman, 1988; Dittmar, 1994). 

 

Dimensions of Corporate Reputation  

Reputation is an interdisciplinary construct with its roots in a number of disciplines, such as 

sociology, game theory and marketing (Deephouse, 2000). Although there are various definitions 

of reputation, one being, “a corporate reputation is a stakeholder’s overall evaluation of a 

company over time. This evaluation is based on the stakeholder’s direct experiences with the 

company, any other form of communication and symbolism that provides information about the 

firm’s actions and/or a comparison with the actions of other leading rivals” (Gotsi and Wilson, 

2001, p. 29). Corporate reputation can also be described as “a perceptual representation of a 

company’s past action and future prospects that describes the firm’s overall appeal to all its key 

constituents when compared with other leading rivals” (Fombrun, 1996, p. 72). Similarly, a 

positive corporate reputation is an important element of creating customer perceived value 

because as a multifaceted construct, it consists of four interrelated characteristics: credibility, 

reliability, responsibility, and trustworthiness (Fombrun and Shanley, 1990). The topic of 
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conceptualizing and measuring corporate reputation has gained growing interest in both 

marketing research and practice (Berens and van Riel, 2004). An exciting approach to measure 

corporate reputation tends to be based on practitioner ratings (Walsh and Wiedmann, 2004). A 

more academic approach postulating a multidimensional understanding of corporate reputation is 

the Reputation Quotient and the RepTrak™ (Fombrun et al., 2000; Ponzi et al., 2011; Reputation 

Institute, 2011). Based on these insights, we generated a measurement instrument with seven 

elements of brand reputation: citizenship, governance, innovation, leadership, performance, 

product and workplace. 

Table 3: Dimensions of Corporate Reputation 

Dimension of Corporate Reputation  Basic Meaning 

Citizenship The citizenship dimension refers to the positive 

influence on society which a certain brand provides to 

the consumer. 

Governance Governance represents the level of a brand’s openness 

and transparency. This dimension also relates to the 

brand’s ethical behavior and manner of conducting 

business.  

Innovation The key element of innovation addresses an 

improvement and modernism aspect. Such brands 

launch innovative products and services, and adapt 

quickly to change 

Leadership The leadership element focuses on a clear vision. Well 

organized brands are strong and respected leaders.  

Performance Performance represents success and strong growth 

prospects. Brands with a good performance generate 

profit and positive financial results, and create value for 

the customer. 

Product Related to a positive price/quality ratio, this element 

focuses aspects like high quality, value for money, and 

customers’ needs and expectations.  

Workplace The company can be described as having a collegial 

environment. Such brands promote their employees’ 

well-being and offer equal opportunities. 
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CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

 As illustrated in Figure 1, in today's highly competitive business environment, products 

and services are increasingly substitutable. The ever-growing competition in the market leads to a 

paradigm shift starting from competition on the basis of products, to competition between 

problem solutions and strategies, and finally, to competition referring to identities and reputation. 

The last two steps in the pyramid of competitions are deeply rooted in the company’s tradition 

and are created on the basis of values that have been cultivated for many years. A long and rich 

heritage reflects continuity with the past in addition to quality sustainability as the general basis 

for a lasting competitive advantage. As Balmer (2011) states, corporate heritage brands 

emphasize their history (‘what we have done’), traditions (‘what we do, and how’) and culture 

(‘what the people expect and accept’), but these are not only relevant to the past and the present. 

They define history as a dynamic process that is continuously being recreated, where the future 

can be understood as ‘history in the making’ (Balmer, 2011). 

Figure 1: Pyramid of Competitions by Buss (2007) 

 

Competition for Problem Solutions 

Competition for Products 

Competition for Business Models  

and Strategies 

Competition for 

Identities 

Competition for 

Reputation 

Based on 

Brand Heritage 
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The discovery, activation and protection of heritage-based brand identity and reputation 

differentiate a brand from its competitors. Thus, being at the top of the pyramid of competitions, 

reputation is one of the most important strategic resources, and reputations are infused and based 

on the aspect of brand heritage (Buss, 2007). Companies whose actions are perceived to be 

credible, authentic and true to the brand’s heritage reach the highest scores on brand trackers and 

reputation ranking systems (Burke et al., 2011). Given that the management of a brand and a 

company’s reputation are essential to one another (Schultz et al., 2005; Keller, 2003; Schreiber, 

2002), companies should concentrate on those brand attributes “that are unique, authentic, and 

non-imitable, and look for alluring ways to project this image to the outside world as into the 

hearts and minds of their own employees” (Hatch and Schultz, 2004, p. 1). As images are 

constituted on the basis of continuous interaction with stakeholders over time and “the power of a 

brand lies in what customers have learned, felt, seen, and heard about the brand as a result of 

their experiences over time” (Keller, 2003, p. 59), the earlier actions of a company as well as its 

heritage, history and reputation are of special importance. Accordingly, Aaker (2004) 

recommends that companies could benefit from “going back to their roots and identify what 

made them special and successful in the first place” (Aaker, 2004, p. 7). As illustrated in our 

conceptual framework (cf. Figure 2), the main research goal of this paper is to examine the 

crucial role of brand heritage as an essential driver of brand reputation and customer value 

perception as well as its effects on brand image and customer buying intention. 
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Figure 2: Conceptual Model  

 
 

 Brand Heritage and Related Outcomes (H1a to H1d) 

 Brands with a heritage can benefit from going back to their roots and identifying what 

made them special initially (Aaker, 2004). Heritage brands stand for longevity and sustainability, 

as proof that the core values and performance of the given products are reliable and true (Urde, 

2003). These values underline and help to define the brand’s reputation. 

H1a: Brand heritage has a positive effect on brand reputation. 

 

 Furthermore, in a tumultuous global economy, consumers tend to prefer brands with a 

heritage because these brands are perceived to be more credible, trustworthy and reliable. For this 



 11 

reason, the brand heritage construct can minimize consumers’ buying risk and can add consumer-

perceived value (e.g., Muehling and Sprott, 2004). 

H1b: Brand heritage has a positive effect on customer perceived value 

 

 We rely on previous studies dedicated to examining the drivers and outcomes of brand 

heritage. Existing research suggests that brands that are infused with heritage have a positive 

influence on the perception of the brand in general (e.g., brand image or brand trust) and on 

consumer behavior (e.g., loyalty or willingness to pay) in particular (Wiedmann et al., 2011 b): 

H1c: Brand heritage has a positive effect on the perception of the brand in terms of a 

positive relation to brand image. 

H1d: Brand heritage has a positive effect on the customer behavior in terms of a positive 

relation to buying intention. 

 

 Brand Reputation and Related Outcomes (H2a to H2c) 

  Brands with a positive reputation stand for credibility, reliability, and good performance 

or products. Brand reputation can increase expected quality, decrease information cost or buying 

risks, and enhance trust (Jeng, 2011). Thus, brand reputation has an effect on customer 

perceptions: 

H2a: Brand reputation has a positive effect on customer perceived value. 

 

 Reputation is a concept related to image (Bennett and Rentschler, 2003). While reputation 

evolves over time as a result of consistent performance, image can be fashioned more rapidly 

through factors such as well-conceived communication (Gray and Balmer, 1998). We suggest 

that brand image is driven by brand reputation:  
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H2b: Brand reputation has a positive effect on brand image. 

 

 A positive effect of reputation on consumer satisfaction, loyalty or product attitudes has 

been analyzed in different empirical studies (e.g., Helm et al., 2009; Bontis et al., 2007; Kang 

and Yang, 2010). We suggest that brands that are infused with a positive reputation also influence 

the buying intention:  

H2c: Brand reputation has a positive effect on buying intention. 

 

 Customer Perceived Value and Related Outcomes (H3a to H3b) 

 The customer perceived value is an important driver for customer behavior (Smith and 

Colgate, 2007, del Rio et al., 2001). To analyze the impact of customer value perception in our 

empirical study, we examine the transfer from a positive product evaluation based on the 

perceived value on brand image and buying intention: 

H3a: Customer perceived value has a positive effect on brand image. 

H3b: Customer perceived value has a positive effect on buying intention.   

 

 Brand Image and Related Outcomes (H4) 

 The brand image is a key driver in forming brand equity and can create a strong effect on 

customer intention to purchase or use a product (e.g., Faircloth et al., 2001). Therefore, we 

suggest the following: 

H4: Brand image has a positive effect on buying intention. 
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METHODOLOGY 

 The Instrument   

 The conceptual model we introduced above includes formative as well as reflective 

measures. In particular, the formative measurement by Wiedmann et al. (2011b) was used to 

capture brand heritage. To cover all facets for brand reputation as the next formative construct, 

new manifest indicators were generated based upon the multidimensional models of the 

Reputation Quotient and the RepTrak™. For the formative construct, customer perceived value, a 

single item was selected for every dimension based on well-tested, existing measures (e.g., 

Holbrook, 1999; Woodall, 2003; Woodruff, 1997; Smith and Colgate, 2007). We applied the 

four-step guide by Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer (2001) to improve our understanding of 

brand reputation and customer perceived value as formative constructs. The steps are: content 

specification, indicator specification, indicator collinearity and external validity. Also, the 

guidelines of clarity, length, directionality, lack of ambiguity and avoidance of jargon were 

followed to ensure the generation of a sophisticated item (e.g., DeVellis, 1991; Spector, 1992). 

For measuring the remaining reflective constructs, brand image and buying intention, in our 

multidimensional model, we relied on existing scales (e.g., Sen et al., 2001; Kirmani et al., 1999; 

Dean, 1999). All items were rated on a five-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly 

agree) and specified to a cycling context. We focused on the brand Continental, in particular, as 

our investigation brand. It is one of world’s leading brands in the high-premium, two wheel tire 

sector. Founded in 1871 as a rubber manufacturer, Continental began the production of 

pneumatic tires for bicycles in 1892, in Hanover, as the first company in Germany. Since then, 

Continental has gained a long and rich traditional brand history, which has been fundamental for 

the company’s dynamic growth, and thus, it is currently the 4th largest tire manufacturer in the 

world. The face-validation of the questionnaire was ensured using exploratory and expert 
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interviews to check the length and the layout of the questionnaire as well as the quality of the 

items used. 

  

Data Collection 

 For data collection, we applied an online survey using a snowball sampling method. 

Focusing on active cyclists, the recruitment of respondents was organized through links posted on 

selected web pages (e.g., Internet bicycle forums, Facebook profile pages, etc.) including an 

invitation to actively participate in the survey. From March 2011 to April 2011, a total of 533 

questionnaires were completed. To ensure sufficient product usage knowledge, 230 respondents, 

who cycled less than once a month and/or who did not know or did not use the brand, were 

excluded. A final sample of 303 cases was received. 

  

The Sample 

 Our quantitative study was conducted within the customer group of cyclists. The 

interviewed cyclists use their bicycles at least once a month, and thus, sufficient routine usage 

behavior and a broad knowledge in two-wheel tires was expected. We found that every cyclist 

had experienced the investigated brand by a personal product usage: 35.3 percent of the 

respondents had bought the investigated brand once and 64.7 percent had bought it more than 

once. Therefore, our chosen sample design ensures stable opinion patterns in terms of analyzing 

the determined impacts of brand heritage and brand reputation on the given constructs. 

Approximately 93 percent of the sample was male and, on average, 29.52 years old. 
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Table 4: Demographic Profile of the Sample 

Variable  n % 

Age 16 – 24 years 103 34.0 

 25 – 29 years 67 22.1 

 30 – 39 years 85 28.1 

 40 years + 48 15.8 

Gender Male  284 93.7 

 Female 19 6.3 

Marital status Single 220 72.6 

 Married 56 18.5 

 Divorced 8 2.6 

 Widowed 1 0.3 

 No answer 18 5.9 

Education Not graduated from high school 16 5.3 

 Lower secondary school 10 3.3 

 Intermediate secondary school 51 16.8 

 A-Levels 112 37.0 

 University Degree 112 37.0 

 No answer 2 0.7 

Occupation Full time 156 51.5 

 Part-time 12 4.0 

 Pensioner / retiree 4 1.3 

 House wife / husband 1 0.3 

 Job training 14 4.6 

 Student 77 25.4 

 Scholar 28 9.2 

 Seeking work 7 2.3 

 No answer 4 1.3 

 

 Analysis Technique 

 Due to the fact that our conceptual model includes formative as well as reflective 

measures, we employed partial least squares (PLS) path modeling for the empirical tests of our 

hypotheses. PLS is a statistical technique including a nonparametric estimation procedure (Wold, 

1982). It is also the preferred and appropriate method in an empirical research context, where it is 

difficult or sometimes impossible to hold the restrictive assumptions of more traditional 

multivariate statistical techniques such as LISREL (LInear Structural RELations) in complex 

models (Wold 1974, 1985; Ringle 2006). The empirical evaluation of our model was carried out 

using the software statistics package SmartPLS 2.0 (Ringle et al., 2005) with casewise 

replacement and a bootstrapping procedure (probing individual sign changes) for 303 valid cases. 

In general, the PLS estimation involves a two-step approach (Henseler et al., 2009): First, the 
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reliability and validity of the measurement models are evaluated (outer model); second, the 

structural model is assessed (inner model). In the following sections, we discuss the evaluation of 

the results with reference to the outer and inner models. 

While our paper has a strong predictive scope besides theory-building using PLS, we employed 

artificial neural networks (ANN) to receive deeper insights of the underlying relationships in 

general and to improve the predictive quality of our model in particular. The use of ANN is 

inspired by the structure and function of neuronal networks in the human brain. In detail, this 

statistical analysis technique creates artificial input and output nodes which are usually connected 

through one or more hidden layers to build up a network of neurons similar to the central nervous 

system. Notably, ANN can be used to detect non-linear relationships between input and output 

data as well as to identify unknown patterns in an exploratory manner. As noted by Hsu et al. 

(2006), ANN-based path modeling reveals similar results to PLS-based path modeling. Equally to 

PLS, ANN follows two analytical steps with regard to an outer and inner model approximation 

(Hsu et al., 2006). 

 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 The Measurement Models 

 Evaluation of the Reflective Measurement Model 

 Regarding the assessment of our reflective measures, Table 5 presents the manifest 

variables that are reflective items to the given constructs.  
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Table 5: Manifest Variables of the Reflective Measurement Models 

Brand Image 

BPB_Image_01 “I like this brand very much.” 

BPB_Image_02 “This brand is really likeable.” 

Buying Intention 

BPB_Intention_01 “I intend to buy products from this brand in future.” 

BPB_Intention_02 “I am aiming to prospectively buy products from this brand.” 

 

 The factor loadings for both reflective measures are statistically significant and well 

exceed the recommended threshold of .7 (cf. Table 6), thus indicating item reliability (Carmines 

and Zeller, 1979; Hulland, 1999).  

Table 6: Assessing the Reflective Measurement Models 

 

Factor 

Loadings 

Average 

Variance 

Explained 

(AVE) 

Cronbachs 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Fornell-

Larcker-

Criterium 

(AVE > Corr²) 

Brand Image 0.925 – 0.947 88% 0.861 0.934 0.88 > 0.67 

Buying Intention 0.968 – 0.970 94% 0.935 0.969 0.94 > 0.59 

 

 Moreover, Table 6 shows that the average variance extracted (AVE), the internal 

consistency reliability test (Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability) and the discriminant 

validity (Fornell-Larcker criterion) all exhibit satisfactory levels (Bagozzi and Yi; 1988, Fornell 

and Larcker, 1981; Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994).   

 

 Evaluation of the Formative Measurement Model 

 Table 7 comprises the manifest variables defined as formative indicators of our three 

formative constructs.  
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Table 7: Manifest Variables of the Formative Measurement Models 

Brand Heritage 

BH_Continuity “This brand is very continuous. “ 

BH_Success_Images “This brand is related to images of success. “ 

BH_Bonding “I am bonded to this brand.“ 

BH_Orientation “This brand sets the valuation standard for other brands.“ 

BH_Cultural_Value “The products of this brand are a part of national treasure.“ 

BH_Cultural_Meaning “The products of this brand promote a certain way of living.“ 

BH_Imagination “I have an absolutely clear imagination of this brand.“ 

BH_Familiarity “My familiarity with this brand is very high.“ 

BH_Myth “This brand has a strong cultural meaning.“ 

BH_Credibility “This brand represents honesty and truthfulness.“ 

BH_Knowledge “This brand is highly known in the society. “ 

BH_Identity_Value “This brand has a strong brand identity. “ 

BH_Identity_Meaning “If somebody praises this brand, to me, it is a personal compliment. “ 

BH_Differentiation “This brand is unique compared to other brands. “ 

BH_Prestige “This brand has a very high prestige. “ 

Brand Reputation 

REP_Citizenship “This brand is highly responsible.” 

REP_Governance “The transparency of this brand is very good.” 

REP_Innovation “The innovation strength of this brand is very high.” 

REP_Leadership “The leadership of this brand acts very professional. “ 
REP_Performance “This brand is very successful.” 

REP_Product “The products of this brand are highly qualitative.” 

REP_Workplace “This brand is a very good place to work for.” 

Customer Perceived Value 

CPV_affective “This brand evokes positive perceptions. “ 

CPV_economic “This brand offers a lot for its price. “ 
CPV_functional “The products of this brand are very suitable. “ 
CPV_social “People who own this brand will be seen in a positive light. “ 

 

 

 To assess the quality of formative measures, traditional statistical techniques for 

evaluating reflective measures cannot be applied (Hair et al., 2011). Hence, we relied on the 

recommendations of Diamantopoulos et al. (2008) to evaluate the formative measurement 

models. Despite the fact that not all indicators are significant and higher than .1 (cf. Table 10), 

none of the indicators could be omitted because of the information relevant to cover all facets of 

the corresponding construct (Cenfetelli and Bassellier, 2009). With regard to the absence of 

multicollinearity, the maximum variances in inflation values (VIF) for brand heritage, brand 

reputation and customer perceived value are 3.85, 2.12 and 2.32, respectively. All VIF are well 
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below the recommended level of 10 (Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 2001), indicating that 

multicollinearity does not pose a problem in this study. In addition, the external validity for any 

formative indicator was ensured by assessing the significance of the correlation with any global 

item that summarizes the entity of the accordant construct. Table 8 shows that all formative 

indicators are significantly correlated with the adequate global item, suggesting external validity. 

Table 8: Test for Multicollinearity and External Validity 

Formative Indicators VIF 

Spearman's rank 

correlation coefficient 

BH_Continuity 1.49 0.257*** 

BH_Success_Images 1.78 0.237*** 

BH_Bonding 3.39 0.226*** 

BH_Orientation 2.08 0.267*** 

BH_Cultural_Value 1.88 0.284*** 

BH_Cultural_Meaning 2.07 0.187*** 

BH_Imagination 1.40 0.251*** 

BH_Familiarity 3.85 0.263*** 

BH_Myth 2.62 0.338*** 

BH_Credibility 1.73 0.325*** 

BH_Knowledge 1.52 0.179*** 

BH_Identity_Value 1.75 0.244*** 

BH_Identity_Meaning 1.67 0.201*** 

BH_Differentiation 1.85 0.175*** 

BH_Prestige 2.37 0.252*** 

REP_Citizenship 1.72 0.370*** 

REP_Governance 1.63 0.442*** 

REP_Innovation 2.10 0.471*** 

REP_Leadership 1.65 0.432*** 

REP_Performance 1.51 0.562*** 

REP_Product 2.12 0.624*** 

REP_Workplace 1.46 0.282*** 

CPV_affective 2.32 0.648*** 

CPV_economic 1.96 0.720*** 

CPV_functional 1.63 0.620*** 

CPV_social 1.90 0.528*** 

 Significance: *** p = 0.01; ** p = 0.05; * p = 0.10 
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The Structural Model 

 Evaluation of the Structural Model 

 According to Chin (1998) and with reference to the assessment of our inner model, the 

coefficients of determination of the endogenous latent variables (R-square) for brand reputation, 

customer perceived value, brand image and buying intention are substantial at .569, .696, .763 

and .656, respectively, as illustrated in Table 9.  

Table 9: Assessing the Structural Model 

Endogenous LV R² Q² 

Brand Reputation 0.569 0.260 

Customer Perceived Value 0.696 0.461 

Brand Image 0.763 0.661 

Buying Intention 0.656 0.612 

 

 Furthermore, the assessment of Stone-Geisser’s Q-square (Stone, 1974; Geisser, 1974) 

using a blindfolding procedure (cross-validated redundancy) (Tenenhaus et al. 2005) showed 

values higher than zero for all endogenous latent variables. These results indicate the predictive 

power of our model. 

 

 Discussion of the Structural Model 

 For testing the assumed relationship among the variables of our model, we applied a 

nonparametric bootstrapping procedure (individual sign changes, 303 cases and 1200 

subsamples) providing the path estimates in Table 10 and 11.  

Table 10: Bootstrapping Results for the Outer Weights 

Formative Indicator ���� LV 

Original 

Sample 

Sample 

Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 

Standard 

Error 

T 

Statistics 

BH_Bonding � Brand Heritage 0.196 0.192 0.076 0.076 2.594 

BH_Continuity � Brand Heritage 0.100 0.101 0.051 0.051 1.963 

BH_Credibility � Brand Heritage 0.167 0.163 0.052 0.052 3.234 

BH_Cultural_Meaning � Brand Heritage -0.062 -0.066 0.043 0.043 1.434 

BH_Cultural_Value � Brand Heritage -0.040 -0.052 0.036 0.036 1.101 

BH_Differentiation � Brand Heritage 0.131 0.130 0.055 0.055 2.371 
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BH_Familiarity � Brand Heritage 0.276 0.275 0.077 0.077 3.596 

BH_Identity_Meaning � Brand Heritage 0.103 0.098 0.047 0.047 2.172 

BH_Identity_Value � Brand Heritage 0.061 0.069 0.048 0.048 1.266 

BH_Imagination � Brand Heritage 0.001 0.042 0.032 0.032 0.018 

BH_Knowledge � Brand Heritage -0.006 -0.038 0.029 0.029 0.191 

BH_Myth � Brand Heritage 0.026 0.052 0.039 0.039 0.670 

BH_Orientation � Brand Heritage 0.183 0.181 0.061 0.061 2.988 

BH_Prestige � Brand Heritage 0.203 0.203 0.066 0.066 3.066 

BH_Success_Images � Brand Heritage -0.018 -0.042 0.032 0.032 0.567 

REP_Citizenship � Brand Reputation 0.044 0.051 0.034 0.034 1.268 

REP_Governance � Brand Reputation 0.190 0.189 0.047 0.047 4.033 

REP_Innovation � Brand Reputation 0.265 0.261 0.055 0.055 4.810 

REP_Leadership � Brand Reputation 0.004 0.040 0.030 0.030 0.137 

REP_Performance � Brand Reputation 0.080 0.083 0.046 0.046 1.721 

REP_Product � Brand Reputation 0.616 0.617 0.054 0.054 11.499 

REP_Workplace � Brand Reputation 0.025 0.046 0.035 0.035 0.715 

CPV_affective � Customer Perceived Value 0.290 0.288 0.064 0.064 4.551 

CPV_economic � Customer Perceived Value 0.462 0.462 0.060 0.060 7.691 

CPV_functional � Customer Perceived Value 0.331 0.331 0.050 0.050 6.572 

CPV_social � Customer Perceived Value 0.119 0.119 0.063 0.063 1.899 

Table 11: Bootstrapping Results for the Structural Relations 

Exogenous LV ���� Endogenous LV 

Original 

Sample 

Sample 

Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 

Standard 

Error T Statistics 

Brand Heritage � Brand Reputation 0.754 0.766 0.026 0.026 29.446 

Brand Heritage � Customer Perceived Value 0.420 0.430 0.050 0.050 8.340 

Brand Heritage � Brand Image 0.284 0.288 0.049 0.049 5.787 

Brand Heritage � Buying Intention 0.268 0.281 0.061 0.061 4.427 

Brand Reputation � Customer Perceived Value 0.470 0.462 0.051 0.051 9.218 

Brand Reputation � Brand Image 0.372 0.370 0.048 0.048 7.763 

Brand Reputation � Buying Intention 0.091 0.097 0.062 0.062 1.456 

Customer Perceived Value � Brand Image 0.291 0.287 0.054 0.054 5.434 

Customer Perceived Value � Buying Intention 0.174 0.169 0.069 0.069 2.516 

Brand Image � Buying Intention 0.344 0.335 0.089 0.089 3.846 

 

 The data analysis reveals the following insights with regard to our initial hypotheses: We 

postulate in hypotheses H1a to H1d that brand heritage has a positive impact on brand reputation, 

customer perceived value, brand image and buying intention. The effects of brand heritage are 

positive and strongly significant (p < .01). Thus, H1a to H1d receive full support. The effect of 

brand reputation on customer perceived value and on brand image is strong, positive and highly 

significant (p < .01), but it is important to note that the path from brand reputation to buying 

intention is only slightly significant (p < .10). Consequently, these findings are in line with 

hypotheses H2a to H2c. Finally, the postulated effects of customer perceived value on brand image 
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and buying intention as well as brand image on buying intention are positive and significant (p < 

.01). Consequently, these empirical results provide full support for hypotheses H3a, H3b and H4. 

According to the criteria associated with the formative and reflective outer model as well as 

the inner path model, our conceptual model can be regarded as reliable and valid. In the 

following paragraph, we used ANN for a deeper understanding of the relationships between the 

constructs and to reassess the predictive strength of our model, before we discuss implications for 

managerial practice and for further research in the next section. 

 

Reviewing the construct relations using artificial neural networks 

Table 12 shows the determination of the endogenous latent variables using ANN. In 

practice, the ANN-based inner relation approximation reveals similar R². 

Table 12: Comparison of the Structural Model Estimation between ANN and PLS 

 Brand Reputation 

ANN: R² 0.54 

PLS: R² 0.57 

OEAD: Brand Heritage 0.54 

 Customer Perceived Value 

ANN: R² 0.72 

PLS: R² 0.70 

OEAD: Brand Heritage 0.38 

OEAD: Brand Reputation 0.37 

 Brand Image 

ANN: R² 0.75 

PLS: R² 0.76 

OEAD: Brand Heritage 0.14 

OEAD: Brand Reputation 0.36 

OEAD: Customer Perceived Value 0.21 

 Buying Intention 

ANN: R² 0.66 

PLS: R² 0.66 

OEAD: Brand Heritage 0.11 

OEAD: Brand Reputation 0.03 

OEAD: Customer Perceived Value 0.07 

OEAD: Brand Image 0.38 

OEAD = Overall explained absolute 

deviation (assessed by ANN) 
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These results verify the fundamental predictive power of our conceptual model and are 

supportive of all hypotheses. They also confirm the findings of Hsu et al. (2006) and indicate that 

ANN-based SEM methodology represents a component-based technique (Hsu et al., 2006). 

Furthermore, our ANN-based path modelling uncovers linear as well as non-linear relationships 

between the LV’s. For example, as shown in Figure 3, the linkage between brand heritage and the 

corresponding latent variables is linear (customer perceived value, buying intention) as well as 

non-linear (brand reputation, brand image). In detail, the relationship between brand heritage and 

brand reputation follows a saturation curve. Likewise, the results indicate a non-linear relation 

between brand reputation and all three respective constructs (customer perceived value, brand 

image, buying intention). While the effect of brand reputation on brand image and customer 

perceived value is decreasing, it is increasing with regard to the buying intention construct. 

 

Figure 3: Non-linear relationships between the LV´s 
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NEXT RESEARCH STEPS AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Theoretical Contribution and Research Implications 

The primary goal of this paper was to empirically investigate the antecedents and 

consequences of brand heritage as a key driver of corporate reputation and customer value 

perception as well as related behavioral outcomes. The results of our PLS-based structural model 

approach give evidence for the positive impact of brand heritage on brand reputation, customer 

perceived value, brand image and buying intention. While our results are only initial, empirical 

hints, they should be explored in further research and implemented in managerial practice in 

different ways. In future analyses, analytical techniques or PLS typological alternatives (e.g., 

Ringle and Schlittgen, 2007; Ringle et al., 2010) may provide further differentiated path 

modeling results that allow for more precise interpretation as well as for the identification of 

differences in path coefficients across subgroups. Additionally, a study focusing on diverse user 

groups (e.g., diverse stakeholder samples from different countries) may lead to interesting results 

with regard to comparing differences and similarities in the perception of a given heritage brand. 

The importance of the heritage aspect of a brand may vary in times of economic crises vs. 

economic well-being. Therefore, a longitudinal study should compare the causal relationship of 

brand heritage with stakeholder attitudes and behavior over time with reference to different 

heritage brands and different economic conditions. The specific industry context of our empirical 

study may have limited the extent to which the results and conclusions can be generalized for use 

in other industries. Therefore, in the tension between continuity and change, extension to and 

comparison with other product categories – including brands that cannot be considered heritage 

brands – could enhance the conceptualization, measurement and management of the construct of 

brand heritage as a driver of corporate reputation and stakeholder perception. 
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Implications for Brand Management 

The heritage aspect of a brand adds the association of depth, authenticity and credibility in 

the tension between the past, present, and future. A company that is deeply rooted in tradition can 

use its long, rich heritage as the basis to emphasize its unambiguous identity, which is strongly 

connected with reputation and perceived image. The continuity with the past illustrates an effort 

to achieve trust and recognition as a heritage brand between the organization and its stakeholders. 

Longstanding corporate roots and values are the basis for the creation of new ideas informed by 

the ‘precept of pressing forward with the past’ (Balmer, 2011). 

A heritage-infused management approach draws attention to the interplay between strategic 

goals and stakeholder perception over time. It also highlights how elements of past, present and 

future interpretations are crucial to building and sustaining meaningful brands. Our study results 

reveal that brand heritage is an important driver of stakeholder perceptions and corporate 

reputation. In response to competitive pressure, a comprehensive management approach 

dedicated to emphasizing the heritage aspect of a brand as having a lasting competitive advantage 

strengthens the authentic and unique historical roots of the organization. Furthermore, such an 

approach looks “for alluring ways to project this image to the outside world as into the hearts 

and minds of their own employees” (Hatch and Schultz, 2004, p. 1). Based on a better 

understanding of the historical foundations of the brand as well as its core values and stakeholder 

associations, the key elements of a brand’s heritage can be uncovered and leveraged. To a 

company that is rooted in the past but has readjusted its brand meaning and core values with 

ongoing innovation to meet present and future stakeholders’ needs, heritage is the key to 

continuing success in the ever-changing marketplace. 
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ABSTRACT 

The knowledge of causal effects based on structural equation modeling (SEM) is a useful 

basis for the planning and management of strategic objectives. As one of the most powerful 

causal analysis techniques, partial least squares (PLS) path modeling has been applied to a 

broad range of phenomena in strategic management in recent years. The objective of this 

study is twofold: first, to identify the main motivations for the usage of PLS-SEM in strategic 

management based on an extensive literature review and second, to illustrate the application 

of PLS-SEM related to an empirical study in the context of strategic brand management. For 

the purposes of this paper, we focus on the measurement and management of key drivers of 

brand perception. Considering the interplay between strategic goals and brand perception, the 

knowledge of complex cause-effect relationships and key performance drivers in a certain 

business area can be implemented in a brand perception cockpit, an integrated instrument 

panel. Based on the theoretical and empirical findings, implications for strategic management 

research and business practice are discussed. 

Keywords: Brand Perception, Partial Least Squares, Strategic Management, Structural 

Equation Modeling  

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The planning and management of strategic objectives is directed by the ability of decision-

makers to understand complex cause–effect relationships based on structural equation 

modeling (SEM) (Wu, 2010). As one of the most powerful causal analysis techniques, partial 

least squares (PLS) path modeling has been applied in recent years to a variety of contexts 

and a broad range of phenomena in strategic management studies, including theoretical and 

applied research in management focusing on firm performance, knowledge management, 

organizational behavior, project management, information systems, strategic alliances, 
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financial planning, innovation management, marketing programs and consumer behavior. 

However, the usage of PLS-SEM is determined by specific requirements and methodological 

issues resulting from the lack of background knowledge or misapplied practical guidelines. 

To address with this topic, referencing and extending existing reviews of PLS-SEM usage in 

the field of strategic management (Hulland, 1999) and marketing research (Hair et al., 2011; 

Henseler et al., 2009; Reinartz et al., 2009), the objective of this study is twofold. First, to 

provide a systematic assessment and critical examination, we identify the main motivations 

and key objectives for the usage of PLS-SEM in strategic management based on an extensive 

literature review. Second, we illustrate the application of PLS-SEM by referring to an 

empirical study in the context of strategic brand management. Finally, based on the 

theoretical and empirical findings of this research, implications for strategic management 

research and business practice are discussed. 

 

THE MEASUREMENT OF COMPELX CAUSE-EFFECT RELATIONS 

In general, to measure complex cause-effect relationships with latent variables, researchers 

have to decide which SEM approach is appropriate in the given study context. Covariance-

based (CB) techniques and PLS constitute two corresponding, yet distinctive (Schneeweiß, 

1991), statistical techniques (Temme et al., 2006; Tenenhaus et al., 2005); their use should 

depend on the purpose and the context of the research, as shown in Table 1 (Bagozzi and Yi, 

1994; Chin, 1998a; Chin, 1998b; Chin & Newsted, 1999; Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 

2001; Fornell & Bookstein, 1982; Henseler et al., 2009; Hulland, 1999). 
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TABLE 1 

A Comparison of CB-SEM and PLS-SEM 

CB-SEM PLS-SEM 

• Theory confirmation 

• Focus on maximizing the explained 

co-variation among various 

constructs 

• Aim of explaining relationships 

• Well suited to evaluating the relative 

fit of competing theoretical models 

• Restrictive assumptions, e.g., theory 

grounding, sample size 

• Reflective measurement models 

• Causal explanation 

• Focus on maximizing the explained 

variation among various constructs 

• Method of choice for success factor (cause 

indicator) studies 

• Well suited for exploration and prediction in 

an early stage of theoretical development 

• Sample sizes are small to medium 

• Reflective and formative measurement 

models 

 

While PLS stresses causal explanation and maximizes the explained variation among various 

constructs, CB-SEM highlights theory confirmation and focuses on maximizing the explained 

covariance among various constructs (Lauria & Duchessi, 2007; Wu, 2010). To explain 

relationships among the data, a covariance structure analysis based on maximum likelihood 

estimation was thought to be well suited for evaluating the relative fit of competing 

theoretical models (Hahn et al., 2002). In those situations where it is difficult or impossible to 

meet the restrictive assumptions of more traditional multivariate statistics, PLS, as a well-

substantiated alternative to CB-SEM, is the preferred method. Whereas methods such as CB-

SEM are not suited to deal with small data samples and can yield non-unique or otherwise 

improper solutions in some cases (Fornell & Bookstein, 1982), PLS can overcome these 

limitations (Wold, 1974; Wold 1985). PLS is more flexible in handling various modeling 

problems in a variety of contexts, ranging from theoretical and applied research in marketing, 

management and other social science disciplines (Ringle, 2006). Essentially, PLS integrates 

principal-components analysis with multiple regression (Hahn et al., 2002) based on least 

squares estimation, with the primary objective being to maximize the explanation of variance 

(or, equivalently, the minimization of error) in the dependent constructs of a structural 

equation model (Henseler et al., 2009). In PLS, the latent variables, operationalized as 
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principal components or weighted indices of the measurement variables, provide managers 

with performance information and impact scores (Hahn et al., 2002). Hence, PLS is the 

method of choice for success factor (cause indicator) studies in marketing management 

(Albers, 2010). 

 

 

THE APPLICABILITY OF PLS-SEM IN STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT: A 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Causal modeling approaches form a useful basis for researchers and practitioners in strategic 

management; however, due to their underlying assumptions and limitations, these techniques 

must be used appropriately. To determine the status quo for using PLS in strategic 

management, we considered and extended the insights of Shook et al. (2004) and Henseler et 

al. (2009). While Henseler et al. (2009) focused on an exhaustive literature review regarding 

PLS path modeling specific to international marketing research, Shook et al. (2004) generally 

compared the use of structural equation modeling in strategic management studies. With 

reference to Shook et al.’s (2004) selection of prominent and main management journals, we 

identified 53 relevant studies in 11 management journals (7-year period since 2005), which 

used the covariance-based modeling technique as the means of statistical analysis. For our 

review, we used important academic publishing databases (e.g., ScienceDirect) and the online 

versions of the selected journals. To find empirical PLS applications in the field of strategic 

management, we conducted a full text search using the keywords “PLS” and “partial least 

squares”. Table 2 lists the selected journals, articles and the main motivations for using PLS 

path modeling in the context of strategic management. 
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TABLE 2 

Review of PLS research in strategic management since 2005 

Journal Author and year Motivation for using PLS in strategic management 

Ettlie and Pavlou 

(2006) 

• “it places minimal restrictions on the sample size and 

residual distributions.” (p. 132) 

• “PLS was chosen to account for the small sample size, the 

formative higher-order factor for interfirm partnership 

dynamic capabilities, and the moderating effects.” (p.132) 

Looney, Valacich, 

Todd and Morris 

(2006) 

• “(PLS) was chosen to analyze the research model…because 

PLS is more suitable than covariance-based techniques 

when the objective involves theory building.” (p. 225) 

Keil, Depledge and Rai 

(2007) 

• “PLS simultaneously assesses both the measurement model 

and the structural model” and “it is appropriate to evaluate 

the predictive validity of causal models.” (p. 404) 

• “PLS does not require the manifest variables to be normally 

distributed (Chin, 1998), which is the case for our study.” 

(p. 405) 

Klein, Rai and Straub 

(2007) 

• “The proposed research model involved multiple 

interdependent relationships and some formative 

constructs. This combination of factors was conducive to 

PLS.” (p. 628) 

Wang and Wie (2007) 
• “it allows latent constructs to be modeled as either 

formative or reflective.” (p. 659) 

Al-Natour, Benbasat 

and Cenfetelli (2008) 

• “PLS was chosen instead of a covariance-based technique, 

because maximizing the variance explained in the 

endogenous variables was judged to be a more appropriate 

objective given the exploratory nature of some of the 

model’s hypothesized relationships.” (p. 191) 

Venkatesh and Bala 

(2008) 
• “PLS has minimal restrictions in terms of distributional 

assumptions and sample size.” (p. 285) 

Preston, Chen and 

Leidner (2008) 
• “We selected PLS because it allows both formative and 

reflective constructs.” (p. 621) 

Jeffers, Muhanna and 

Nault (2008) 

• “PLS places minimal demands on measurement scales, 

sample size, and distributional assumptions.” 

• “this study was primarily intended for causal-predictive 

analysis, a condition for PLS.”  

• “PLS requires fewer statistical specifications and 

constraints on the data than the covariance-based strategy 

of LISREL (e.g., assumptions of normality).” 

• “PLS is robust for small to moderate sample sizes.” 

• “one of the constructs in our model…is formative and 

cannot be adequately modeled using covariance-based 

approaches due to the assumptions they impose; PLS, being 

component based, flexibly accommodates both formative 

and reflective indicators.” (p. 718) 

Looney, Akbulut and 

Poston (2008) 
• N/A 

Ilie, Van Slyke, Parikh 

and Courtney (2009) 
• N/A 

Wallace, Johnson and 

Umesh (2009) 
• “PLS has seen increased use in supply chain and channels 

research.” (p. 883) 

Decision Science 

(21) 

Park and Keil (2009) 
• “PLS analysis has been used in previous bad news 

reporting studies.” (p. 907) 
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Li, Chau and Lai 

(2010) 
• N/A 

Martin, Guide Jr. and 

Craighead (2010) 
• “that is robust relative to small samples to provide more 

confidence in our results.” (p. 307) 

Palvia, King, Xia and 

Palvia (2010) 
• N/A 

Saeed, Abdinnour, 

Lengnick-Hall and 

Lengnick-Hall (2010) 

• “PLS was selected because it enables specification and 

testing of path models with latent constructs.” (p. 676) 

Sarker, Sarker, 

Chatterjee and Valacich 

(2010) 

• “PLS does not require any assumptions of multivariate 

normality.” 

• “PLS works well with small-to-medium sample sizes.” (p. 

909) 

Saeed, Malhotra and 

Grover (2011) 
• N/A 

Sarker, Sarker, Kirkeby 

and Chakraborty (2011) 
• N/A 

Ray, Ow and Kim 

(2011) 
• “Using PLS allowed us to accurately measure three 

formative constructs in our model.” (p. 400). 

Moreno and Casillas 

(2008) 

• “PLS allows the simultaneous modeling of relationships 

among multiple independent and dependent constructs and 

enables the researcher to construct unobservable variables 

measured by indicators (items).” (p. 517) 

• “PLS is a good tool for complex models in which the 

theory is not sufficiently developed.” (p. 524) 

De Clercq and 

Rangarajan (2008) 

• “Because of its ability to model latent constructs in non-

normal conditions and with small to medium sample sizes, 

PLS is gaining interest and use among researchers in 

various areas.” (p. 670) 

Liñán and Chen (2009) • N/A 

Brinckmann, Salomo 

and Gemuenden (2009) 

• “This approach allows us to (1) develop and test formative 

constructs, and (2) test for nomological validity by 

assessing performance effects of our competence constructs 

using PLS modeling.” 

• “In contrast to covariance-based, structural equation 

modeling techniques, the PLS approach yields more 

accurate results with limited sample sizes, variables do not 

have to follow standard distribution, and it allows 

formative construct specifications.” 

• “The PLS approach is especially suitable for explorative 

research settings.” (p. 232) 

Entrepreneurship 

Theory and 

Practice (6) 

Lim, Morse, Mitchell 

and Seawright (2010) 

• “PLS is a structural equation modeling tool that allows us 

to simultaneously analyze multiple criterion and predictor 

constructs and analyze unobservable theoretical variables.” 

• “PLS accommodates constructs with formative indicators, 

avoiding the various statistical issues associated with 

covariance structure analysis tools such as LISREL.” 

• “PLS provides a powerful validity assessment tool that 

takes account of random and systematic measurement 

errors.” 

• “PLS is known for providing robust results, even in the 

presence of multicollinearity within blocks of manifest and 

between latent variables.” 

• “PLS is recommended for predictive Models…and is 

particularly suitable for conducting studies in the early 

stages of theory development and for testing 

comprehensive structural models.” (p. 503) 
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Brettel, Engelen, 

Müller and Schilke 

(2010) 

• “approach for estimation purposes and places minimal 

restrictions on sample size and residual distributions.” 

• “PLS was chosen to accommodate the relatively large 

number of constructs.” 

• “PLS has been shown to be well suited to the simultaneous 

analysis of reflective and formative constructs.” (p. 692) 

Journal of 

Management (1) 

Ashill and Jobber 

(2010) 

• “PLS was chosen because of the small sample size for 

Sample 2 and the exploratory nature of the research.” (p. 

1288) 

Barthélemy and Quélin 

(2006) 

• “PLS was preferred over LISREL because it provides the 

opportunity to model latent variables even under conditions 

of non-normality and small size samples.” (p. 1786) 

Echambadi, Campbell 

and Agarwal (2006) 

• “partial least squares (PLS) techniques have gained 

immense popularity in the management field in the last 

decade, in part due to their inherent abilities in testing 

complex theoretical structures.” (p. 1807) 

• “PLS is more appropriate to model constructs measured 

with formative indicators…and small sample sizes.”(p. 

1808) 

van Riel, Berens and 

Dijkstra (2009) 

• “PLS is an estimation method for structural equation 

models that is more suitable for formative scales than 

methods that rely on maximum likelihood estimation, such 

as LISREL” 

• “A PLS model always includes the relationships between 

items and their constructs as well as the hypothesized 

relationships between the constructs” (p. 1208) 

Gooderham, Minbaeva 

and Pedersen (2011) 
• N/A 

Clarysse, Wright and 

Van de Velde (2011) 
• N/A 

Journal of 

Management 

Studies (6) 

Ciabuschi, Dellestrand 

and Martín (2011) 

• “There were several reasons for choosing PLS. First, the 

research objectives and, to some extent, the exploratory 

nature of the study pointed in that direction.” 

• “the fact that some of the relationships have not been 

hypothesized before, makes PLS suitable.” 

• “the small size of our sample (85observations) makes PLS 

an appropriate analytical technique, as it has been 

recommended for sample sizes of at least 30–100 cases.” 

• “Shapiro-Wilk statistic and normal probability plots 

showed a non-normal distribution of most of our variables. 

This also makes PLS suitable since it is a ‘soft modelling’ 

technique, i.e. it uses very general, soft distributional 

assumptions.” 

• “the inclusion of a second-order formative measure in the 

model makes PLS appropriate as it allows for the analysis 

of both formative and reflective constructs.” 

• “PLS can be appropriately used even when the residuals of 

the indicators and latent variables are correlated.” (p. 15-

16) 

Long Range 

Planning (1) 

Swoboda, Meierer, 

Foscht and Morschett 

(2011) 

• “To analyse the data we applied a partial least squares 

(PLS) approach, which is a widely accepted variance-

based, descriptive and prediction-oriented approach to 

structural equation modelling.” 

• “In contrast to other structural equation modelling 

approaches, PLS holds weight relations that are used to 

estimate case values for the latent variables.” 

• “It accommodates models that combine formative and 
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reflective constructs and is recommended for analyzing 

small samples, and also does not rely on distributional 

assumptions.” (p. 280) 

Boehe (2010) 

• “Previous research has recommended to use PLS when 

sample sizes are small relative to the number of indicators 

used (below 200), for early stages of theory development, 

when the aim is prediction, and when formative indicators 

and non-normal data are used.” (p. 760) 
Management 

International 

Review (2) 

Ciabuschi, Martín and 

Ståhl (2010) 

• “This data analysis method is suitable considering key 

aspects of the research design, such as the research 

objectives, the exploratory nature of the research, and the 

use of a formative construct.”  

• “the characteristics of the sample also made the method 

appropriate, in view of the small sample size and the non-

normal distribution of the indicators.” (p. 482) 

Venkatesh and Agarwal 

(2006) 

• “PLS does not make distributional assumptions, unlike 

LISREL, and is therefore suitable for situations where the 

data might violate normality assumptions.” 

• “PLS allows the modeling of constructs with formative 

indicators.” (p. 375) 

Mitchell and Nault 

(2007) 

• “the remaining latent variables are single-item measures.” 

• “The advantage of PLS as compared to structural equation 

modelling is sample size: because PLS does not model the 

measurement error associated with each item, fewer 

parameters are estimated and a smaller sample size is 

needed.” (p. 383) 

Im and Rai (2008) 

• “PLS uses least-squares estimation and accommodates both 

formative and reflective constructs in a research model.” 

• “It also places minimal demands on measurement scales 

and distributional assumptions.” (p. 1288) 

Management 

Science (4) 

Xu, Venkatesh, Tam 

and Hong (2010) 

• “We analyzed our data using partial least squares (PLS) 

because it allows for the use of formative indicators.” (p. 

1317) 

Zott and Amit (2007) • N/A 

Jarvenpaa and 

Majchrzak (2008) 
• N/A 

Organization 

Science (3) 
Nambisan and Baron 

(2010) 

• “PLS allows simultaneous assessment of the measurement 

and the structural parameters of the model and places 

minimal demands on sample size and residual 

distributions.” (p. 563) 

Wiertz and de Ruyter 

(2007) 

• “PLS is exploratory in nature and tries to minimize the 

residual variance of the dependent variables. PLS therefore 

makes modest demands on measures compared with other 

SEM techniques.” 

• “This fits the exploratory research questions and the 

relatively small sample size of this study.” 

• “PLS allows specification of formative measures in the 

model.” (p. 342) 
Organization 

Studies (2) 

Lui (2010) 

• “PLS path modeling is component-based and therefore 

requires less stringent assumptions in terms of multivariate 

normality, measurement levels of the manifest variables, 

and sample size.”  

• “PLS path modeling might be superior to moderated 

regression analysis and covariance-based methods for 

testing moderating hypotheses.” (p. 364). 

Schmalenbach 

Business Review 

Gerpott and Jakopin 

(2005) 
• N/A 
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(2) 

Sarstedt, Becker, 

Ringle and Schwaiger 

(2011) 

• “rely on information and classification criteria to select an 

appropriate number of segments to retain from the data.” 

(p. 34) 

• “studies…reveal that FIMIX-PLS has advantageous 

features for further differentiating and specifying the 

findings and interpretation of PLS path modeling 

analyses.” (p. 35) 

• “In this paper we contribute to the knowledge on PLS path 

modeling and FIMIX-PLS segmentation by conducting 

computational experiments that allow the researcher to 

examine the performance and robustness of alternative 

model selection criteria.” (p. 37) 

Zott and Amit (2008) 

• “We conducted a…partial least squares (PLS) regression 

analysis in order to establish the discriminant validity of 

our business model and product market strategy 

constructs.” (p. 11-12) 

Tiwana (2008) • N/A 

Gruber, Heinemann, 

Brettel and Hungeling 

(2010) 

• “The PLS method has recently gained popularity among 

management researchers because it offers a reasonably 

straightforward way of testing complex theoretical 

structures.” 

• “We chose PLS as the most accepted variance-based 

structural equation modeling technique because it can 

accommodate models that combine formative and 

reflective constructs.” (p. 1342) 

Crossland and 

Hambrick (2011) 

• “PLS is a form of structural equation modeling that is 

particularly useful for small samples.” 

• “PLS is particular useful for in early stages of theory 

development when the connections among variables have 

not been widely explored.” (p. 809) 

Strategic 

Management 

Journal (5) 

Cheung, Myers and 

Mentzer (2011) 

• “The choice was based upon the fact that the primary 

concern of the study is with the prediction of a dependent 

endogenous variable.” 

• “PLS is also well suited to estimate a structural equation 

model when the model involves formative indicators.” (p. 

13-14, online) 

 

 

Table 2 gives evidence for the growing interest in PLS use, particularly in the strategic 

management literature, which increasingly utilizes the PLS technique. In the field of strategic 

management, many authors cite the advantageous features offered by PLS in empirical and 

statistical analysis. This finding is true for both academic and practical research. The 

relevance of using PLS path modeling among these studies can be summarized as follows in 

five key advantages of PLS path modeling for the field of strategic management. 
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Relevance and advantages of PLS in strategic management research and practice: 

(1) In general, PLS is an established and powerful technique that allows for the 

simultaneous assessment of the measurement and the structural parameters of the 

model. 

(2) PLS path modeling allows ample flexibility in handling various modeling problems. It 

avoids small sample size problems, places minimal restriction in terms of 

distributional assumptions or error terms, and has a minimal demand on measurement 

scales. 

(3) PLS accommodates models that combine formative and reflective constructs. For 

example, in the research field of success drivers and its interpretation (e.g., including 

the relationship between items and their constructs as well as the hypothesized 

relationship between the constructs), this is a substantial topic in strategic 

management. 

(4) An advantageous feature is the explorative nature of PLS. For explorative research 

settings and questions or for the early stages of theory development when the 

connections among variables have not been widely explored, PLS is particularly 

suitable. Therefore, PLS is a prediction-orientated approach for testing comprehensive 

structural models. 

(5) PLS path modeling can estimate very complex theoretical structures with a large 

number of constructs (with many latent and manifest variables). 

 

More specifically, we examined the most often used reasons for using PLS among these 

studies. For this purpose, we excluded the studies in which the motivation for using PLS was 

not declared (N/A; 13 studies). Ultimately, we focused on 40 relevant studies, 22 of which 

(55%) used PLS because it places minimal restriction on sample size. Particularly for small 
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sample sizes (30-100 cases), PLS is an appropriate analytical technique. Twenty studies 

(50%) justified the use of PLS as related to statistical assumptions (e.g., distribution). In 

contrast to covariance structure analysis tools, PLS provides the opportunity to model 

variables even under conditions such as non-normality. Another reason for using PLS path 

modeling is that 22 studies (55%) involve formative indicators in their models. In the 

strategic management literature, many studies use this structural equation modeling technique 

to combine formative and reflective constructs. In line with the saying “we often do not know 

what we do not know“, twenty studies (50%) were motivated to use PLS based on the 

exploratory nature of the research. Many strategic management studies analyze unobservable 

theoretical variables and test complex models in which the theory is not sufficiently 

developed. It is also appropriate to evaluate the predictive validity of path models. When the 

aim is prediction or in an early stage of theory development, PLS was preferred over 

covariance-based techniques, such as LISREL. The latter two reasons for using PLS refer to 

complex theoretical structures and minimal demand on measurement scales. The authors of 

five studies (12.5%) state that PLS offers a reasonably straightforward way to examine highly 

complex models with a large number of constructs. An additional five strategic management 

studies (12.5%) selected PLS because it places minimal demands on measurement scales and 

allows for single-item measures. Beside these main reasons for using PLS in the context of 

strategic management research, there are also several additional reasons. Twelve studies 

(30%) highlight further advantages of using PLS in addition to other statistical tools (e.g., 

tests for nomological and discriminant validity or the presence of multicollinearity). Because 

PLS holds weight relations that are used to estimate case values for the latent variables, PLS 

might be superior for testing moderating or mediating hypotheses. Further, PLS was often 

used because it opens the possibility of an FIMIX-PLS segmentation and multi-group 

analyses. 
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MODELING CAUSE-EFFECT RELATIONS: THE CASE OF BRAND PERCEPTION 

To demonstrate the applicability of PLS-SEM and to illustrate related cause-effect 

relationship modeling, it is very useful to refer to a practical example. For the purposes of this 

paper, we present in the following sections an empirical study in the context of strategic 

brand management: the measurement and management of key drivers of brand perception. 

 

Step 1: Conceptualization and Hypotheses Development 

The starting point of each causal modeling approach is the development of a conceptual 

framework (cf. Figure 1) with proposed cause-effect relationships in terms of hypotheses 

between the focus constructs. In our example, as presented in Table 3, we concentrate on the 

constructs of brand heritage, brand luxury, brand reputation and customer perceived value as 

potential key success divers in strategic management. 

 

TABLE 3 

Construct Overview and Hypotheses 

Construct Basic Meaning Key Dimensions Hypothesized Relations 

Brand 

heritage 
• “a dimension of a brand’s identity 

found in its track record, longevity, 

core values, use of symbols and 

particularly in an organizational belief 

that its history is important” (Urde et 

al., 2007: 4–5) 

• In contrast to a historical overview that 

is grounded only in the past, traditions 

and brand heritage embrace not only 

the time frame “the past” but also “the 

present” and “the future.” (Wiedmann 

et al., 2011a). 

• The heritage aspect represents 

longevity and sustainability as a 

promise to the stakeholders that the 

core values and performance of the 

brand are authentic and true (Urde, 

2003) 

•  Bonding 

•  Continuity 

•  Credibility 

•  Cultural Meaning 

•  Cultural Value 

•  Differentiation 

•  Familiarity 

•  Identity Meaning 

•  Identity Value 

•  Imagination 

•  Knowledge 

•  Myth 

•  Orientation 

•  Prestige 

•  Success Images 

H1a: Brand heritage has a 

positive effect on luxury 

brand perception. 

 

H1b: Brand heritage has a 

positive effect on brand 

reputation. 

 

H1c: Brand heritage has a 

positive effect on customer 

perceived value. 

 

H1d: Brand heritage has a 

positive effect on the 

perception of the brand in 

terms of a positive relation 

with brand image. 

 

H1e: Brand heritage has a 

positive effect on customer 

behavior in terms of a 

positive relation with 

buying intention. 
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Brand 

luxury 
• Luxury brands enable consumers to 

satisfy psychological and functional 

needs. The psychological benefits are 

considered the main factor 

distinguishing luxury from non-luxury 

products (Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000). 

• Luxury brands are those whose price 

and quality ratios are the highest in the 

market (McKinsey 1990), and even 

though the ratio of functionality to 

price might be low with regard to 

certain luxury goods, the ratio of 

intangible and situational utility to 

price is comparatively high (Nueno and 

Quelch, 1998). 

• Luxury brands compete based on the 

ability to evoke exclusivity, brand 

identity, brand awareness, and 

perceived quality from the consumer’s 

perspective (Phau and Prendergast, 

2000) 

•  Price 

•  Usability 

•  Utility 

•  Uniqueness 

•  Quality 

•  Self-identity 

Value 

•  Hedonism 

•  Materialism 

•  Conspicuousness 

•  Recognition Value 

H2a: Brand luxury has a 

positive effect on brand 

reputation. 

 

H2b: Brand luxury has a 

positive effect on perceived 

value of a brand. 

 

H2c: Brand luxury has a 

positive effect on brand 

image. 

 

H2d: Brand luxury has a 

positive effect on buying 

intention. 

 

Brand 

reputation 
• “a corporate reputation is a 

stakeholder’s overall evaluation of a 

company over time. This evaluation is 

based on the stakeholder’s direct 

experiences with the company, any 

other form of communication and 

symbolism that provides information 

about the firm’s actions and/or a 

comparison with the actions of other 

leading rivals” (Gotsi and Wilson, 

2001: 29) 

• “a perceptual representation of a 

company’s past action and future 

prospects that describes the firm’s 

overall appeal to all its key constituents 

when compared with other leading 

rivals” (Fombrun, 1996: 72) 

• Similarly, a positive reputation is an 

important aspect to create customer 

perceived value because as a 

multifaceted construct, it consists of 

four interrelated characteristics: 

credibility, reliability, responsibility, 

and trustworthiness (Fombrun and 

Shanley, 1990) 

•  Citizenship, 

•  Governance 

•  Innovation 

•  Leadership 

•  Performance 

•  Product  

•  Workplace 

H3a: Brand reputation has a 

positive effect on customer 

perceived value. 

 

H3b: Brand reputation has a 

positive effect on brand 

image. 

 

H3c: Brand reputation has a 

positive effect on buying 

intention. 

Customer 

perceived 

value 

• As a context-dependent (Holbrook, 

1994; Parasuraman, 1997), highly 

personal and multi-dimensional 

concept, customer perceived value can 

be defined as “a customer’s perceived 

preference for and evaluation of those 

product attributes, attribute 

performances, and consequences 

arising from use that facilitate (or 

block) achieving the customer’s goal 

and purposes in use situations” 

(Woodruff 1997: 142). 

•  Economic Value 

•  Functional Value 

•  Affective Value 

•  Social Value  

H4a: Customer perceived 

value has a positive effect 

on brand image. 

 

H4b: Customer perceived 

value has a positive effect 

on buying intention. 

Brand • As an important concept in marketing • Unidimensional H5: Brand image has a 
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Image and management, brand image is 

defined as “perceptions about a 

brand as reflected by the brand 

associations held in consumer 

memory” (Keller, 1993: 3) 

positive effect on buying 

intention. 

 

 

FIGURE 1 

Conceptual Model 

 

 

Step 2: The Measurement Instrument 

Based on the conceptual model and related hypotheses, the question of item scaling has to be 

addressed to develop an appropriate measurement instrument. This aspect refers to the nature 

of the links between constructs and measures that can be conceptualized as either reflective or 

formative relationships. While reflective indicators are constructed on the assumption of 

reflecting the underlying construct, formative indicators are believed to cause the given 
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construct. In our conceptual model, we use four formative as well as two reflective 

constructs. To measure brand image and buying intention, we relied on established reflective 

scales from previous studies (e.g., Dean, 1999; Kirmani et al., 1999; Sen, et al., 2001). For 

capturing brand heritage, the formative scale developed by Wiedmann et al. (2011b) was 

used. To measure brand reputation as the second formative construct, we generated new 

conceptual items based upon the multidimensional models of the Reputation Quotient and the 

RepTrak™ (Fombrun et al., 2000; Ponzi et al., 2011; Reputation Institute, 2011). The next 

construct for which we generated a new measurement instrument based on formative 

indicators is brand luxury including the key elements of luxury value proposed by Wiedmann 

et al. (2009). Referring to the measurement of customer perceived value as a formative 

construct, we developed a single item for each of the four dimensions. The selected items 

stem from existing multi-item measures (e.g., Holbrook, 1999; Smith & Colgate 2007; 

Woodall, 2003; Woodruff, 1997) that have been deduced by conducting expert interviews. As 

systematic steps in the development of valid measurement instruments, our formative index 

construction followed the four steps suggested by Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer (2001): (i) 

content specification, (ii) indicator specification, (iii) indicator collinearity and (iv) external 

validity. All items were rated on a five-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly 

agree). For evaluating the external validity of the formative indicators, we included seven-

point semantic differentials for (i) the perceived extent of brand’s tradition (1=not at all 

traditional, 7=very traditional); (ii) the perceived extent of brand’s luxury (1=not at all 

luxury, 7=very luxury); (iii) the perceived extent of brand’s reputation (1=not at all 

reputable, 7=very reputable) and (iv) the perceived extent of brand’s usefulness (1=very 

negative, 7=very positive). To ensure correct item generation, adaption and adjustment, we 

followed the guidelines of clarity, length, directionality, lack of ambiguity and avoidance of 

jargon (e.g., DeVellis, 1991; Spector, 1992). Regarding product context, all items were 
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specified to a luxury brand because the aspects of value and the idea of heritage are apparent 

in the luxury sector. Based on qualitative expert judgments and the quantitative brand 

awareness statistics of the German brand association ‘Markenverband’, we chose CHANEL, 

one of the world’s leading luxury brands with a long, traditional brand history and a broad 

product range encompassing both haute couture fashion as well as accessible goods, such as 

accessories, makeup, jewelry, fragrances, and skincare among others.  

 

Step 3: Data Collection and Sample 

To investigate our proposed conceptual model, we employed a quantitative study within the 

group of the general public interested in luxury goods. For data collection, we used a web-

based survey with a snowball sampling method. From May to June 2011, the recruitment of 

1039 interviewees was organized offline by trained marketing students. They contacted 

potential respondents using their relative social network via e-mails and links on selective 

web pages (e.g., Facebook profile pages) with an invitation to actively participate in the 

online survey. In particular, the students were instructed to recruit respondents with an 

interest in luxury products, thus assuring sufficient product knowledge. Furthermore, the 

respondents should have exhibited different levels of brand experience related to the 

investigated brand CHANEL to ensure subgroup analysis concerning the brand perception 

over different brand contact levels. In sum, 912 interviewees finished the questionnaire 

completely (response rate: 87.8 percent). 
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TABLE 4 

Demographic Profile of the Sample 

Variable  n % 

Age 16 – 24 years 341 43.8 

 25 – 29 years 142 18.2 

 30 – 39 years 116 14.9 

 40 – 49 years 74 9.5 

 50 years + 102 13.1 

 No answer 4 0.5 

Gender Male  323 41.5 

 Female 454 58.3 

 No answer 2 0.3 

Marital status Single 528 67.8 

 Married 195 25.0 

 Divorced 28 3.6 

 Widowed 5 0.6 

 No answer 23 3.0 

Education Not graduated from high school 8 1.0 

 Lower secondary school 26 3.3 

 Intermediate secondary school 130 16.7 

 A-Levels 402 51.6 

 University Degree 211 27.1 

 No answer 2 0.3 

Occupation Full time 284 36.5 

 Part-time 46 5.9 

 Pensioner / retiree 24 3.1 

 House wife / husband 20 2.6 

 Job training 44 5.6 

 Student 326 41.8 

 Scholar 21 2.7 

 Seeking work 9 1.2 

 No answer 5 0.6 

 

 

Respondents who did not know the brand and questionnaires with non-response items were 

excluded from the analysis, which led to a final sample of 779 cases. The interviewees were 

mostly female (58.3 percent), single (67.8 percent) and on average 31.21 years old (cf. Table 

4). The over-representation of young and single female respondents may be attributed to the 

overall greater vested interest and experience in luxury goods and the brand CHANEL 

specifically. 
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FIGURE 2 

Brand Funnel 

 

 

The levels of brand contact vary between the respondents; hence, sufficient variance in brand 

perception can be expected. In detail, we could distinguish between five categorized 

subgroups that are sufficiently large-scaled for further statistical analyses. The largest 

subgroup of our sample is ‘acquaintance’ (54.8 percent), and the smallest one is ‘purchase’ 

(7.7 percent). Figure 2 illustrates the subgroup distribution that relies on the brand funnel 

concept, the process of brand-consumer interaction and the conversion rate starting from 

brand knowledge as well as continuing through to consideration, buying intention, trial and 

finally, purchase. 

 

Step 4: Data Analysis and Results 

To empirically test our hypotheses, structural path modeling using a PLS approach was the 

preferred method of choice because it is well suited to achieve our three research objectives: 

1) to test and validate a large and complex exploratory model including reflective and 

formative measures, 2) to compare subgroup samples with medium sizes, and 3) to provide 

diagnostic information for evaluating a brand’s performance and for employing an 

importance-performance analysis (IPA) (Slack, 1994). In particular, we used the statistical 

software package SmartPLS 2.0 (Ringle et al., 2005) with case-wise replacement and a 
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bootstrapping procedure. In the subsequent sections, the PLS estimation results are presented 

following the two-step approach as recommended by Henseler et al. (2009) First, we briefly 

describe the evaluation of the measurement model (outer model), and second, the assessment 

of the structural model (inner model) is discussed. In an additional step, we estimate and 

compare the models of each subgroup in our sample. 

 

TABLE 5 

Manifest Variables of the Formative Measurement Models 

Brand Heritage 

BH_Continuity “This brand is very continuous.“ 

BH_Success_Images “This brand is related to images of success.“ 

BH_Bonding “I am bonded to this brand.“ 

BH_Orientation “This brand sets the valuation standard for other brands.“ 

BH_Cultural_Value “The products of this brand are a part of national treasure.“ 

BH_Cultural_Meaning “The products of this brand promote a certain way of living.“ 

BH_Imagination “I have an absolutely clear imagination of this brand.“ 

BH_Familiarity “My familiarity with this brand is very high.“ 

BH_Myth “This brand has a strong cultural meaning.“ 

BH_Credibility “This Brand represents honesty and truthfulness.“ 

BH_Knowledge “This brand is highly known in the society.“ 

BH_Identity_Value “This Brand has a strong brand identity.“ 

BH_Identity_Meaning “If somebody praises this brand, to me, it is a personal compliment.“ 

BH_Differentiation “This brand is unique compared to other brands.“ 

BH_Prestige “This brand has a very good reputation.“ 

Brand Luxury 

LX_Price “This brand is worth its price.“ 

LX_Usability “This brand makes life more attractive.“ 

LX_Uniqueness “This brand is very exclusive.“ 

LX_Quality “This brand is very valuable." 

LX_Self_Identity “This brand emphasizes the personality of its owner.“ 

LX_Utility “This brand stands for usefulness.“ 

LX_Hedonism “This brand stands for sensuality.“ 

LX_Materialism “This brand evokes the desire to possess it.“ 

LX_Conspicuousness “This brand gives its owner a social recognition.“ 

LX_Recognition “This brand stands for people who succeeded in their life.“ 

Brand Reputation 

REP_Citizenship “This brand is highly responsible.” 

REP_Governance “The transparency of this brand is very good.” 

REP_Innovation “The innovation strength of this brand is very high.” 

REP_Leadership “The leadership of this brand acts very professional.“ 
REP_Performance “This brand is very successful.” 

REP_Product “The products of this brand are highly qualitative.” 

REP_Workplace “This brand is a very good place to work for.” 

Customer Perceived Value 

CPV_affective “This brands evokes positive perceptions.“ 
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CPV_economic “This brand offers a lot for its price.“ 

CPV_functional “The products of this brand are very suitable.“ 

CPV_social “People who own this brand will be seen in a positive light.“ 

 

 

PLS-based evaluation of the formative measurement model. The manifest 

variables of the four formative constructs in our model are presented in Table 5. Given that 

formative measures cannot be assessed using conventional statistical evaluation criteria for 

reflective measures (Hair et al., 2011), we followed the recommendations of Diamantopoulos 

et al. (2008). As shown in Table 6, most formative indicator’s weights are significant and 

higher than .1. However, except for the indicators of customer perceived value, there are 

measures that could not meet these restrictions. Nevertheless, from a theory-driven 

perspective, these indicators are not omitted from further analyses due to their information-

based relevance to cover all facets of the corresponding constructs (Cenfetelli and Bassellier, 

2009). 

 

TABLE 6 

Bootstrapping Results for the Outer Weights 

Formative Indicator ���� LV 

Original 

Sample 

Sample 

Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 

Standard 

Error 

T 

Statistics 

BH_Bonding � Brand Heritage 0.177 0.175 0.043 0.043 4.169 

BH_Continuity � Brand Heritage 0.032 0.038 0.026 0.026 1.218 

BH_Credibility � Brand Heritage 0.168 0.167 0.039 0.039 4.299 

BH_Cultural_Meaning � Brand Heritage 0.060 0.061 0.035 0.035 1.711 

BH_Cultural_Value � Brand Heritage 0.180 0.179 0.036 0.036 5.059 

BH_Differentiation � Brand Heritage 0.068 0.070 0.035 0.035 1.918 

BH_Familiarity � Brand Heritage 0.167 0.169 0.048 0.048 3.496 

BH_Identity_Meaning � Brand Heritage 0.128 0.127 0.033 0.033 3.884 

BH_Identity_Value � Brand Heritage 0.100 0.099 0.038 0.038 2.657 

BH_Imagination � Brand Heritage 0.081 0.081 0.036 0.036 2.264 

BH_Knowledge � Brand Heritage 0.039 0.042 0.026 0.026 1.501 

BH_Myth � Brand Heritage -0.009 -0.029 0.022 0.022 0.401 

BH_Orientation � Brand Heritage 0.117 0.116 0.033 0.033 3.547 

BH_Prestige � Brand Heritage 0.182 0.182 0.045 0.045 4.046 

BH_Success_Images � Brand Heritage 0.092 0.092 0.035 0.035 2.608 

LX_Conspicuousness � Brand Luxury 0.022 0.036 0.026 0.026 0.851 

LX_Hedonism � Brand Luxury 0.208 0.207 0.035 0.035 6.026 

LX_Materialism � Brand Luxury 0.381 0.382 0.040 0.040 9.639 

LX_Price � Brand Luxury 0.137 0.135 0.038 0.038 3.656 
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LX_Quality � Brand Luxury 0.145 0.144 0.037 0.037 3.908 

LX_Recognition � Brand Luxury 0.221 0.219 0.036 0.036 6.138 

LX_Self_Identity_Value � Brand Luxury 0.059 0.059 0.031 0.031 1.914 

LX_Uniqueness � Brand Luxury -0.036 -0.042 0.029 0.029 1.240 

LX_Usability � Brand Luxury 0.117 0.117 0.037 0.037 3.159 

LX_Utility � Brand Luxury 0.272 0.271 0.034 0.034 8.055 

REP_Citizenship � Brand Reputation 0.187 0.185 0.050 0.050 3.777 

REP_Governance � Brand Reputation 0.192 0.192 0.047 0.047 4.094 

REP_Innovation � Brand Reputation 0.113 0.112 0.043 0.043 2.606 

REP_Leadership � Brand Reputation 0.084 0.087 0.046 0.046 1.817 

REP_Performance � Brand Reputation 0.007 0.044 0.033 0.033 0.214 

REP_Product � Brand Reputation 0.692 0.690 0.044 0.044 15.676 

REP_Workplace � Brand Reputation -0.020 -0.041 0.030 0.030 0.658 

CPV_affective � Customer Perceived Value 0.484 0.482 0.042 0.042 11.513 

CPV_economic � Customer Perceived Value 0.368 0.368 0.038 0.038 9.792 

CPV_functional � Customer Perceived Value 0.278 0.278 0.037 0.037 7.424 

CPV_social � Customer Perceived Value 0.110 0.109 0.038 0.038 2.885 

 

Referring to the problem of multicollinearity (indicator collinearity), the maximum variance 

inflation values (VIF) for brand heritage, brand reputation, brand luxury and customer 

perceived value are 2.69, 1.79, 1.72 and 1.99, respectively. Hence, in all cases the VIF was 

below the recommended cutoff value of 10 (Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 2001), 

suggesting that multicollinearity does not pose a problem in our study. Additionally, the 

external validity of all formative indicators was ensured by assessing the significance of the 

correlation with an overall measure that summarizes the entire scope of the corresponding 

construct. All formative indicators are significantly correlated with the adequate overall 

measure, suggesting external validity (cf. Table 7). 

 

TABLE 7 

Test for Multicollinearity and External Validity 

Formative Indicators VIF 

Spearman's rank 

correlation coefficient 

BH_Continuity 1.56 0.339*** 

BH_Success_Images 1.63 0.220*** 

BH_Bonding 2.69 0.131*** 

BH_Orientation 1.62 0.241*** 

BH_Cultural_Value 1.77 0.261*** 

BH_Cultural_Meaning 1.71 0.240*** 

BH_Imagination 1.52 0.311*** 

BH_Familiarity 2.56 0.145*** 

BH_Myth 1.70 0.350*** 

BH_Credibility 1.61 0.239*** 
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BH_Knowledge 1.20 0.130*** 

BH_Identity_Value 2.02 0.330*** 

BH_Identity_Meaning 1.48 0.151*** 

BH_Differentiation 1.94 0.261*** 

BH_Prestige 1.88 0.293*** 

LX_Price 1.53 0.478*** 
LX_Usability 1.54 0.326*** 
LX_Uniqueness 1.56 0.480*** 
LX_Quality 1.67 0.486*** 
LX_Self_Identity 1.27 0.258*** 
LX_Utility 1.18 0.104*** 
LX_Hedonism 1.49 0.420*** 
LX_Materialism 1.70 0.446*** 
LX_Conspicuousness 1.69 0.365*** 
LX_Recognition 1.72 0.412*** 
REP_Citizenship 1.58 0.340*** 

REP_Governance 1.45 0.244*** 

REP_Innovation 1.48 0.259*** 

REP_Leadership 1.64 0.328*** 

REP_Performance 1.67 0.435*** 

REP_Product 1.79 0.431*** 

REP_Workplace 1.36 0.221*** 

CPV_affective 1.99 0.610*** 

CPV_economic 1.62 0.558*** 

CPV_functional 1.39 0.398*** 

CPV_social 1.65 0.477*** 

 Significance: *** p = 0.01; ** p = 0.05; * p = 0.10 

 

 

PLS-based evaluation of the reflective measurement models. The manifest 

variables that are reflective indicators of the given constructs are reported in Table 8. The 

loadings of all items are statistically significant and exceed the common threshold of .7 (cf. 

Table 9), indicating item reliability (Carmines & Zeller, 1979; Hulland, 1999). Likewise, the 

Cronbach’s alphas range from .84 to .93, the composite reliability scores range from .93 to 

.97, and the average variance extracted (AVE) estimates range from 86% to 94% and thus, 

exhibit commonly recommended values (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988, Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). 
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TABLE 8 

Manifest Variables of the Reflective Measurement Models 

Brand Image 

BPB_Image_01 “I like this brand very much.” 

BPB_Image_02 “This brand is really likeable.” 

Buying Intention 

BPB_Intention_01 “I intend to buy products from this brand in the future.” 

BPB_Intention_02 “I am aiming to prospectively buy products from this brand.” 

 

Finally, we used the Fornell-Larcker criterion to test the discriminant validity of both 

reflective constructs. The criterion requires that the AVE of each construct should be higher 

than the squared correlation with any another construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Each of 

the latent variables meets the criterion requirements. Consequently, our reflective measures 

can be regarded as highly reliable and valid. 

 

TABLE 9 

Assessing the Reflective Measurement Models 

 

Factor 

Loadings 

Average 

Variance 

Explained 

(AVE) 

Cronbachs 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Fornell-

Larcker-

Criterion 

(AVE > Corr²) 

Brand Image 0.923 – 0.934 86% 0.841 0.926 0.86 > 0.54 

Buying Intention 0.967 – 0.968 94% 0.932 0.967 0.94 > 0.54 

 

 

PLS-based evaluation of the structural model. In the next step, we evaluated the 

inner model with respect to the variance accounted for and the predictive relevance of the 

exogenous latent variables. In accordance with Chin (1998), the coefficients of determination 

of the endogenous latent variables (R²) for brand reputation, brand luxury, customer 
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perceived value, brand image and buying intention reveal moderate to substantial levels, with 

values at .449, .616, .564, .615 and .588, respectively (cf. Table 10). 

 

TABLE 10 

Assessing the Structural Model 

Endogenous LV R² Q² 

Brand Luxury 0.616 0.228 

Brand Reputation 0.449 0.189 

Customer Perceived Value 0.564 0.342 

Brand Image 0.615 0.526 

Buying Intention 0.588 0.546 

 

Moreover, we assessed Stone-Geisser’s Q² (Geisser, 1974; Stone, 1974) using a blindfolding 

procedure to compute the cross-validated redundancy (Tenenhaus et al., 2005). As shown in 

Table 10, the Q²-values are higher than zero for all endogenous latent variables. Hence, these 

results suggest the predictive power of our model. To evaluate the postulated hypotheses 

between the latent variables of our model, we applied a nonparametric bootstrapping 

procedure (individual sign changes, 779 cases and 3100 subsamples). 

 

TABLE 11 

Bootstrapping Results for the Structural Relations 

Exogenous LV ���� Endogenous LV 

Original 

Sample 

Sample 

Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 

Standard 

Error T Statistics 

Brand Heritage � Brand Luxury 0.785 0.786 0.015 0.015 53.076 

Brand Heritage � Brand Reputation 0.444 0.449 0.044 0.044 10.006 

Brand Heritage � Customer Perceived Value 0.234 0.240 0.047 0.047 5.000 

Brand Heritage � Brand Image 0.186 0.190 0.044 0.044 4.220 

Brand Heritage � Buying Intention 0.234 0.239 0.043 0.043 5.421 

Brand Luxury � Brand Reputation 0.263 0.262 0.047 0.047 5.655 

Brand Luxury � Customer Perceived Value 0.328 0.327 0.041 0.041 7.954 

Brand Luxury � Brand Image 0.158 0.160 0.043 0.043 3.657 

Brand Luxury � Buying Intention 0.094 0.096 0.041 0.041 2.327 

Brand Reputation � Customer Perceived Value 0.284 0.281 0.039 0.039 7.336 

Brand Reputation � Brand Image 0.174 0.174 0.033 0.033 5.290 

Brand Reputation � Buying Intention -0.087 -0.086 0.031 0.031 2.792 

Customer Perceived Value � Brand Image 0.379 0.373 0.041 0.041 9.227 

Customer Perceived Value � Buying Intention 0.067 0.066 0.036 0.036 1.837 

Brand Image � Buying Intention 0.519 0.514 0.036 0.036 14.354 
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Table 11 provides the estimated path coefficients. In hypotheses H1a to H1e, we focused on 

the influence of brand heritage on brand luxury, brand reputation, customer perceived value, 

brand image and buying intention. The analysis results reveal significant positive effects (p < 

.01) of the exogenous variable brand heritage on all related endogenous variables in support 

of H1a to H1e. Specifically, brand heritage has a strong impact on brand luxury (path 

coefficient: .785) as well as on brand reputation (path coefficient: .444). In hypotheses H2a to 

H2d, we proposed a positive influence of brand luxury on the related endogenous constructs. 

We found evidence for a positive and significant effect of brand luxury on brand reputation, 

customer perceived value and brand image (p < .01), with the impact on customer perceived 

value being the strongest (path coefficient: .328). In contrast, the path coefficient from brand 

luxury on buying intention could not exceed the suggested threshold of .1 by Lohmöller 

(1989). Thus, the analysis results provide full support for H2a to H2c, but no support for H2d. 

Referring to the hypotheses H3a to H3c, we postulated a positive influence of brand reputation 

on customer perceived value, brand image and buying intention. The path estimates show 

that brand reputation significantly (p < .01) drives customer perceived value (path 

coefficient: .284) as well as brand image (path coefficient: .174). In contrast to this, the 

relationship between brand reputation and buying intention lies below the .1 cutoff. 

Therefore, H3a and H3b can be regarded as supported, but not H3c. Considering the suggested 

impact of customer perceived value on brand image and buying intention (H4a and H4b), the 

positive effect on brand image is strong (path coefficient: .379) and significant (p < .01), but 

the path estimate to buying intention is below the .1 level. Thus, our findings are supportive 

of H4a, but not of H4b. Finally, in hypothesis H5, we postulated a positive effect of brand 

image on buying intention. As described above, brand heritage, brand luxury, brand 

reputation and customer perceived value were shown to have significant positive influences 

on brand image. In line with prior research in the field of strategic brand management (e.g., 
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Keller, 2003), it appears that brand image acts as an accumulator in which the perception of 

essential brand attributes is saved. Stressing the crucial role of brand image as a key element 

for successful strategic brand management and supporting hypothesis H5, our results reveal a 

strong (path coefficient: .519) and significant influence (p < .01) of brand image on buying 

intention. 

 

Step 5: Additional Results – Multi-group Analysis 

Robustness check. In our introduced complex model, which is widely supported by 

the analysis results, a similar perception and behavior intention towards the investigated 

brand was implied across all interviewed respondents in the sample. However, a precise 

multi-group analysis is an appropriate basis for efficient strategic brand management as well 

as accurate marketing positioning and controlling. Because we can distinguish in our sample 

between respondents with different brand relationships to CHANEL, we also investigated 

potential differences in the constructs’ total effects (i.e., significant direct and indirect effects) 

on buying intention among the five identified subgroups. Besides possible discrepancies in 

the total effects, the differences in the R²- and Q²-values are of interest. As shown in Table 

12, the subgroup data analysis reveals moderate to substantial R²-values ranging from .40 

(subgroup: ‘consideration’, construct: brand reputation) to .72 (subgroup: ‘purchase’, 

construct: brand luxury). Furthermore, all Q²-values lie clearly above zero. Thus, the 

comparison results emphasize the predictive power of our model once more. 
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TABLE 12 

Assessing the Structural Model for any Brand Relationship 

Brand Relationship Awareness Acquaintance Consideration Trial Purchase 

Endogenous LV R² Q² R² Q² R² Q² R² Q² R² Q² 

Brand Luxury 0.577 0.236 0.582 0.202 0.578 0.118 0.541 0.198 0.722 0.217 

Brand Reputation 0.510 0.291 0.401 0.148 0.400 0.109 0.458 0.171 0.506 0.134 

Customer Perceived Value 0.449 0.278 0.520 0.298 0.559 0.280 0.591 0.336 0.665 0.370 

Brand Image 0.544 0.452 0.511 0.431 0.550 0.324 0.628 0.496 0.677 0.431 

Buying Intention 0.412 0.363 0.406 0.351 0.624 0.537 0.597 0.555 0.654 0.567 

 

With regard to the total effects of all formative exogenous variables on buying intention as a 

key performance indicator, brand heritage has a strong and significant total effect on buying 

intention in view of all subgroups, as illustrated in Table 13. The total effect of brand luxury 

on buying intention is strong and significant referring to all subgroups, except for the group 

‘awareness’.  In contrast, a total effect of brand reputation on buying intention was revealed 

only for the subgroup ‘consideration’, but not for the other groups. However, the total effect 

of customer perceived value on buying intention varies between the subgroups. We found 

strong and significant total effects regarding the subgroups ‘awareness’, ‘acquaintance’ and 

‘purchase’, but the effects in the groups ‘consideration’ and ‘trial’ were not significant. 

 

TABLE 13 

Total Effects 

Brand Contact Level Awareness Acquaintance Consideration Trial Purchase 

Formative exogenous 

LV 
Total Effect on 

Buying Intention 

Total Effect on 

Buying Intention 

Total Effect on 

Buying Intention 

Total Effect on 

Buying Intention 

Total Effect on 

Buying Intention 

Brand Heritage 0.38*** 0.54*** 0.71*** 0.61*** 0.71*** 

Brand Luxury 0.14*** 0.19*** 0.27*** 0.40*** 0.37*** 

Brand Reputation -0.03*** 0.06*** 0.25*** 0.13*** -0.07*** 

Customer Perceived Value 0.44*** 0.19*** 0.13*** 0.07*** 0.39*** 

 Significance: *** p = 0.01; ** p = 0.05; * p = 0.10 

 

 

Importance-Performance Analysis. To demonstrate the applicability of PLS in 

providing deeper insights for strategic brand management, we employed an importance-
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performance analysis (Slack, 1994) on an indicator level for each of the five subgroups. 

Based on the PLS estimates for the relations in the conceptual model (i.e., the importance of 

each latent/manifest variable) and the constructs’ average value (i.e., the performance of each 

latent/manifest variable), the quality and effectiveness of decision making in strategic 

management can be observed and improved using individual priority maps. Specifically, 

particular areas of improvement can be identified, thus potentially assisting brand managers 

to develop effective brand programs (Eskildsen & Kristensen, 2006; Martilla & James, 1977): 

Illustrated in a data-centered importance-performance map, the causal knowledge about both 

average performance measures and average impact scores facilitates the development of 

strategic objectives as well as the assessment of the actual performance of business 

operations. Referring to our empirical database and the context of brand management, to 

identify future strategic opportunities and manage the key drivers of business performance, 

the importance-performance map (priority map) can be constructed as shown in Figure 3, 

which is exemplarily for the subgroup ‘purchase’ with regard to the key performance 

indicator buying intention. 
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FIGURE 3 

Priority Map for the subgroup ‘purchase’ 

 

 

 

MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS: THE IMPLEMENTATION OF BRAND 

PERCEPTION COCKPIT 

The primary goal of this study was to demonstrate the application of PLS-SEM in strategic 

management. Based on the analysis of complex cause-effect relationships as described in the 

paragraphs above, decision-makers can uncover and leverage the key performance drivers in 

a certain business area appropriately. Referring to our study context of brand management 

and considering the interplay between strategic goals and consumer perception, such a 

comprehensive strategic management approach can be implemented in a brand perception 

cockpit, as illustrated in Figure 4.  

As an integrated instrument panel, the brand cockpit can be understood as an individual 

navigation device in a turbulent economic environment and facilitates effective brand 

management. To ensure that limited resources are invested in these actions that are proven 
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impact factors, brand managers should concentrate on the brand cockpit to set priorities, 

identify causal relationships, develop appropriate measures and transform strategic objectives 

into effective actions. Each stage of the brand cockpit aims to maximize the value-based 

brand perception, starting from brand awareness to brand loyalty, and illustrates the 

conversion from potential to actual customers. Based on the insights of this control panel, 

decision-makers have the ability to identify possible bottlenecks and opportunities for 

improvement that are prioritized in view of the cause-effect relations that have been analyzed 

using PLS-SEM. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



31 

 

FIGURE 4: Brand Perception Cockpit 
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