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1. Introduction

BRAND equity is one of the
popular concepts that have

been equally interested among
academicians and practitioners
over the past decade (Atilgan et al.,
2005). In financial asset valuation
of the firms, brand equity owns a
significant share, which can be
owed to greater fraction of total asset
value endowed to brand during
mergers and acquisitions
(Kamakura and Russel, 1991).
Brand Equity, according to
Farqurhar (1991), is the “added
value” which a brand endows a
product. This added value can be
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analysis followed by a structure equation modeling to investigate the causal relationships
between the six dimensions of brand equity and overall brand equity for two apparel brands –
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determinants of CBBE is found to be different for both brands. The paper shows that apparel
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consumers’ perceptions of overall brand equity and its dimensions in other emerging economies
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viewed from the perspective of the
firms, the traders or the consumers.
Added value, when viewed under
financial perspective, is termed as
brand valuation or brand value, a
term adopted by financial
accountants (Wood, 2000).  Brand
value is defined as total value of a
brand, which is a separable asset –
when it is sold, or included in a
balance sheet (Feldwick, 1996).
Brand valuation measures estimate
brand value using financial
concepts such as future earnings
(Aaker, 1991), momentum
accounting-based value (Farquhar
et al., 1991), incremental cash flow
(Simon and Sullivan, 1993),
equalization price (Swait et al.,
1993), etc. Added value, when
viewed under consumer
perspective, is called customer

based brand equity (CBBE) (Keller,
1993). Financial perspective of
brand equity is regarded as outcome
of consumer perspective of brand
equity since customer based brand
equity is the driving force for
incremental financial gains to the
firm (Lassar et al., 1995) which in
turn determines brand value.

Several conceptualizations of
customer based brand equity exist.
Various conceptualizations and
measurements of customer based
brand equity with specific reference
to multidimensional measurement
of customer based brand equity are
offered in next section. Further, we
propose to validate Pappu et al.
(2005) (multidimensional) scale for
customer based brand equity
measurement in different
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geographical/ cultural/ product
class context and address some of
its limitations.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Customer Based Brand

Equity: Conceptualization

Keller (1993) conceptualized
brand equity as “differential effect
of brand knowledge” and it occurs
“when customer is familiar with the
brand and holds some favourable,
strong and unique brand
associations in the memory”.
According to Keller (1993), top-of-
the mind recall, free associations,
ratings of evaluations and beliefs
are some of the indicative measures
of brand knowledge. Aaker (1991,
p. 15) defined brand equity as “a
set of brand assets and brand
liabilities linked to a brand, its name
and symbol, that add or subtract
the value provided by a product or
service to a firm and/or to that firm’s
customers”. This definition is
regarded as most comprehensive
definition of customer based brand
equity (Motameni and Shahrokhi,
1998). Aaker (1996) conceptualized
brand equity as consisting of four
dimensions, namely brand
awareness, brand associations,
perceived quality, and brand
loyalty.

2.2 Customer based Brand
Equity: Measurements

2.2.1. Unidimensional Measurement

Classical method to estimate
Brand Equity was to include
estimating the part worth of brand
name in conjoint analysis (Green
and Srinivasan, 1978). Later brand
equity was estimated through price
premium endowed due to name.

This measurement technique is
termed as dollar metric (Aaker,
1991). More sophisticated methods
included, scanner panel data
analysis (Kamakura and Russel,
1993), survey based method (Park
and Srinivasan, 1994), collection of
consumer-based methods (Agarwal
and Rao, 1996) and Bayesian
methods (Sinha and Pappu, 1998).
Except for Bayesian method
proposed by Sinha and Pappu
(1998), other methods discussed
above viewed brand equity as a
unidimensional construct. This
limited their applicability in
managerial context.

2.2.2. Multi-dimensional
Measurement

Yo and Donthu (2001) were
pioneers in attempting to construct
customer based brand equity
measurement scale that could be
used for managerial purposes.
Their scale views brand equity as a
multidimensional construct. This
scale was operationalized based
upon Aaker’s (1996) conceptua-
lization of brand equity.  Authors
initially conceptualized brand
equity as consisting of four
dimensions similar to Aaker (1996)
i.e., brand awareness, brand
associations, perceived quality and
brand loyalty. Brand awareness
was operationalized as ability of
consumer to recognize and recall
the brand as a member of certain
product category; brand associa-
tions were operationalized as
distinct characteristics that can be
linked in consumer’s memory to a
particular brand; perceived quality
was operationalized as consumer’s
judgment to product’s excellence
and brand loyalty as intention to
buy the brand as primary choice.

Brand associations and brand
awareness, which are theoretically
different constructs, were grouped
into a single construct, as
discriminant validity could not be
established.

Washburn and Plank (2002)
validated this scale and suggested
for more discriminating indicators
that could contribute to brand equity.
Pappu, Quester, Cooksey (2005)
addressed some of the limitations
posed by Yo and Donthu’s (2001)
scale. Their CBBE scale viewed
brand equity as a four-dimensional
construct comprising of brand
awareness, brand associations,
perceived quality and brand loyalty
according to Aaker’s (1996)
conceptualization and could
validate the same. Brand
personality measures were
included in brand association
measurement, which were not
previously captured by Yo and
Donthu’s (2001) scale, thus creating
more discriminating indicators for
CBBE measurement. However,
Pappu et al. (2005) scale posed few
limitations creating a scope for
further research. Brand awareness
was measured on dichotomous
scale. Confirmatory factor
analysis requires indicator
variables to be on continuous
scale. Although the scale has
captured Aaker’s (1991)
conceptualization of brand
association, there is a scope to
extend the same by including
Keller’s (1993) conceptualization.
Keller suggested three types of
brand associations as: attribute
based, benefit based and attitude
based. This scale also needs to be
validated in a different cultural
and geographical context to
generalize its applicability.
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So, current study has following
two objectives: (1) To validate
Pappu, Quester and Cooksey’s
(2005) CBBE measurement scale in
a different geographical/ cultural/
product class context; and (2) To
address few of the limitations posed
by Pappu et al. (2005) scale.

3. Research Methodology

Since the aim of this work is to
examine the validity of Pappu
et al.’s (2005) scale in different
contexts, an exploratory factor
analysis followed by confirmatory
factor analysis was considered to
suitable for this study.

3.1. Item Generation and Data
Collection

Retaining Pappu et al. (2005)
scale (with modifications in
personality measurement) and
considering to progress upon the
limitations posed by earlier
researches (Yo and Donthu 2001,
Washburn and Plank 2002, Pappu
et al., 2005), twenty-five items were
generated based on previous
researches in customer based brand
equity and brand personality. Jeans
– the most often used product by
students was chosen with regard to
scale development. Thirty post-
graduate students belonging to a
reputed business school in
southern India and hailing from
different parts of the country and
who regularly wear jeans were
asked to name three brands of jeans
based on top of the mind recall.
Levis and Pepe were selected for the
study based on this exercise. 650
questionnaires were distributed
within the same business school
and 547 valid responses were
obtained.

3.2. Data Analysis

Data analysis has been
performed in three steps and each
step had its own objective. The
objective of the first step is to explore
the determinants of customer based
brand equity in the current context.
For this purpose, we ran an
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on
the scale adopted from Pappu et al.
(2005). After exploring the
determinants of customer based
brand equity, we ensured the
reliability and validity of identified
determinants using confirmatory
factor analysis approach. And
lastly, in the third step, we assessed
the nomological and predictive
validity of these reliable and
validated construct through
structural equation modeling using
AMOS 16.0.

The sample has been divided
into two approximately equal sub-
samples of size 273 and 274,
respectively. Sub-samples were
selected randomly by selecting
about 50 per cent of the cases option.
The first sub-sample (size 273) has
been used for EFA, and the second
sub-sample (274) has been used for
CFA.

3.2.1. Exploratory Factor
Analysis: Factor Generation

The foremost step in data
analysis is to explore the
determinants of CBBE construct in
current context. To obtain these
determinants, we ran an
exploratory factor analysis using
principal component method with
varimax rotation. Correlation
matrix was used for generating
factors. This step resulted in a six-
factor solution for both the brands
– Levis and Pepe, respectively.

Adequate KMO (greater than .80)
and significance in Bartlett’s test
(p=0.000) was achieved in both the
cases. Total variance explained by
the factor solution was more than
70 per cent for both the cases.
Moreover, similar factor structure
emerged both for Levis as well as
Pepe. Factors generated correspond
to brand awareness (3 items), brand
personality (2 items),
organizational associations (3
items), perceived benefits (2 items),
perceived quality (3 items) and
brand loyalty (3 items).  New factor
structure retained Pappu et al.
(2005) scale. Analysis was
performed using SPSS 16.0. (Refer
appendix A for the scale)

Items corresponding to
Attitude, a construct which will be
later used in the study, were
independently factor analyzed. A
single factor solution was obtained
for both Levis and Pepe with
adequate KMO (greater than .80)
and significance in Bartlett’s test
(p=0.000). (Refer Scale for the items).

3.2.2. Confirmatory Factor
Analysis: Assessing
Reliability and Validity

After identifying the CBBE
dimensions in the current context,
our next objective is to assess the
reliability and validity of proposed
dimensions. For this purpose, a
confirmatory factor analysis using
AMOS 16.0 was done on a different
sample. Here two separate
measurement models, each for Levis
and Pepe, have been analyzed (See
Figures 1 & 2) on different sub-
sample (274).

Both the measurement models
have adequate model fit with chi-
square value (degree of freedom) of
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142.499 (df = 89, p< 0.000) for Levis;
and 159.375 (df = 104, p<0.000) for
Pepe brand. For both measurement
models, as suggested by Hair et al.
(2008) for adequate model fit, the chi-
square to degree of freedom ratio is
significantly less than the
recommended value of 4.0
(p<0.000). Moreover, the other
goodness-of-fit indices (CMIN/df,
GFI, AGFI, NFI, CFI) and badness-
of-fit indices (RMSR, RMSEA) have
also been estimated to ensure
satisfactory model fit (Byrne 2010)
for both the brands. (Refer Table 1
for model fit indices for
measurement models)

As shown in Table 1, all the
goodness-of indices values are well
above the desired cut-off of 0.9 and
badness-of-fit (RMSR, RMSEA)
values are below the desired cut-off
point 0.10 and 0.007 for both brands,
Levis and Pepe (p<0.000),
respectively.

3.2.3. Measurement Reliability of
Individual Constructs
Comprising Brand Equity

Fornell and Larcker (1981) have
emphasized both on measurement
of item reliability as well as
construct reliability. Reliability of
each item is measured by squared
multiple correlation (SMC). SMC
represents the amount of variance
explained by an individual
indicator/construct of its respective
factor; and is measured by square
of its (indicator’s) standardized
factor loading on its corres-
ponding factor. Bagozzi and Yi
(1988) have suggested that
measurement items having SMC
value greater than 0.30 can be
considered as reliable measure for
respective construct. Column 4 of
Table 2 (A & B) shows that all

FIGURE 2
MEASUREMENT MODEL OF PEPE

FIGURE 1
 MEASUREMENT MODEL OF LEVIS
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values of SMC are greater than
cutoff of 0.30 suggested by Bagozzi
and Yi (1988).

Reliability of each construct is
assessed by two ways: Cronbach
alpha ()  and Composite
reliability (CR). Cronbach (1951)
advised that composite reliability
is also a measure of internal
consistency and is parallel to
Cronbach alpha value (); except
that later one priori assumes that
each item contributes equally to its
respective factor. He also
proposed that for each construct,
both values (composite reliability
and cronbach alpha) should be
close to each other. As in Table 2
(A) and Table 2 (B), for each brand,
both CR and  value are very close
to each other, and also both values
are above the acceptable cut-off
criterion of 0.7 suggested by Hair
et al .  (2008).  Thus, adequate
measurement reliability has been
achieved for each construct
comprising CBBE. Similar
analysis was performed for
attitude construct, which will be
used later in this study.

3.2.4. Examining Construct
Validity of Individual
Constructs Comprising
Brand Equity

Hair et al. (2008) have advised
that in CFA, construct validity can
be judged through convergent
validity and discriminant validity.
The same measurement model was
applied both for Levis and Pepe,
separately. Convergent validity has
been ensured through three
measures, namely the standardized
factor loading ( 0.5), average
variance explained (AVE  0.5), and
construct reliability value (CR  0.7)
(Hair et al., 2008). As shown in Table
2 (A) and Table 2 (B), all the above-
mentioned measurement values are
well above the desired cut-off values,
hence convergent validity holds for
each construct.

There are two ways to assess
discriminant validity: Pair-wise
construct comparison method
(Bagozzi and Philips 1982,
Anderson and Gerbing 1988,
Bagozzi and Yi 1988) and
comparison of shared variance
between factors with the average

variance explained by individual
factor (Fornell and Larcker 1981). In
pair-wise comparison method, we
compare all the 15 possible pairs for
6 factors separately. For each pair,
the chi-square value of full model
was compared with the chi-square
value of the collapsed model. In the
collapsed model, the model is same
as full model but the one pair of
target factors were constrained to
have a correlation value of 1. If the
chi-square value of full model is
greater than that value of collapsed
model; then full model is reflecting
better fit than collapsed model. That
means that both collapsed factors
are discriminant, and if we collapse
them model fit will decrease
(Anderson and Gerbing 1988,
Bagozzi and Philips 1982, Hair et
al. 2008). Here, as shown in Table 3,
for both brands, for each change in
degree of freedom, the correspon-
ding change in chi-square value is
more than four. For any change in
degree of freedom, the correspon-
ding minimum change chi-square
value is 18.7 for Levis brand and
11.2 for Pepe brand, which is greater
than recommended value of 4.0.



TABLE 1
MODEL FIT INDICES FOR MEASUREMENT MODELS

Model fit Indices Recommended Measurement Measurement
Value*  Model (Levi) Model (Pepe)

Chi-square to degree of freedom ratio (CMIN/df) 3.000 or below 1.601 1.522

Goodness of fit index (GFI) 0.900 or above 0.931 0.942

Adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) 0.800 or above 0.906 0.914

Normed fit index (NFI) 0.900 or above 0.926 0.936

Comparative fit index (CFI) 0.900 or above 0.929 0.976

Root mean square residual (RMSR) 0.100 or below 0.087 0.070

Root mean square of error approximate (RMSEA) 0.070 or below 0.064 0.043

* Recommended values as suggested by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) and Hair et al. (2008).
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TABLE 2 A
MEASUREMENT RELIABILITY OF ITEMS AND CONSTRUCTS (LEVIS)

Construct Item  SMC CR  AVE

Awareness AW1 0.693 0.480 0.828 0.825 0.634
AW2 0.887 0.787

Personality PR1 0.757 0.573 0.845 0.841 0.582
PR2 0.769 0.591

Organizational Associations OA1 0.767 0.588 0.923 0.919 0.546
OA2 0.728 0.530
OA3 0.721 0.520

Perceived Benefits PB1 0.710 0.504 0.923 0.921 0.670
PB2 0.782 0.612
PB3 0.946 0.895

Perceived Quality PQ1 0.805 0.648 0.933 0.928 0.553
PQ2 0.617 0.381
PQ3 0.793 0.629

Brand Loyalty BL1 0.674 0.454 0.905 0.903 0.584
BL2 0.837 0.701
BL3 0.773 0.598

Note (Abbreviation): S.D. = Standard Deviation,  = Standardized Factor Loading, SMC = Squared Multiple
Correlation, CR = Composite Reliability,  = Cronbach Alpha, AVE= Average Variance Explained.

TABLE 2 B
MEASUREMENT RELIABILITY OF ITEMS AND CONSTRUCTS (PEPE)

Construct Item  SMC CR  AVE

Awareness AW1 0.762 0.581 0.929 0.921 0.609
AW2 0.857 0.573
AW3 0.921 0.674

Personality PR1 0.781 0.61 0.934 0.929 0.614
PR2 0.823 0.677
PR3 0.745 0.555

Organizational Associations OA1 0.927 0.859 0.952 0.938 0.701
OA2 0.736 0.542

Perceived Benefits PB1 0.725 0.526 0.920 0.916 0.607
PB2 0.793 0.629
PB3 0.816 0.666

Perceived Quality PQ1 0.844 0.712 0.944 0.941 0.561
PQ2 0.550 0.303
PQ3 0.817 0.667

Brand Loyalty BL1 0.697 0.486 0.908 0.901 0.566
BL2 0.773 0.598
BL3 0.785 0.616

Note (Abbreviation): S.D. = Standard Deviation,  = Standardized Factor Loading, SMC = Squared Multiple
Correlation, CR = Composite Reliability, = Cronbach Alpha, AVE= Average Variance Explained.
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Hence discriminant validity was
achieved for both brands, Levis and
Pepe (Hair et al. 2008).

Moreover, we also assessed
discriminant validity by comparing
the correlation among constructs
with the square-root values of
average variance explained. Table

4 (A) presents the correlation matrix
of constructs for Levis brand and
Table 4 (B) presents the same for
Pepe brand. In each correlation
matrix, non-diagonal elements are
covariance among constructs and
diagonal elements are square root
of average variance explained by

that construct. Fornell and Larcker
(1981) suggested that, for
discriminant validity, the diagonal
value should be greater than non-
diagonal values. Table 4 (A & B)
clearly show that, for both brands,
all six factors comprising CBBE are
different from each other.

TABLE 3

PAIR-WISE CONSTRUCT COMPARISON FOR DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY

Model Chi-square value* Chi-square value*
(d.f.) for Levi (d.f.) for Pepe

Original Model 142.6 (89) 159.4 (104)

Awareness and Personality 168.1 (90) 172.7 (105)

Awareness and Organizational Associations 188.5 (90) 192.6 (105)

Awareness and Perceived Benefits 185.7 (90) 196.8 (105)

Awareness and Perceived Quality 170.6 (90) 177.8 (105)

Awareness and Brand Loyalty 171.7 (90) 205.0 (105)

Personality and Organizational Associations 180.4 (90) 175.6 (105)

Personality and Perceived Benefits 191.5 (90) 188.4 (105)

Personality and Perceived Quality 167.2 (90) 170.6 (105)

Personality and Brand Loyalty 161.3 (90) 187.8 (105)

Organizational Associations and Perceived Benefits 213.2 (90) 189.6 (105)

Organizational Associations and Perceived Quality 182.9 (90) 178.6 (105)

Organizational Associations and Brand Loyalty 181.3 (90) 191.3 (105)

Perceived Benefits and Perceived Quality 193.9 (90) 178.2 (105)

Perceived Benefits and Brand Loyalty 180.0 (90) 189.1 (105)

Perceived Quality and Brand Loyalty 163.5 (90) 191.4 (105)

* For each comparison model, for both brands, chi-square value is significant at p< 0.000.

TABLE 4 A

COMPARISON OF INTER-CONSTRUCT CORRELATION WITH AVE FOR DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY (LEVIS)c,d

Constructs AW PR OA BN PQ BL

AW (0.796)

PR 0.560*** (0.763)

OA 0.328*** 0.557*** (0.739)

BN 0.128** 0.151** 0.029 (ns) (0.816)

PQ 0.532*** 0.662*** 0.518*** 0.162** (0.744)

BL 0350*** 0.647*** 0.413*** 0.221** 0.605*** (0.764)

Note: c =diagonal elements are square-root of average variance explained; d=Non-diagonal elements are correlation
between constructs. (***p<0.000, **p<0.01, p<0.1)
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FIGURE 3
STRUCTURAL MODEL

TABLE 4 B

COMPARISON OF INTER-CONSTRUCT CORRELATION WITH AVE FOR DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY (PEPE)c,d

Constructs AW PR OA BN PQ BL

AW (0.796)

AW (0.780)

PR 0.597*** (0.784)

OA 0.262** 0.286** (0.837)

BN 0.405*** 0.324*** 0.353*** (0.779)

PQ 0.527*** 0.464*** 0.419*** 0.624*** (0.749)

BL 0.312*** 0.306*** 0.303*** 0.550*** 0.442*** (0.753)

Note: c =diagonal elements are square-root of average variance explained; d=Non-diagonal elements are
correlation between constructs. (***p<0.000, **p<0.01, p<0.1)
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3.2.5. Examining Nomological
Validity of Individual
Constructs Comprising
Brand Equity

Nomological validity was
ascertained by structural equation
modeling using AMOS 21.0. A
structural model has been
constructed (See Figure 3) with a
dependence relationship shown
between multidimensional
endogenous brand equity
construct and attitude towards the
brand. Attitude was considered as
dependent variable because
previous researchers cite an
association between the attitude
towards brand and construct

comprising consumer based brand
equity (Aaker, 96; Keller, 93).

Two different structural
models, separate for both brands,
Levis and Pepe, were analyzed.
The model-fit indices (CMIN/df,
GFI, AGFI, CFI, NFI, RMSR, and
RMSEA) were also acceptable for
both Levis brand as well as Pepe
brand. As shown in Table 5, the
measurement models of both the
brands are demonstrating
adequate model fit. The chi-square
value of structural model for Levis
brand is 290.485 with 168 degree
of freedom (p<0.000); and that for
Pepe brand is 223.5 with 149
degree of freedom (p<0.000). The

chi-square to degree of freedom
ratio is also less than 4.0 for both
the brands (Refer Table 5). That
means the overall relationship
between measurement items and
respective construct; and
dependence relationship of CBBE
constructs on attitude is also demon-
strating good model fit value. Thus,
the nomological validity exists.

3.2.6. Examining Predictive
Validity of Multi-
Dimensional Brand Equity
Construct

Finally, predictive validity has
been ascertained by estimating the
path co-efficients value of

TABLE 6

ASSESSING PREDICTIVE VALIDITY

Relationship Path Coefficient for Levi Result Path Coefficient for Pepe Result

AW  ATT 0.256*** Supported 0.199*** Supported

PR  ATT 0.719*** Supported 0.088* Supported

OA  ATT 0.170*** Supported 0.075* Supported

BN  ATT 0.322*** Supported 0.116** Supported

PQ  ATT 0.543*** Supported 0.125** Supported

BL  ATT 0.542*** Supported 0.076* Supported

Note = ***p<0.000, **p<0.01, p<0.1.

TABLE 5

MODEL FIT INDICES FOR STRUCTURAL MODELS

Model fit Indices Recommended Measurement Measurement
Value* Model (Levi) Model (Pepe)

Chi-square to degree of freedom ratio (CMIN/df) 3.000 or below 1.729 1.500

Goodness of fit index (GFI) 0.900 or above 0.915 0.931

Adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) 0.800 or above 0.887 0.903

Normed fit index (NFI) 0.900 or above 0.769 0.924

Comparative fit index (CFI) 0.900 or above 0.880 0.973

Root mean square residual (RMSR) 0.100 or below 0.089 0.077

Root mean square of error approximate (RMSEA) 0.070 or below 0.070 0.041

*Recommended values as suggested by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) and Hair et al. (2008).
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dependence relationship between
CBBE constructs and attitude
towards brand. As shown in Table
6, predictive validity of Levi’s brand
is sounder than that of Pepe brand.
For the Levi’s brand, brand
personality is the strongest
predictor of brand equity. For Levi’s,
perceived quality and brand loyalty
both are also found to be major
predictor of forming attitude
towards the brand. For Pepe brand,
brand awareness appears to be
strongest predictor of attitude
towards the brand. For Pepe brand,
except perceived benefit and brand
awareness, construct comprising
attitude are weak predictor of
attitude towards the brand. Thus,
predictive validity for six-
dimensional brand equity construct
proposed in this paper could be
established.

4. Conclusion and Limitation of
the Study

This scale validates Pappu et
al. (2005) scale as current factor
structure retains all the items of
Pappu et al. (2005) scale. Brand
associations comprising of brand
personality and organizational
associations as described by
Aaker (1996), load as two different
factors. Experiential and symbolic
benefits, which are considered as
brand associations by Keller
(1993) that previously didn’t
deserve a mention in CBBE
measurement scales are
considered in this scale and they
load as a separate factor. Hence
this scale has attempted to improve
upon previous scales by adding
more discriminating factors as
suggested by Washburn and
Plank (2002). Brand awareness,

which was dichotomously scaled
single item construct in previous
researches, is continuously scaled
in current measurement and it
could be coded as a multi-item
construct. Such a measurement
becomes indispensable in
Confirmatory Factor Analysis as
the method requires indicator
variables to be interval scaled and
a minimum number of three
indicator variables for each
exogenous construct.  This
requirement which was
previously ignored is met in this
study.

This study also suffers from
several limitations. The study
considered only student sample,
which however could be partially
justified by selection of product
category that is extensively used
by students. Demographics of the
sample don’t show a wide
variation except for geographic
variation. The study only used one
product class. More discrimi-
nating factors with wide variation
in demographics and product
classes could bring better validity
to the scale. It is suggested that
researchers of Customer based
brand equity should also use
discriminating factors inspired
from Keller’s (1993) conceptua-
lization and other competing
customer based brand equity
models to make the scale more
robust and more relevant for
managerial purposes. Current
scales are impervious to direct
measure of competition. Inclusion
of perception of performance of
brand with respect to competition
in CBBE measurement could serve
as a future research direction for rich
progress in CBBE measurement.
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