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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 
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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.
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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.








Copyright of Journal of Marketing Theory & Practice is the property of M.E. Sharpe Inc. and its content may


not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright holder's express written


permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for individual use.












	Applied Sciences
	Architecture and Design
	Biology
	Business & Finance
	Chemistry
	Computer Science
	Geography
	Geology
	Education
	Engineering
	English
	Environmental science
	Spanish
	Government
	History
	Human Resource Management
	Information Systems
	Law
	Literature
	Mathematics
	Nursing
	Physics
	Political Science
	Psychology
	Reading
	Science
	Social Science
	Liberty University
	New Hampshire University
	Strayer University
	University Of Phoenix
	Walden University


	Home
	Homework Answers
	Archive
	Tags
	Reviews
	Contact
		[image: twitter][image: twitter] 
     
         
    
     
         
             
        
         
    





	[image: facebook][image: facebook] 
     









Copyright © 2024 SweetStudy.com (Step To Horizon LTD)




    
    
