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Summary 
 
In today’s highly competitive international markets, customer centrism is vital for firms to 
survive. Customer equity models offer a good theoretical framework to be used for firms to 
become customer driven. This study contributes to the existing literature by examining the 
influence of the three customer equity drivers- value equity, brand equity and relationship 
equity proposed by Rust, Zeithaml & Lemon (2000) on customers’ purchase intentions in a 
local context for two retail clothing stores (H&M and Gina Tricot).  
 
This study is a descriptive and quantitative research with a deductive approach. Data was 
collected through a questionnaire in a specific time period among female students of the 
Umeå School of Business, as the representative of young consumers in the target segment 
based on the non-probability sampling method and the judgment sampling technique. 
 
The theoretical framework of this study is based on previous studies in the field of 
customer equity and purchase intentions, mainly the two previous studies of Holehonnur, 
Raymond, Hopkins, & Fine (2009) and Vogel, Evanschitzky, & Ramaseshan (2008) are 
used to conduct this study. Many articles about retail clothing industry and young 
consumers’ perceptions have been reviewed to get a better understanding of the studied 
industry and target segment. 
 
This study aims answering the research questions to determine if the consumers perceived 
the two stores similar or differently, what is the relative importance of the customer equity 
drivers for H&M and Gina Tricot in the industry in which they compete, which store has 
the highest purchase intentions and which driver has the greatest influence on purchase 
intentions for each store. 
 
The research findings show that consumers perceive the two clothing stores differently. In 
addition, the respondents have better perceptions and attitudes toward H&M than towards 
Gina Tricot. Respondents also show higher purchase intentions for H&M than for Gina 
Tricot. Moreover, for both stores the respondents perceived value equity is more important 
than brand or relationship equity. Thereby, meaning that value equity is the driver ruling in 
this specific industry in which these two stores compete. Surprisingly, the driver with the 
greatest influence on purchase intention was not the same than the driver ruling in the 
industry, and in fact, the driver with the greatest influence on purchase intention was 
different for each store. In the case of H&M the driver with the greatest influence on 
purchase intention was relationship equity, while for Gina Tricot was brand equity. 
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Abstract  
 
The customer equity framework was created by Rust et al. in 2000 after studying several 
specific industries. We use this framework as the theoretical basis for this study to examine 
the relative impact of the three customer equity drivers- value equity, brand equity and 
relationship equity- across two brands in the retail clothing industry on purchase intentions 
of young consumers. Based on the responses of 156 female university students who are the 
target for the two brands studied, value equity is the most important customer equity driver 
for customers whereas, for H&M relationship equity was the driver which had the greatest 
influence on purchase intentions while for Gina tricot brand equity had the greatest impact 
on purchase intentions. 
 
Key words: Customer equity, purchase intentions, retail clothing industry and young 
consumers
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1 Introduction 
 
This introductory chapter provides a background to the customer equity framework from 
the customer perspective, its drivers and how these are linked to the purchase intentions. 
They are discussed in connection to the dynamic of the relative importance of the customer 
equity drivers to predicting purchase intentions. This study attempts to draw on existing 
theory and contribute to the literature by responding to the call for more research on the 
customer equity framework from the customers’ perspective to determine which drivers 
have the greatest influence and which form of equity has a greater impact on purchase 
intentions (Holehonnur, Raymond, Hopkins, & Fine, 2009, p. 177). The purpose of this 
study as well as the research questions are derived from the problem discussion. 
 
 
1.1Customer Equity Framework from the Customer Perspective, Its 
Drivers and Purchase Intentions 
 
The customer equity framework was developed responding to the necessity to fill the lack 
of a model that could make marketing actions accountable and measurable for the firm by 
offering the missing link that connects the marketing actions with the customer spending 
actions (Vogel, Evanschitzky, & Ramaseshan, 2008, p. 98).  
  
Before the customer equity framework, the marketing decisions about where to invest had 
been guided by research done in direct marketing, service quality, relationship marketing 
and brand equity. These areas have contributed to manage customer assets, however, none 
of these areas by itself was able to offer a complete solution to guide decision making and 
trade-offs between the different possibilities to invest on marketing activities and show its 
accountability (Hogan, Lemon, & Rust, 2002, p. 5). Marketing managers had problems to 
know if they should invest more on advertising, or if they should invest more on improving 
the quality of their product and thereby increase the price of the products, or how the 
different variables (purchase intentions, satisfaction, brand awareness, etc.) will react and 
be modified after the investments done; or if these investments will lead to obtain positive 
returns on the investments done. 
  
The fact is that even though, there are techniques for evaluating the financial return on 
investment of marketing expenditures by separate (for example advertising expenditures, 
direct mailings expenditures or sales promotion expenditures), these techniques do not 
provide a longitudinal history of expenditures and see marketing expenditures as a short-
term cost rather than a long-term investment (Rust, Lemon, & Zeithaml, 2004, p. 109).  
 
Therefore seen in a simplistic way, the objective followed to develop the customer equity 
approach was: 1) to understand what the customers value and based on this, guide decision 
making about where to invest, and 2) to provide the accountability of those investments in a 
short and long-term perspective. 
 
The customer equity model is by its nature a financial tool (Rust, Zeithaml, & Lemon, 
2000, p. 137) guiding strategic decision about where to invest based on what the customer 
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value most, and what investments will have profitable return for the company based on the 
fact that not all marketing investment will be profitable for the firm. The return on 
investments should exceed the cost of capital and lead to reach the company’s goals to 
generate higher profits and increase wealth by understanding the needs of customers, what 
they  value  and  their  different  levels  of  profitability  that  these  customers  represent  to  the  
company. 
 
The concept of customer equity was first mentioned by Blattberg & Deighton (1996, p. 3) 
stating that the customer as any other financial asset should be measured, managed and 
maximized by companies and organizations. However, it was until 2000 that Rust et al. 
went deeper in the subject and provided a concrete definition of customer equity, stating 
that  the  customer  equity  is:  “the  total  of  the  discounted  lifetime  values  of  all  of   the  
customers of a company” (Rust et al, 2000, p. 4) and that “the customer equity framework 
provides an approach to understand the business of the firm that is based upon the key asset 
that separates one firm in an industry from another- its customers” (Rust et al., 2000, p. 61).  
 
In  their  book,  Rust  et  al.  (2000)  discussed  the  reason  why was  necessary  to  change  from 
brand equity to customer equity. They explained that it is the customer and not the brand 
itself which bring profitability to the companies (Rust et al., 2000, pp. 3-12). After all, new 
products might be launched or withdrawn but the needs of the customers will remain over 
the time, it  is  just  the way to satisfy that need what will  change over the time. Rust et  al.  
(2000) contributed also to a deeper understanding of the subject by establishing the 
strategic role of the customer for the company and determining that the customer equity is 
integrated by three drivers. 
 
The drivers of customer equity are: value equity, brand equity and relationship equity (also 
known  as  retention  equity).  The  customer  equity  drivers  are  based  on  customer’s  
perceptions and attitudes. In the case of value equity, these perceptions and attitudes will 
represent the rational and objective aspects of the market offering (product or service), and 
it will be based on the perceptions and attitudes about the quality, price and convenience 
that the customer has about the market offering (Rust et al., 2000, pp. 8,56). Brand equity, 
opposite to the value equity will represent the customer’s subjective and intangible 
perceptions and attitudes about the brand, which are not explained in the value equity. Due 
to the fact that these perceptions and attitudes are subjective and intangible, the brand 
equity tends to represent the emotional and irrational aspects of the market offering that 
connect  the  customer  with  the  brand  or  market  offering  and  it  will  be  influenced  for  the  
customer’s life experience and the associations that the customer has with the brand (Rust 
et al., 2000, pp. 8, 57). The relationship equity represents the relationship that the customer 
and firms build through programs that the firm develops to establish, build and maintain 
relationship  with  the  customers.  These  programs  are  the  retention  programs  and  
relationship building programs (Rust et al., 2000, pp. 8, 57).  
 
We consider important to mention that due to the fact that no decision making is 
completely rational, in our opinion the definitions presented by Rust et al. (2000) stating 
that the perceptions and attitudes of value equity are “objective” and that the perceptions 
and attitudes for brand equity are “subjective”, look to differentiate both equities and 
represent the relative “objectiveness” of value equity compared to brand equity (since brand 
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equity is more related to emotional attachments of the consumer to the brand) concluding 
that value equity is based on rational perceptions and brand equity is based on irrational 
perceptions. We also consider important to state that there are not purely objective or 
subjective decisions, but rather a combinations of the three different drivers guiding the 
purchase decision making of the consumer. 
 
The customer equity framework provides decision makers with knowledge about the 
relative importance of the customer equity drivers ruling in the industry. In their study, 
Rust et al. (2000, p. 59) established that the customer equity is dynamic and may change 
according to the industry and the type of customer. By establishing what driver is the most 
important for the consumers according to the industry in which the firm competes, decision 
makers rely on valuable information  about where to invest to deliver the highest value to 
the customers based on what the customers truly value and get in respond an equitable 
return on exchange (Rust et al., 2000, p. 9).  
 
Industries in which the relationship is very important would be ruled by the relationship 
equity as the most important driver of customer equity, motivating the customer decision to 
keep doing business with the firm through the positive perceptions and attitudes that the 
customer has about the relationship programs and actions implemented by the firm to 
maintain and maximize the relationship with its customers (Rust, et al., 2000, pp. 98-99). In 
industries which are more transaction oriented, the most important driver for the customer 
could be the value equity based on the customer’s perception and attitudes of what is given 
up and what is obtained, by the fact of how much the customer paid and the quality and 
convenience of the bought product (Rust et al., 2000, pp. 72-74). Brand equity will be more 
important to the consumer when the consumer needs to buy frequent consumer package 
products, or products that help to represent the identity of the customer, or in the case of 
products that have been passed from one generation to another (Rust et al., 2000, pp. 86).  
 
There are few research studies that focus on customer equity from a consumer’s 
perspective. In 2009, Holehonnur et al. (2009, p. 166) stated that the most of the previous 
studies have focused either on defining the customer equity concept and/or on the corporate 
perspective. Previous studies have been focused, for example, on examining customer 
equity as a corporate tool to allocate promotion budget (Berger & Bechwati, 2001), 
redefining the marketing function in the company from the shareholder’s perspective 
(Bayon, Gutsche, & Bauer, 2002), analyzing the return on marketing (Rust et al., 2004), 
and  linking the customer equity to shareholder value and market capitalization (Kumar & 
Shah, 2009) to mention some of them.  
 
Holehonnur et al. (2009) were the first to use the customer equity framework proposed by 
Rust et al. (2000) from the customer perspective as the conceptual basis for their study. 
Holehonnur et al. (2009) identified the lack of studies from customer perspective and have 
tried to fill the gap by examining the impact of the customer equity drivers (value equity 
and brand equity) on purchase intentions based on consumer’s attitudes and perceptions. 
Holehonnur et al. (2009) analyzed the impact of value equity and brand equity on the 
decision-making process to predict the purchase intentions of the targeted audience to later 
on develop strategies for relationship equity (Holehonnur et al., 2009, p. 168).  
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In their study, Holehonnur et al. (2009) established that the purchase intention is influenced 
by  the tangible and intangible factors of a market offering -product or service, which are 
classified as value equity and brand equity (Holehonnur, et al., 2009, p. 171).  
 
To establish the relationship between the customer equity drivers and purchase intentions, 
Holehonnur et al. (2009) used literature linking purchase intentions and actual behavior, 
taking into consideration the studies of Fishbein & Ajzen (1975, p. 511). 
  
In their work, Fishbein & Ajzen (1975) focused on analyzing beliefs, attitudes, intentions 
and behavior. They found that these four variables are related to each other by 
demonstrating a sequence of systematic relations connecting beliefs to attitudes, attitudes to 
intentions and intentions to behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 511). However, as 
mentioned in Holehonnur et al.’s (2009) study, the Fishbein & Ajzen model helps in 
predicting the intention to behave and not the behavior per se, as the intention and behavior 
may be different (Holehonnur et al., 2009, p. 171).  
 
1.2 Problem Discussion 
 
Even though there is the large number of studies done about consumer behavior in the retail 
clothing industry we could not find any concrete study about customer equity in this 
industry; thus, our study is the first one which examines the customer equity drivers in the 
retail clothing industry, and we do so within the local context of Umeå, Sweden. Based on 
the fact that the customer equity model is used for first time in retail clothing industry, our 
study contributes to a deeper understanding of the customer equity drivers and more 
specifically about what customers in this specific industry value.  
 
In addition, most of the previous studies on customer equity have explored  the customer 
equity from a business perspective and as stated by Holehonnur et al. (2009) no previous 
studies had examined the customer equity from the customer perspective.  
 
Due to the fact that Holehonnur et al.’s (2009) study works as the basis for our study, it is 
important to point out that Holehonnur et al. (2009) did not include in their study the 
relationship equity mentioned by Rust et al. (2000), which was established as the third 
driver of customer equity. Moreover, Holehonnur et al. (2009) have not gone further to 
explore which drivers have the greatest influence and which form of equity has a greatest 
impact on purchase intentions. In our study we develop the model presented by Holehonnur 
et al. (2009) by integrating the three drivers of customer equity (Value, Brand and 
Relationship equity) to examine the impact of the drivers on purchase intention.  
 
Our study contributes to the literature by providing more research on the customer equity 
from the consumers’ perspective and by filling the gap on previous studies of customer 
equity by developing the model presented by Holehonnur et al (2009) integrating the 
relationship equity and analyzing the relative impact of the three different customer drivers 
to predict purchase intentions. 
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One of the studies that has been done in the field of clothing industry is Kim, Knight & 
Pelton’s (2009) study which tested the relationship among brand awareness, brand 
perceptions and purchase intentions on Korean young consumers as target market. Kim et 
al. (2009) found that three factors of brand perceptions including perceived quality, 
prestigious image and emotional value are highly related to brand awareness. Moreover, 
emotional value had a positive effect on purchase intentions for apparel brands among 
Korean young consumers. Kim et al.’s (2009) study is considerable relevant to our present 
study to the fact that they found correlation between the brand awareness, the perceived 
quality, and purchase intentions. The concepts of brand awareness and perceived quality are 
used by Rust et al. (2000) presenting a different name. For example, according to the 
definition offered by Rust et al. (2000) brand equity would correspond to the brand 
awareness mentioned in the Kim et al.’s (2009) study, and value equity would correspond 
to the perceived quality of the market offering.  
 
The findings reported by Kim et al. (2009) would suggest that brand equity, value equity 
and purchase intentions are related to each other; and that investments done on brand equity 
(brand awareness) would have a positive impact on value equity by creating positive 
perceptions about the quality perceived and thereby the brand equity will have an impact on 
the purchase intentions. We could conclude from Kim et al.’s (2009) study that the brand 
equity would be the most important driver of customer equity to predict purchase 
intentions.  
 
In 2010, a four phases study to examine female collage consumers’ apparel brand 
knowledge was implemented by Dew & Kwon. In their results, Dew & Kwon (2010) 
showed that there is a positive correlation between apparel brand’s recall and recognition 
performances. In addition, they discovered that brands with higher level of brand awareness 
were not necessarily linked to more desirable brand associations. By taking into to 
consideration the findings reported by Dew & Kwon (2010) and connecting them to the 
customer equity framework proposed by Rust et al. (2000), we find that the brand 
awareness and the brand associations or attitude towards the brand are described by Rust et 
al. (2000), both of them integrating the brand equity. According to Rust et al. (2000, p.84-
85) it is important for the companies not only to build brand awareness, but also to build 
emotional connections with the customers and remind customers to purchase. By creating 
positive attitudes toward the brand, the customers will be more likely to purchase the brand 
and less likely to purchase a competing brand.  Therefore, it could be suggested that brand 
equity is related to the relationship equity. Based on the fact that, as the company builds 
emotional  connections  with  the  customers  the  likeliness  that  the  customers  will  be  more  
loyal to the company increases, and the likeliness that the customers react to the marketing 
efforts of the competitors decreases.  
 
The link between the relationship marketing efforts implemented by retail clothing stores 
and their effect on customers’ loyalty was analyzed by Too, Souchon & Thirkell (2001). In 
their study, Too et al. (2001) found that the customers’ perceptions of relationship 
marketing efforts done by a company increase customers’ commitment and loyalty. 
Moreover, they also found that the actual implementation of relationship marketing is not 
as important to create customers’ loyalty, as the customers’ perceptions about the 
relationship marketing efforts that a company does to connect and establish a relationship 
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with the customer. This meaning, the fact that the company might have implemented 
relationship marketing strategies may not imply that the customers perceive them neither 
that their perceptions are what the company expected them to be. This aspect is especially 
relevant to our study because despite the fact that, the two Swedish retail clothing stores 
used  for  empirical  case  presented  in  this  study  (H&M and Gina  Tricot)  have  relationship  
programs  like  frequent  buyer  to  increase  the  loyalty  of  the  customers,  the  customers’  
perceptions and attitudes about the relationship to the company are not known. In addition, 
the customer’s perceptions about the relationship programs of H&M and Gina Tricot might 
not fulfill the purpose of developing positive customers’ perceptions and attitudes.  
 
According to Rust et al.’s (2000) study, the relationship programs are part of the 
relationship equity (also known as retention equity). In the relationship equity concept 
established by Rust et al. (2000), the relationship equity is integrated by loyalty programs 
(like frequent purchase/reward programs), special recognition and treatment programs, 
affinity (emotional connection) programs and community programs. These relationship 
programs should offer benefits for the customers by responding to the specific needs of the 
customers and thereby increase the purchase size and frequency of the customers. 
Additionally, relationship programs should also help to reduce the likelihood that the 
customer would buy from the competitors, which implies customers’ loyalty (Rust et al., 
2000, p. 96). 
 
In our search for relevant literature in the retail clothing industry in the local context of 
Umeå, we found interesting for our study one university thesis presented by Lundmark & 
Wikstrom (2010) about the retail clothing industry in Umeå. In their study, Lundmark & 
Wikstrom (2010) examined low-cost marketing strategies used by small local retail 
clothing stores which compete against the big-chain retail clothing stores like H&M in 
Umeå.  
 
Lundmark & Wikstrom (2010) determined that public relations, customer relationship 
management and public communication channels are the three main low-cost marketing 
strategies followed by their studied small retail clothing stores, explaining that low-cost 
marketing strategies were used more or less by these small retail clothing stores as a tool to 
attract and retain customers. According to Lundmark & Wikstrom’s (2010) study, in the 
retail clothing industry in Umeå small retail clothing stores survive by using low-cost 
marketing strategies. These findings are interesting for our study based on the fact that 
Lundmark &Wikstrom’s (2010) study is about several small retail clothing stores 
competing in the retail clothing industry in Umeå. By connecting Lundmark & Wikstrom’s 
(2010) findings to the customer equity framework provided by Rust et al. (2000), the low-
cost marketing strategies (public relations, customer relationship management and public 
communication channels) would represent the relationship equity driver. This implying 
that, small retail clothing stores in Umeå compete against the big-chain clothing stores by 
focusing efforts on building the relationship with the customers, which would mean that 
their investments are focused on the relationship equity driver. 
 
 However, due to the fact that Lundmark & Wikstrom’s study is a thesis work, it presents 
some  limitations.  Thesis  work  lack  of  peer  revision  and  the  quality  and  reliability  of  the  
results cannot be ensured. Moreover, the results presented in Lundmark & Wikstrom’s 
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(2010) thesis work cannot be generalized to all small retail clothing stores in Umeå as this 
was a qualitative study and their finding are limited to the sampled respondents who 
participated in the study. For the purpose of our study, the thesis work presented by 
Lundmark & Wikstrom (2010) will be used just as background of the retail clothing 
industry in Umeå, Sweden.  
 
The studies presented by Kim et al. (2009), Dew & Kwon (2010) and Too (2001) about the 
clothing industry have found correlations between one or two of the customer equity 
drivers and their effect on the customers’ purchase intentions and/or loyalty. However, 
none of the studies done in the industry have analyzed the impact of the customers’ 
perceptions and attitudes about value, brand and relationship and their effect on the 
purchase intention. The question about what the customers in the retail clothing industry 
really value is still not clear. This because of the lack of comparison between the 
customers’ perceptions and attitudes corresponding to the value, brand and relationship 
drivers of customer equity and their effect on purchase intentions. 
 
The fact is that until now it is not clear for decision makers competing in the retail clothing 
industry if they should invest more on value equity, brand equity or relationship equity to 
increase the customers’ purchase intentions and obtain a positive return on their investment.  
Based on the comparison done of the customer equity framework proposed by Rust et al. 
(2000) and the finding reported by Kim et al. (2009), Dew & Kwon (2010) and Too et al. 
(2001), it could be suggested that according to Kim et al. (2009) the most important driver 
in the clothing industry is brand equity. However, Dew & Kwon (2010) stated that building 
brand awareness not necessarily implied that the customers would have favorable brand 
associations. In addition to this, the findings reported by Too et al. (2001) would suggest 
that the relationship equity is the most important driver of customer equity in the industry. 
This based on the fact that, customers’ perceptions about the relationship marketing efforts 
are linked to commitment and loyalty. In that case, the question about what customer in the 
retail clothing industry really value is not clear. Neither is known if the finding of the 
mentioned studies applied to the young consumer in the local context of Umeå, Sweden.  
 
Several of the previous studies in the clothing industry used young consumers (more 
specifically college student) as sample for their studies. The importance of young 
consumers for the fashion industry was established by Belleau, Summers, Xu & Pinel 
(2007, p. 245), determining that young consumers are highly involved in fashion, interested 
in following trends and being identified by buying distinctive products. Secondly, this 
target market segment is also interesting for the study due to the fact that young consumers 
tend to be less brand loyal than other generations (Reisenwitz & Iyer, 2009, p. 96) and 
therefore it represents challenges for marketers to get their loyalty. In our opinion this could 
be done by understanding better the customers and offering what they are looking for. 
Having established the importance and challenge of this target group, it is interesting for 
this study to determine what the end-user value and what drives their purchase intentions. 
 
Young consumers have been categorized differently from author to author presenting 
variation in the membership between cohort and cohort as generation x, y, mtv, nike, 
millennium to mention some of them (Reisenwitz & Iyer, 2009). The fact is that there is no 
universal way to separate the people classifying them by cohort, but as Solomon, Bamossy, 
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Askegaard & Hogg (2010, p. 437) established, everyone has an idea about what “my 
generation” means. The importance of a demographic cohort for marketing had been 
previously recognized by Kotler & Keller (2009, pp. 116-117) defining it as a group of 
individuals  who are  born  during  the  same period  of  time,  and  live  moments  that  become 
experiences and that further on will shape their values, preferences, and buying behaviors. 
For the purposes of this study we refer to this young consumers group as being part of the 
generation y, people who are born between 1977 and 1994, with an annual spending power 
of $187 billion approximately and calculated to represent $10 trillion consumer spending 
over the life span (Kotler & Keller, 2009, p. 260) being this, the largest market after the 
baby boomers according to Levy & Weitz (2001, cited in Belleau & Summers, 2007, p. 
244).  Generation  cohort  can  be  used  in  global  context  according  to  the  similarities  of  the  
countries (Schewe & Meredith, 2004, p. 54), in this case USA and Sweden, both belonging 
to the advanced economies in the classification of country grouping presented by the 
International Monetary Fund (IMF, 2010, p. 150) show similarities in their economies and 
demographic distributions that allow us to apply the definition and classification 
established as the “generation y” of young consumers. Therefore, the generation cohort by 
age in USA can be comparable with Sweden for the purposes of this study. 
 
Consequently, it is not a surprise that many fashion and clothing companies are trying to 
get a piece of this market segment and that these companies invest huge amount of money 
on advertising trying to create awareness, and building a connection with the customers to 
be kept in their mind in the moment when they choose the clothing store where to buy and 
spend their money. 
 
One of the most important market strategies that companies develop to compete in the 
market is the differentiation strategy which implies to be meaningful to the consumer and 
perceived different among competitors. However, with such similarities between the two 
clothing stores- Gina Tricot and H&M- it is not clear whether the consumers perceive the 
market offering in the marketplace in the same way or differently, or what customer equity 
driver has the greatest impact on the purchase intentions, and how these young women 
value the different components or drivers of customer equity.  
 
1.3 Purpose  
 
The purpose of this study is to apply the customer equity framework from the customer 
perspective including the three different customer equity drivers established by Rust et al 
(2000) – value equity, brand equity and relationship equity- to compare two retail clothing 
stores in Umeå, Sweden (H&M and Gina Tricot) among female students of the School of 
Business (USBE) at Umeå University used as representative of the young consumer market 
segment.  
 
In our study, we contribute to the literature by answering the questions about which drivers 
have the greatest influence and which form of equity has a greatest impact on purchase 
intentions and extend Holehonnur et al.’s (2009) conceptual model.  
 
We intend to answer the questions of the research study and determine whether the 
customer  perceive  these  two  companies  as  the  same  or  differently,  which  of  these  stores  
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presents the highest purchase intentions and therefore establish what the target group value 
most (which driver) and in which form by obtaining perceptions and attitudes of the female 
students at the School of Business (USBE) at the Umeå University about two Swedish 
companies competing in the retail clothing industry (H&M and Gina Tricot) in Umeå using 
the customer equity framework from the customer perspective. 
 
The expected outcome of the study will show how the end-users perceive the total market 
offering of these firms. The purpose of the study will be reached by answering the 
following questions (RQ): 
 

 
RQ1. Are the two firms perceived as the same or differently by the customers? 

 
RQ2. What is the relative importance of the customer equity drivers for H&M and 

Gina Tricot in the industry in which they compete? 
 

RQ3. What store has the highest purchase intentions?  
 

RQ4. Which driver has the greatest influence on purchase intentions?  
 

 
1.4 Demarcations 
 
It is important to mention that the two retail clothing stores mentioned in the study in the 
local context of Umeå present some similarities and differences, which are important to be 
consider in the comparison between both retail clothing stores. These similarities and 
differences are presented to the reader in the methodology chapter for a deeper 
understanding of the context of comparison used in this study.  
 
Female university students at the USBE were selected for this study based on the fact that 
this group is representative of the target group of both retail clothing stores, as being part of 
the young consumer market. The definition and importance of the young consumers group 
had been presented in the introductory chapter and the representativeness of the sample is 
presented to the reader and discussed in the methodological chapter of the present study. 
The empirical data was collected among female students of the School of Business (USBE) 
of different degrees- bachelor, magister, and master at Umeå University according to the 
courses available during the data collection. 
 
This study uses retail clothing industry because there are numerous big retail clothing stores 
in the whole Sweden whose marketing activities is leading to consumers’ brand awareness 
and buying experience (Lundmark & Wikstrom, 2010, p.1). Among a large number of 
brands within this industry, the current study has selected H&M and Gina Tricot because 
both clothing stores target young consumers. Moreover, the decision to select these two 
companies was the result of deep analysis among the retail clothing stores present in Umeå 
like Lindex, Kappahl, Sisters, MQ to mention some of them. Among the different options 
we determine that it was important to select two companies that were targeting the same 
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group,  but  also  that  their  characteristics  could  allow  us  to  make  a  comparison  of  the  
customer’s perceptions taking into consideration marketing communication mix, 
advertising message, price, quality and target market. Based on this analysis we conclude 
that  the  two  stores  that  allow  us  a  comparison  among  the  female  university  students  are  
H&M and Gina Tricot.  
 
The study is centered on the consumer perspective as the most of the previous studies have 
been focused on the corporate perspective. The importance of developing and contributing 
to the literature on customer equity from the customer perspective had been discussed in the 
introductory chapter, being the most important, to be able to establish what customer really 
value.  
 
1.5 Thesis Outline 
 
The  thesis  is  divided  into  five  parts.  The  introduction was presented containing the 
background of the study and presenting a critique of existing literature, problem discussion, 
purpose and demarcations of what the study focus on. In the literature review we  aim to  
analyze deeper the previous literature and basis of our study, and present the conceptual 
framework of our study. The methodology chapter presents the approach and design of the 
study, the choice of method with the purpose of answering the research questions. The local 
context of the two retail clothing stores in Umeå and the sample group for this study. The 
research findings of the data generated through the study, the analysis and discussion are 
presented in the findings and discussion chapter, with the most important graphics and 
results obtained in the study, and which are reviewed in the light of previous studies that 
are relevant to the research questions. Finally the conclusions of the results are presented 
with limitations and the managerial implications of the results obtained in the study.  
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2 Literature Review 
 

This chapter explains the literature which is done about customer equity framework, its 
drivers and its link to customers’ purchase intentions. Also, the main studies in this area 
and the theoretical framework of the current study is discussed. 

2.1 Customer Equity Definition 
 

Rust et al. (2000, p.4) defined customer equity as “the total of the discounted lifetime 
values  of  all  of  its  customers“.   It  means  that  customers’  current  profitability  is  not  the  
value of customers but the important thing is the net discounted contribution that the firm 
gets from its customers over time. Hogan, Lemon and Rust (2002, p.5) defined customer 
equity as a combination of the value of existing customers and potential customers. 
Blattberg & Deighton (1996, p.138) also defined customer equity as the optimal balance 
between the returns from acquisition spending and the returns from retaining spending. In 
their study, Sublaban & Aranha (2009, p.892)  explained that a firm’s marketing investment 
like  a  campaign  to  strengthen  customer  relationships  cause  the  customer  acquires  and  
retains a positive perception about the firm which lead him/her to gain in his/her Customer 
Life  Time Value  (CLV).  In  other  words  the  estimated  monetary  value  that  the  client  will  
bring to the firm during the entire lifetime of his/her commercial relationship with the 
company, discounted to today’s value. Therefore, according to Sublaban & Aranha’s 
(2009) view the aggregation of the CLV of all  existing clients in the portfolio of the firm 
combined with that of the potential clients is the customer equity. That means customer 
equity is the potential value of a company’s entire client portfolio. The current study will 
focus on Rust et al’s (2000) definition of customer equity because in their definition, they 
focused on both acquisition and retaining spending and proposed value equity, brand equity 
and relationship equity as three main drivers to measure customer equity (Rust et al., 2000, 
p.55). In addition, Rust et al. (2000) categorized in their framework the many dimensions of 
company-customer interactions into value, brand and relationship equity. Moreover, their 
framework is suitable to examine customer equity from consumers’ perspective and 
previous studies that argue customer equity from consumers’ perspective (Holehonnur et 
al., 2009; Wortman, 1998) have used this definition to conduct their research.  

 

2.2 Customer Equity Drivers 
 

Rust et al. (2000, p.55) proposed a conceptual framework of customer equity which 
consists of three components: value equity, brand equity and relationship equity. They 
believed that these drivers work independently and together. Within each driver are specific 
actions like advertising and loyalty programs the firm can take to enhance its overall 
customer equity. 
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Figure 1 Customer Equity Drivers 

(Rust, Zeithaml & Lemon, 2000, p.57) 
 

Rust et al. define these three drivers as follow: 

Value equity: ”Customers’ objective assessment of the utility of a brand based on 
perceptions of what is given up for what is received“. Three drivers of value equity are 
quality, price, and convenience (Rust et al, 2000, p.56) 

Brand equity: ”Customers’ subjective and intangible assessment of the brand, above and 
beyond its objectively perceived value“. Three key drivers of brand equity are customer 
brand awareness, customer brand attitudes, and customer perception of brand ethics (Rust 
et al., 2000, p.57). 

Relationship equity: ”Customers’ tendency to stick with the brand, above and beyond 
objective and subjective assessments of the brand“. Four key drivers of relationship equity 
are loyalty programs, special recognition and treatment (affinity) programs, community-
building programs, and knowledge- building programs (Rust et al., 2000, p.57).  

Rust et al. (2000) proposed that the three drivers of customer equity vary in importance by 
company and industry. For example, they suggested that in the rental car industry 
relationship equity is the most important driver, while in the facial tissue industry brand 
equity is the matter of importance. They believed that value equity is more important in 
business to business setting while relationship equity is important for the companies that 
sell variety of products and services to the same customer and brand equity is matter more 
with low-involvement purchases involving simple decision making process. Brand equity 
becomes very important when the sale has to be made a new, time after time. Previous 
studies show that brand equity is very important in the retail clothing industry (Kim et al., 
2009; Dew & Kwon, 2010) especially among young consumers. Brand awareness plays an 
important role in perceived quality, prestigious image and emotional value for an apparel 
brand. In addition, when consumers are exposed to specific brand advertising, they may 
develop not only higher brand awareness and associations but also more positive brand 
perceptions, which can lead to strong brand equity (Kim et al., 2009, p.255). In the next 
part we will discuss each customer equity drivers in detail (Rust et al., 2000, pp.67-99).  
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2.2.1 Value Equity 
 

Customers define value in different ways. For some of them value is low price, for the 
others value is whatever they want in a product, some define value as the quality they get 
for the price they pay and others define value as what they get for what they give up, 
including time and effort. The total definition of perceived value based on the above 
definitions is “the consumer’s objective assessment of the utility of brand based on 
perceptions of what is given up for what is received “(Rust et al., 2000, p.68). A company 
will have a good performance on value equity when the customer expectation is similar to 
what the firm offers (Rust et al., 2000, p.68). The first vital thing for companies to have a 
good relationship with their customers is value. The greatest brand strategies and the best 
retention strategies will not work if companies’ products and services do not meet 
customers’ needs and expectations (Lemon, Rust & Zeithaml, 2001, p.1). On the one hand, 
when the customer is satisfied with the firm’s goods and services, the value connection is 
strengthened and on the other hand if the customer is dissatisfied with the products and 
services, the value connection is weakened or disconnected, especially if no attempt done to 
solve the problem (Rust et al., 2000, p.69).  

Value equity is mainly works in two ways. First, the company offers something more than 
what the customer expects or requires. Second, the company diminishes what the customer 
must give for what he/she will get (Rust et al., 2000, p.69). Most of the time it is not clear 
what is that customers perceive as value. Most customers express two general requirements 
of products and services which are quality and convenience but each customer has different 
definition and different perception of quality or convenience. Thus, the firm managers need 
to identify very specific features that will provide value for the customer and they can do it 
with the contribution of marketing research (Rust et al., 2000, p.70). Another way to 
increase value equity is to reduce what the customer has to give up. The most typical factor 
that the customer sacrifices to obtain a product or service is price, but there are also many 
other things like time, effort, risk, research costs and psychological costs that the customer 
may give up (Rust et al., 2000, p.71).  Lemon et al. (2001, p. 3) explained that value equity 
will be most important to customers under specific situations. First, when there is a 
distinguishable difference among products of competitors, value equity is more important. 
When there is a similarity among competitors they cannot offer any drivers of value to 
customers.  However, when there are differences between competing products, value equity 
will be increased by changing customer perceptions of value. Second, when the customer 
needs to go through a complex decision making process, value equity is critical. In a 
complex decision making process, customers seek more information and are sensitive to 
their  decisions  and  often  investigate  various  alternatives.  Therefore,  companies  that  offer  
more  benefits  and  fewer  costs  will  be  able  to  increase  their  value  equity.  Third,  Because  
B2B purchases often involve a long-term commitment or partnership between the two 
parties and business customers try to make a careful decision, value equity is vital in the 
B2B context. Fourth, companies with innovative products and services can increase the 
customers’ value equity. The main components of a new product or service are usually 
difficult to distinguish by customers; thus, when they want to buy new and innovative 
products they should test these components. In this situation, consumers try to compare the 
products and decide whether the benefit of the new product is worth to risk the purchase. 
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Finally, when companies try to modify their mature products, value equity is more 
important. When products are in their maturity stage of their life cycle, firms often try to 
make diversity by focusing on brand because most customers observe products as similar 
but companies can grow value equity by adding new features to the mature products or by 
introducing new benefits for current products or services (Lemon et al., 2001, p.3). 

Value equity has three main drivers, quality, price and convenience. Lemon et al. (2001, 
p.1) have defined quality as “encompassing the objective physical and nonphysical aspects 
of the product and service offering under the firm’s control”. Quality is defined by what 
customers perceive of a specific product or service. Quality can be disregarded in the value 
equity process; if customers do not perceived quality and do not make their purchase 
decision based on it (Rust et al., 2000, p.75). Quality has four main components: the 
physical product, the service product, service delivery and the service environment. Each of 
these four elements should be considered by firms that want to increase their products’ and 
services’ quality (Rust et al., 2000, p.76). Holehonnur et al. (2009, p.169) explained that to 
have  a  better  understanding  of  value,  price  has  a  key  role.  They  clarified  that  price  plays  
two important roles in customers’ mind. Customers see price as what they should scarify to 
purchase a product or as a criteria of perceived quality that accelerate the purchase process. 
Lemon et al. (2001, p.2) have defined convenience as an indicator for reducing customer’s 
time  costs  and  effort  costs  to  business  with  the  firm.  The  main  three  components  of  
convenience are location, ease of use and availability of products and services (Rust et al., 
2000, p.78).  This study will use quality, price and convenience as drivers of value equity 
when measuring the impact of value equity on purchase intentions. 

 

2.2.2 Brand Equity 
 

Where value equity is objective assessments of a firm’s products and services, brand equity 
is related to images and meanings. The brand plays three important roles. First it attracts 
customers to the firm. Second, it reminds customers the firm’s products and services. 
Finally, it can become an emotional link between the customer and the firm (Lemon et al., 
2001, p.2). Aaker (1993, p.2) defined brand equity under five categories of brand assets 
which are named brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand associations, and 
other proprietary assets such as trademarks and patents. These assets are beneficial for the 
firm and the value it adds to the customers.  Keller (2003, p.60) had a customer-based 
definition of brand equity. The customer reacts to different marketing programs and 
activities based on the knowledge he or she has about a specific brand.  Therefore, the 
customer’s thoughts, feelings and experience about that brand will form his or her brand 
knowledge and the customer links all of these types of information to the brand in his or her 
memory (Leone et al., 2006, p.126). In their effort to separate different components of 
customer equity, Lemon et al. (2001, p.2) defined brand equity more narrowly as “the 
customer’s subjective and intangible assessment of the brand, above and beyond its 
objectively perceived value”. The current study will focus on this definition of brand equity 
and will apply it to the research model.  
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Rust et al. (2000, p.86) declared that although brand equity is generally a concern, it will be 
more important in specific situations. First, when products and services’ purchase decisions 
are simple and customers have low level of involvement, brand equity is more important. 
Second, when customers are purchasing products or services that have the potential to be 
noticed by others, in other words, the product is favorably observable to others, brand 
equity is essential. Third, brand equity will be vital when consumers pass their experiences 
of a product or service to others. The more the firm’s products or services link themselves 
to shared and mutual experiences the more the firm‘s brand equity. Finally, when 
customers are not able to assess the quality of products or services before they use, brand 
equity will be essential. Customers are able to try many products and services before 
buying them so they can easily evaluate the quality prior to purchase but for some products 
and  services  there  is  no  chance  to  try  them before  buying,  thus  customers  should  rely  on  
different cues for quality like brand. The role of brand equity is different from industry to 
industry and it depends on customers’ purchase decision process, their experience and their 
convenience to evaluate the quality of products and services before consumption (Lemon et 
al., 2001, p.3). 

There are three main drivers of brand equity. “Within each driver there are sub-drivers 
which  link  to  actionable  firm strategies  and  tactics.  These  drivers  are  (1)  customer  brand  
awareness, (2) customer attitude toward the brand and (3) customer perception of brand 
ethics” (Rust et al., 2000, p.87). Brand awareness consists of different communication 
activities  that  firms  use  to  create  a  seamless  and  consistent  message  to  their  current  and  
potential customers. Attitude toward the brand is defined as the activities including media 
campaigns and direct marketing that the firm does to create a close and emotional 
connection with the customer (Lemon et al., 2001, p.2). Communication message, special 
events, brand extensions, brand partners, product placement and celebrity endorsements are 
the ways that firms can use to influence brand attitude and brand associations (Rust et al., 
2000, p.90). Corporate ethics encompasses special activities that have impact on customers’ 
perceptions of the company. It is important for companies to understand the ethics of their 
customers when those ethics and beliefs affect their brand image. Companies usually do the 
following activities to strengthen the corporate ethics of brand equity: have community 
event sponsorships and a strong record of giving to the community, develop and maintain a 
privacy policy for use of customer information, clean environmental record, have ethical 
hiring and work practices and strong product or service guarantees (Rust et al., 2000, p.92). 
This study will focus on these drivers of brand equity to measure the impact of brand equity 
on purchase intentions. 

 

2.2.3 Relationship Equity 
 

Having a great brand and a great product is not sufficient for companies to keep the 
customers loyal to that brand or product. The best performance of brand equity and value 
equity may not be sufficient to retain customers. A way is needed to hold the connection of 
customers to the firm and increase the relationship, this way is relationship equity. 
“Specifically, relationship equity is defined as the tendency of the customer to stick with 
the  brand,  above  and  beyond  the  customer’s  objective  and  subjective  assessments  of  the  
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brand” (Lemon, et al., 2001, p.2). According to Rust et al. (2000, p.96) relationship equity-
building programs should be designed in a way to encourage customers to return for future 
purchases and increase their purchase size, also to reduce the probability that customers 
switch to the competitors’ product or services. Vogel et al. (2008, p.100), explained that 
relationship equity can add value for the customer. Customers will be more satisfied with 
and loyal to a specific brand when their experiences and feeling of that brand meet their 
expectations.  

Rust et al. (2000, p.97) described that relationship equity works in several ways. 
Customers’ switching cost will be increased if a firm can provide additional benefits or the 
retention connection will increase if a firm can reward behaviors. In addition, emotional 
connections of customer to a firm may be most effective in building relationship equity.  

Relationship equity will be more important in certain situations. First, when the customer 
believes that the benefits of the loyalty program are meaningfully greater than the current 
benefits. Second, when the customer feels that the community related to a specific product 
or service is as important as the product or service. Third, when the customer thinks that the 
“learning relationship” with the firm is as important as the supply of the product or service 
and finally, when the customer decides to discontinue the service (Rust et al., 2000, p.98, 
99). 

Relationship equity has some specific drivers which increase the likelihood that the 
customer comes back which means the customer stickiness. These drivers are loyalty 
programs, special recognition and treatment, affinity programs, community-building 
programs, and knowledge-building programs. Companies implement loyalty programs as 
activities which reward customers for certain behaviors with monetary prizes. A variety of 
products like airlines and retail clothing stores are benefited from loyalty programs and 
managers  use  these  programs  to  set  their  marketing  strategies.  Companies  also  use  some  
activities to treat customers for special behavior with non-monetary benefits. Creating 
strong emotional ties with customers and associating the other facets of their life to the 
relationship they have with the company is the purpose of Affinity programs. Community-
building  programs  refer  to  actions  that  connect  the  customer  to  other  communities  of  
similar customers due to the customer’s specific purchase. Many companies, for example, 
create Web sites that built a virtual community with their key segments. Finally, creating a 
link between the customer and the firm that make customer less eager to make connection 
with an alternative firm is followed by knowledge-building programs. Some firms have 
developed programs to create both a link with customers and reduce their costs by 
following customer preferences (Lemon et al., 2001, p. 2). This study will consider these 
drivers of relationship equity when measure the effect of relationship equity on purchase 
intention. 

 2.3 The link between Customer Equity Drivers and Purchase Intentions 
 

Many studies like Belleau et al. (2007, p.246) and Vogel et al. (2008, p.100) declared that 
the theory of reasoned action will help to have a valid perception of purchase intentions. 
According to the theory of reasoned action of Fishbein and Ajzen (1975, p.289) attitude 
toward behavior and social pressure create consumer’s behavioral intentions. Actual 
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behavior in most cases is best predicted by intentions, because intentions let consumers to 
link all factors that may affect their actual behavior. Moreover, according to Holehonnur et 
al. (2009, p.171) both objective and subjective assessments of a product or service has an 
impact on purchase intentions and then buying behavior. As the Fishbein & Ajzen model 
helps in predicting the intention to behave and not the behavior per se, in doing marketing 
research caution should be taken, as intention and behavior may not be the same. The 
likelihood of predicting purchase behavior by purchase intentions will increase if brand, 
action, price or time be consistence. (Holehonnur et al., 2009, p.171). 

In their study, Holehonnur et al. (2009, p.170) have illustrated that there is a relation 
between value equity and purchase intentions. They clarified that purchase intentions are 
mainly based on a consumer’s objective evaluation (Value equity) and that the intention to 
behave leads to behavior. Thus, they concluded that the consumer’s purchase intention will 
increase when the consumer’s value equity increase. Moreover, it was found in their study 
that brand equity is related to purchase intentions because purchase intentions are evaluated 
as consumer’s subjective assessment (brand equity). Therefore, they examined that with the 
expansion of the consumer’s brand equity, purchase intention will augment. In their study, 
Vogel et al. (2008, p.100) have shown that there is a positive relation between relationship 
equity and purchase intentions. They explained that if perceived relationship equity 
increase, customers feel more familiar with the brand, the store, or the employees of the 
store. According to many previous studies such as Thorsten, Gwinner & Gremler (2002) 
and Patterson & Smith (2001) there is a strong relationship among the relationship equity, 
satisfaction and loyalty. This will increase the customer’s intention to buy a specific 
product or service. In our study purchase intentions are evaluated as both subjective and 
objective assessments and they are supposed as good prediction for the actual behavior.  

 

2.4 The Main Studies for the Theoretical Framework 
 

 Holehonnur et al. (2009) based their study on the customer equity framework proposed by 
Rust et al (2000, 2004) and they examined the relative impact of the drivers of value equity 
and brand equity across two brands on purchase intentions; however, they did not examine 
the effect of relationship (retention) equity on purchase intentions because based on 
Wortman (1998) suggestion they believed that retention and acquisition efforts should be 
segregated and understanding the drivers of value and brand equity is a primary step to 
recognize the set of relationship strategies needed for their chosen brand and target 
segment. In this study the same customer equity framework has been used but the third 
customer equity’s driver which is relationship equity has been added to the framework to 
have a complete view of customer equity framework in both acquisition and retention sides. 
Holehonnur et al. (2009) selected two brands North face parkas and Red bull energy drink 
based on one-on-one interviews with their target market. These two products were selected 
because the entire sample interviewed had experience with these two brands. In addition, 
Red bull energy drinks were purchased exclusively through off-line sources whereas North 
face parkas were purchased online by more than 50 per cent of those interviewed. 



Literature Review 

 18   
 

Holehonnur  et  al.’s  (2009)  research  aim  was  to  examine  the  customer  equity  framework  
from a consumer perspective and clarify its importance to predicting customers’ objective 
and subjective assessments influencing on purchase intentions. The authors expanded their 
conceptual framework based on literature review of customer equity and its drivers. They 
reviewed Rust et al. (2000) and Hogan, Lemon and Rust (2002) to define the customer 
equity concept in the light of other studies such as Lemon et al. (2001), Dorsch, Carlson, 
Raymond & Ranson (2001), Leone et al. (2006) and Bell, Deighton, Reinartz, Rust & 
Swartz (2002) that have examined the concept of customer equity as a strategic tool can 
help companies to use the customer equity framework in better managing their customers, 
in linking marketing activities to shareholder value and in optimizing resource allocation to 
acquire and retain customers. 

Based on their literature, Holehonnur et al. (2009, p.169) created a conceptual framework 
to examine customer equity. They used the study of Zeithaml (1988) and Monroe and 
Krishnan (1985) to understand the impact of value equity on consumers’ decision-making 
process and to identify value equity drivers. They also reviewed Ailawadi, Nelsin & 
Lehmann (2003) and Keller (1993) to realize the effect of brand equity on decision making 
process and to clarify the brand equity drivers. Based on these studies they made their 
research hypotheses. They tried to find the relationship between each sub-driver of value 
equity (Quality, Price and convenience) and brand equity (brand awareness, brand attitude 
and corporate attitude) with consumers’ purchase intentions.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2 Holehonnur et al. (2009, p.169) conceptual model 
 

With their conceptual framework, Holehonnur et al. (2009) tested their hypotheses and 
identified value and brand equity sub-drivers. 

Holehonnur et al. (2009, p.174) concluded that by examining the customer equity 
framework from a consumer’s perspective, managers can understand which factors will 
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influence a consumer’s decision-making process. Moreover, many factors such as product 
quality, price, product image, awareness and knowledge of the product may impact 
consumer’s intention to purchase. 

In Holehonnur et al.’s (2009, p.176) study, they highlighted that their study was limited by 
the fact that they did not examine the impact of relationship equity on purchase intentions. 
In addition, the results can only be generalized to the product and population studied. The 
implication of the framework should be examined across different product categories and 
market segments. Furthermore, the authors used a single item to measure brand awareness; 
however, brand awareness need to analyze by a multi-item measure. For the remainder of 
this thesis, the study by Holehonnur et al. (2009) will be referred to as the main study. Also, 
the concepts and definitions of the different customer equity’s drivers and their definitions 
will correspond to the ones presented in our study. 

Vogel et al. (2008) investigated how customers’ perceptions of different marketing 
activities have impact on their attitudes and how future sales affect their actual behavior. 
They used a large sample of 5694 customers of a large European do-it-yourself retailer to 
examine the effect of customer equity drivers-value, brand and relationship equity- on 
loyalty intentions and future sales. Their research is based on customer equity framework 
suggested by Rust et al. (2000) and they believed that customer equity framework is a 
suitable strategic tool for firms to measure customers’ future behavior leading to improve 
firms’ long-term performance. 

Vogel et al. (2008) implemented a thorough literature review especially by focusing on 
Rust et al.’s (2000) study to establish their research conceptual framework. Based on their 
literature review they hypothesized that perceived value equity, brand equity and 
relationship equity have a positive impact on loyalty intentions. In addition, loyalty 
intentions have a positive impact on future sales and past sales have a positive impact on 
future sales. They study showed that all three customer equity drivers have a positive 
impact on customers’ loyalty intentions and the customers’ loyalty intentions positively 
influenced the firm’s future sales. Among the three customer equity drivers brand equity 
and value equity were more important in establishing future sales. Moreover, they found 
that relationship equity to be a significant driver of loyalty intentions and loyalty intentions 
and past sales directly affect future sales. Vogel et al.’s (2008) study demonstrated that the 
customer equity drivers identified by Rust et al. (2000) can significantly predict future sales 
and is a good strategic tool to measure customers’ loyalty intention and future sales. 
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Figure 3 Vogel et al. (2008, p.101) conceptual model 

 
Vogel et al. (2008) illustrated their study is limited by the fact that they analyzed data from 
customers who currently were member of the loyalty program of the studied store. Thus, 
they could not generalize their findings to potential customers and related acquisition 
strategies. In our study we tried to combine Holehonnur et al. (2009) and Vogel et al. 
(2008) conceptual frameworks and avoided their limitations in conducting the research 
methodology and the survey. 

 

2.5 Conceptual Framework for the Empirical Study  
 

We think that the three drivers of customer equity (value, brand and relationship equity) are 
the main factors which influence customer’s purchase intention. To some extent, 
Holehonnur et al. (2009) study reflects the same thing in its conceptual model. Holehonnur 
et al. (2009) are introducing value and brand equity as the main factors that influence 
purchase intentions, while we believe that the third factor, relationship equity should be 
added to the model and its impact on purchase intentions should be examined. To reach this 
purpose we get contribution of Vogel et al.’s (2008) conceptual framework which had 
considered all three customer equity drivers in their model. In addition, we consider quality, 
price and convenience as sub-drivers of value equity, company attitude, brand awareness 
and brand attitude as sub-drivers of brand equity and loyalty programs, affinity programs, 
community-building programs and knowledge-building programs as sub-drivers of 
relationship equity but we simplify Holehonnur et al. (2009) model by focusing directly to 
the main drivers of customer equity and we have omitted the relationship between each 
sub-driver with the main drivers in the model because Holehonnur et al. (2009) have 
already proven the effect of these sub-drivers on each form of equity. In addition, we will 
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extend their research by examining which driver of customer equity has the greatest impact 
on consumers’ purchase intentions.  

We will show if the conceptual framework can be applied to a Swedish context and if it 
will need to be modified. We will apply our research model separately for two store brands 
(H&M  and  Gina  Tricot)  in  Umeå  in  retail  clothing  industry  and  will  compare  the  
differences and similarities of the impact of customer equity drivers on consumers’ 
purchase intentions for each brand. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4 Conceptual framework for the empirical study 
 

The conceptual framework for the empirical study (Figure 4) can be illustrated that the 
three customer equity drivers- value equity, brand equity and relationship equity- have 
impact on customers’ purchase intentions. 
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3 Methodology 
 
This chapter describes the methodological assumptions and research strategy of the study 
and the study design and method used to answer the main questions of the study. The 
suitability of the methods used and their advantages and disadvantages compared to 
alternative methods, are further discussed. Finally, the data collection approach and 
method used for the data analysis are described. 
   

3.1 Choice of Subject 
 

In today’s highly competitive international markets, customer centrism is vital for firms to 
survive. Customer equity models offer a good theoretical framework to make firms 
customer driven. This study with the contribution of the existing literature is an opportunity 
to test the performance outcomes of the three customer equity drivers- value equity, brand 
equity and relationship equity on purchase intention. The topic was chosen based on our 
interest on consumer behavior and previous knowledge to the study. The research aims to 
examine the customer equity framework in the retail clothing industry to see which 
customer equity driver has the greatest impact on customers’ purchase intentions. The 
reason we have chosen the retail clothing industry is that there are numerous retail clothing 
stores in whole Sweden which compete actively to attract their potential customers and 
retain  their  existing  customers.  In  addition,  young consumers  were  of  importance  for  our  
study because this segment is more fashion-oriented, also H&M and Gina Tricot were 
chosen as two store representatives which have targeted young consumers. 

 

3.2 Preconceptions 
 

In order to offer a real perspective of how we have conducted this study, it is important to 
underline the fact that as individuals we have knowledge and experiences gained previous 
to conduct this study. These preconceptions have an impact in the choice of subject, the 
way we see the subject of analysis and the way we apply theories to the respondents.  We 
perceive the area in which we are performing the study from our previous education, 
experiences and culture. 

Monica Violeta Torres Tellez has a Magister degree in Foreign Trade and Customs with 
specialization in International Business at Universidad Iberoamericana Torreon, Mexico; 
one-year of the Master in Product Marketing and Innovation Management at the Austrian 
Marketing University, Austria; and is candidate in Master of Marketing at Umeå 
University, Sweden.  

Shadi Mazhadi has a Bachelor degree in business administration at Tehran University, Iran; 
A two-year Master in Marketing at Alzahra University, Iran and is candidate in Master of 
Marketing at the Umeå University, Sweden. 
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Our previous education is important when examining questions within consumer behavior 
since a deep understanding about the concepts and theories is needed to analyze the 
relationship of the factors and draw conclusions about the impact of the findings and their 
managerial implications. 

Having a different cultural background, and different perspectives about clothing, we 
would like to examine the perspectives of consumers who lives and study in Umeå about 
H&M and Gina compared to our own. Furthermore, our interest for this specific area stems 
from our previous job experience as a brand management and marketing manager in B2C 
and B2B setting and our personal interest in consumer behavior.  When developing the idea 
of the study we found customer equity framework as a reliable and comprehensive strategic 
tool to examine consumers’ purchase intentions because it consists of all three brands, 
value and relationship equities which are important for attracting and retaining customers.  

 

3.3 Methodological Assumptions 
 

All research studies have certain assumptions about the nature of reality that is being 
studied (ontology), about how knowledge is produced (epistemology) and about the 
perspective from which the research is viewed (Kent, 2007, p.47).  

For us, as described by Kent (2007, p. 51) marketing phenomena are structured systems 
with interrelated components that can be observed, measured, analyzed and predicted 
independently. In ontological consideration, we have an objectivism position which as 
according to the definition offered by Bryman (2008, p. 16) means that we think about 
customers’ perceptions and attitudes as objects that exist and can be measured. By this 
meaning that people have experiences and are exposed to stimuli and environmental 
influences creating experiences that are recorded according to the acceptance of those 
stimuli in their short or long term memory and which in consequence would create 
perceptions that would be manifest as beliefs, attitudes and intentions that can be measured. 

 In epistemological consideration, we have a positivism position which means, we believe 
that knowledge is phenomena confirmed by the senses and arrived at through the gathering 
of facts that provide the basis for theories. In addition, we think the purpose of theory and 
science is to create testable hypotheses (Bryman, 2008, p.13). We work on consumers’ 
purchase intention which is an observable phenomenon, and which can be test through 
respondents’ opinion based on examinable questions. Furthermore, the study tests a model 
to create knowledge about the phenomena (deductive approach) by implementing 
quantitative methods to study a social reality. We collect data through a questionnaire and 
we aim to  create  a  model  with  the  contribution  of  our  findings  to  generalize  them to  the  
studied population.  

We use the deductive theory to conduct our research because “deductive theory represents 
the commonest view of the nature of the relationship between theory and social research” 
(Bryman, 2008, p.9). The process of the current study starts with choosing theory and the 
questions deducted from it then continues with collecting and analyzing the data and 
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finishes with answering the questions and revising the theory. This is the process of 
deductive theory which usually starts with defining hypotheses and questions and continues 
with gathering data to answer the questions or to confirm or reject the hypotheses (Bryman, 
2008, p.10). Therefore, quantitative methods and quantitative analysis is necessary for this 
study (Kent, 2007, p.49). In addition, the study is started by reviewing literature and 
previous work done in the field of customer equity and retail clothing industry that offered 
a new approach to the understanding of consumers’ perception about different drivers of 
customer equity. Following this deductive logic, the conceptual framework is defined and 
tested via a survey method and translated into operational terms for the given context. 

This study’s objective is descriptive because it has examined which driver of customer 
equity has the most influence on consumers’ purchase intentions in the retail clothing 
industry and in a local region which is Umeå. Questionnaires were handed out among 
female university students at the Business School (USBE) of Umeå University and the 
results were used to see if the conceptual framework is applicable in a Swedish context. In 
order to analyze the data from a defined target group and to describe the existing 
characteristics, statistical tools were used (Shiu, Hair, Bush & Ortinau, 2009, p. 62; Kent, 
2007, p. 12).  

 

3.4 Research Strategy  
 

This study is a descriptive research design with quantitative data and survey method.  

 

3.4.1 Research Design  
 

According to Shiu, Hair, Bush and Ortinau (2009, p.61) there are three kinds of research 
design,  “exploratory  research  that  focuses  on  collecting  either  secondary  or  primary  data  
and using an unstructured formal or informal procedures to interpret them”. Descriptive 
research in which raw data is collected by a set of scientific methods and procedures and 
data structures are created to describe the existing characteristics of a defined target 
population or market structure and causal research that “collect raw data and create data 
structures and information that will allow the researcher to model cause-and-effect 
relationships between two or more market variables”.  

It is a descriptive research because the current study aims to collect data about customers 
and target markets and to help decision makers to select a course of action by using the 
information of the study (Shiu et al, 2009, p.62). In addition, the current study is a 
quantitative research, since it has been conducted via a questionnaire with multiple choices 
questions which has been distributed through a large number of respondents (Shiu et al, 
2009, p.171).  
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3.4.2 Quantitative Research 
 

The current study is a quantitative research since its main objective is to make accurate 
predictions about relationship between customer equity drivers (market factors) and 
customer’s purchase intention (behavior), gain meaningful insights about this relationship, 
validate the existing relationship and answer the research questions. In addition, the study 
uses a large sample, questionnaire and statistical analyses to answer the research questions. 

According to Kent (2007, p.118) the difference between qualitative and quantitative data is 
not always that clear. Qualitative data is usually gathered via unstructured words, phrases, 
text or images; in contrast, quantitative data is gathered via a predetermined structure. 
Moreover, according to Shiu et al (2009, p. 171) the differences between qualitative and 
quantitative research methods are related to research objectives, type of research, type of 
questions, time of execution, representativeness, and type of analyses, research skills and 
generalizability of results. 

In quantitative methods the main objective is how validate the facts, relationships and 
predictions. (Shiu et al, 2009, p.171). Moreover, the type of research in quantitative 
methods is descriptive or causal design. In addition, the questions in quantitative methods 
are mostly structured. Furthermore, quantitative methods focus on long time frames; also 
the sample is large and is the good representative of target population. In addition, for 
quantitative methods, scientific statistical procedure and translation skills are necessary 
(Shiu et al, 2009, p.171).  

Quantitative methods have both advantages and disadvantage. The main advantage of 
quantitative methods is that the generalizability of results is usually high and the researcher 
gives inferences about facts and estimates the relationship of variables (Shiu et al, 2009, 
p.171).  Furthermore, it is easy to examine the reliability and validity of the research. 
Moreover, there is an ability to cover a large sample and use statistical analysis to find the 
relationship and factors specially the unobservable ones and determine even small 
differences (Shiu et al, 2009, p.227).   

The main disadvantage of quantitative methods is that it is usually hard to conduct an 
appropriate  research  design  and  to  interpret  the  data  correctly.  In  addition,  there  is  a  
limitation  to  discuss  variables  in  detail  and  also  the  response  rate  is  low  and  all  the  
responses are not trustworthy. We as the authors of this study are aware of the 
disadvantages of quantitative methods; however, this method is of the best choice to answer 
our research questions. 

 

3.4.3 Interrelatedness of Descriptive Research Design and Survey Method  
 

There are three main ways of collecting quantitative data in marketing research: survey, 
observation and experiments. Survey is the most common way in data collection in both 
academic and client-based marketing research (Kent, 2007, p.182). Survey is a way “to 
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capture data based on addressing questions to respondents in a formal manner and taking a 
systematic record of their responses” (Kent, 2007, p.182). 

According to Shiu et al (2009, p. 225) there is an interrelationship among descriptive 
research design, quantitative research method and survey method. Three factors determine 
whether the research design should be descriptive or not. First, the descriptive research 
design is necessary when the nature of the research problem is to describe the current 
market situation. Second, when the research questions start with the words such as what, 
who, why, when, where and how the descriptive research seems appropriate. Finally, when 
the researcher wants to find a significant relationship between marketing variables, 
descriptive research should be considered. When descriptive research design is conducted 
its connection to the quantitative factors should be remarked because descriptive research 
design mostly has a quantitative nature. Moreover, researchers should consider that how to 
collect the initial data in descriptive research design. Observation or asking questions are 
two fundamental ways to collect primary data. Descriptive research design mainly use 
structured questions to ask respondents about their thoughts and feelings, thus descriptive 
research designs are kind of survey method when collecting quantitative data from  a large 
sample (Shiu et al, 2009, p.226). 

 
3.5 The Empirical Study 
 
3.5.1 H&M and Gina Tricot in Umeå as a Case Study 
 
In the focus of this study, we compared and analyzed female university students’ 
perceptions, interests and purchase intentions about two big-chain Swedish retail clothing 
stores competing in the “fast-fashion” industry, Gina Tricot and H&M, in a local context of 
Umeå, Sweden.  
 
These two retail clothing stores present some similarities and differences in their 
characteristics and market offerings. 1) Both stores are classified in the “fast-fashion” 
industry. Fast-fashion companies are recognized by having quick respond to produce and 
manufacture clothing collections based on the newest fashion trends to a mass market at the 
lowest price possible and creating expectations of the consumer to come back frequently to 
find the new trends (Kim, 2010; Kläder-Online.se, 2011); 2) both stores have young 
consumers as part of their target market segments, 3) develop similar marketing strategies 
for advertising and promotion, 4) send similar communication messages to be recognized 
as being fashion oriented, trendy, and individualistic with affordable prices, and 5) both 
stores offer a frequent buyer program. 
 
However, these clothing stores present also some differences. 1) Target groups. While Gina 
Tricot is focused on targeting young females, H&M targets other groups as well by offering 
products to children, older women, pregnant women, and men. 2) Market offerings. Despite 
the fact that both stores offer clothing, shoes and accessories, H&M offers in addition to 
these, cosmetics and beauty products. 3) Presence in Umeå, Sweden. Even though there are 
three H&M stores in Umeå, there is only one Gina Tricot store in Umeå. 
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3.5.2 Sampling and Respondents 
 
Female university students at the School of Business (USBE) are interesting for our study 
for  several  reasons.  One  reason  is  that  this  population  is  identified  as  representative  of  
young consumer market segment. Another reason to select female university students at the 
USBE is based on the limitation of time and economical resources for the study. As we had 
just one week for the data collection and being students at the School of Business, the 
selection of the sample attended to critical factors such as resources, time frame, knowledge 
of the target population, research objectives, degree of accuracy, scope of research and 
statistical analysis needs, as recommended by Shiu et al. (2009, p. 483). 
   
It was concluded by the authors of this study that the appropriate sampling design for the 
study was a non-probability sample based on the judgment sample technique. The judgment 
sampling is a technique for non-probability sampling selecting participants who meet the 
requirements of the study based on the judgment of the authors of the study (Shiu, et al., 
2009, p. 481). The judgment sampling of the present study was based on the 
representativeness  of  female  students  of  the  School  of  Business  (USBE)  at  the  Umeå  
University, due to the fact that these students are part of the target group of both clothing 
stores in Umeå. Moreover, previous studies on customer equity have used as well students 
as sample for the study, as presented by Holehonnur et al. (2009) in their study “Examining 
Customer Equity from the Customer Perspective”, which is the basis for this study. 
 
Unlike the probability sample, in which each sample unit has a known probability of being 
selected (Shiu, et al., 2009, p. 738), in a non-probability sample there is an unknown 
probability for a sample unit to be selected (Shiu, et al., 2009, p. 470). Moreover, the 
sample size of a non-probability sample is a subjective judgment of the researchers (based 
on intuition, past studies, experiences, and resources) as it cannot be calculated with sample 
size formulas as occurs with probability sample (Shiu, et al., 2009, p. 462). 
 
The sample size of the present study was based on the recommendation of previous studies 
of customer equity done by Rust et al. (2000, p. 121) establishing that a sample size 
between 100-1000 sample units in a metropolitan area is large enough to measure the driver 
of customer equity and obtain reliable data. Due to the limitation of time, a  deadline for the 
data collection was established and limited to the week 14 of the present year in order to 
keep the timeline of the present research and a goal to obtain more than 100 responses  
according to the recommendation of the previous studies of customer equity by Rust et al. 
(2000, p.121). As a result, 156 questionnaires were obtained during this period of time and 
being more than 100 surveys it was enough to get reliable data about the target group. 
 
The  authors  of  this  study  were  aware  of  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  what  the  
judgment sampling technique presents. Due to the fact that the judgment sampling 
technique is a non-probability sampling technique, it is not possible to measure and prove 
representativeness of the sample and is not possible to  make statistical inferences on the 
true population parameters,  but to obtain directions of the target variable in the population, 
as established by Shiu et al.(2009, p. 462). On the other hand, compared to a convenience 
sampling, in which the sample is just based on the convenience of the researcher, judgment 
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sampling has the potential to generate a better sampling than a convenience sampling (Shiu, 
et al., 2009, p. 481). The judgment sample consisted of female students of the School of 
Business (USBE) at Umeå University attending courses during the week 14 of the present 
year 2011.  
 
3.6 Data Collection Approach -Questionnaire Design 
 
The method approach used to gather the primary data was a self-completion questionnaire, 
enabling the researchers of this study to obtain data by asking questions related to state of 
mind and intentions. 
 
Emails were sent to the professors of the eight courses available at the School of Business 
to obtain permission to apply the survey and collect data from the female students attending 
the courses during this period before or after the class. Seven of these professors expressed 
their  permission to collect  data before or after the class.  Each female student participated 
voluntarily in the study. The female students of the different available courses were willing 
to participate once we explained that the collection of data was needed for the thesis work. 
We got in the most of the classes a total participation to answer the survey. We had just one 
class in which four students refused to participate and this due to the fact of the time 
limitation in their schedule, representing a 0.025 drop rate. 
 
The survey method presents some advantages and disadvantages for the study. As 
established by Shiu et al. (2009, p. 227) with this method it is possible to obtain data from a 
large sample at relatively low cost, allowing to make inferences about a target population as 
a whole using advanced statistical analysis. It also facilitates the collection of standardized 
data, factors, or relationships that are not directly observable like perceptions, attitudes or 
intentions. However, this method presents some disadvantages as well.  It limits the depth 
of data collection compared to interviews; the respondents may respond the questions 
without responding truthfully; there is the risk of misinterpretation of data if the appropriate 
statistical technique is not used or if the survey design is ambiguous or leads the 
respondents thereby creating bias. In order to reduce bias, a pre-test was conducted, 
collecting data of 20 female students at the School of Business (USBE). The pre-test helped 
to determine changes needed in the structure and design of the questionnaire used in this 
study.  As  an  example  of  this,  the  question  to  determine  the  purchase  intention  had  to  be  
moved, being originally the first question in the survey it took too much time for the 
respondent  to  determine  the  probabilities  to  buy  in  one  of  the  clothing  stores,  however,  
once that the respondent had the opportunity to read more questions expressing her 
perceptions about the different clothing stores, it was easier for the respondent to answer 
the question measuring purchase intention. In this way, we tried to reduce possible bias and 
the respondents needed less time to answer the questions and as well fewer explanations 
were needed after the modification in comparison to the time and effort needed during the 
pre-test. Every survey was checked once that the respondent delivered the survey to ensure 
the respondent had read and answered all the questions according to the instructions written 
in the survey.  
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In this study the original 5-point multiscale survey developed by Rust et al (2000, pp. 267-
272) was used to measure the customer equity and its drivers. From the original 
questionnaire four questions were eliminated due to the fact that the question did not apply 
to the Swedish context. One example of the questions eliminated is presented: “The store is 
an  active  sponsor  of  community  events”.  Based  on  the  fact,  that  the  original  survey  was  
applied in the American context, in which companies are highly involved in community 
events  in  comparison  to  the  Swedish  context  in  which  the  stores  are  not  involved  in  
sponsoring community events, we considered this question could be confusing for the 
respondent as a fact that they might not know if the clothing store sponsors community 
events or not. Moreover, since the original questionnaire was used to measure customer 
equity among American airlines, the questions had to be modified to be applied to the 
clothing store context of this study. As an example: “the airline flies when and where I need 
to go” was modified to “The store offers what I am looking for”. The original questionnaire 
was also modified to follow the flowerpot approach recommended by Shiu et al.(2009, pp. 
340-342). The flowerpot approach is used to determine the sequential order of the questions 
based on the information objectives and information requirements from general-to-specific 
order. In the original survey, questions collecting data about the size and frequency of 
purchase were located at the beginning of the survey, being originally the question number 
three and four, these were sent to the end of the questionnaire and questions to obtain data 
about the age of the respondent was added at the end of the questionnaire. The 
questionnaire used in this study consisted of 28 questions. Seven questions measuring value 
equity drivers, six questions measuring brand equity drivers, six questions measuring 
relationship equity drivers, five questions measuring clothing interest (Lumpkin, 1984 cited 
in marketingscales.com), one question measuring demographic information of the 
respondents, two questions measuring size and frequency of purchase and one question 
measuring purchase intention (see appendix 2 for a deeper understanding of the multiscales 
used to measure value equity, brand equity, relationship equity and clothing interest). The 
purchase intention was measured asking the probability to buy in the store giving as an 
answer a percentage of probability that had to be added up to 100 between H&M, Gina 
Tricot and other store (s). Measurements of customer equity drivers and clothing interest 
were measured with 5-point multi-item likert scales. Demographic information attended to 
the age of the respondent and frequency to buy clothes and amount of money spent to shop 
clothes. 
 
A quantitative pre-test was conducted collecting data of 20 female students of the School of 
Business between 18-25 years old, to ensure the clothing stores were known by the sample, 
and that the questions were understood, straightforward and unambiguous. The reliability 
of the multi-item scale was analyzed using the coefficient Cronbach’s alpha, to establish the 
extent  to  which  the  scale  could  produce  the  same  measurement  results  in  recurring  trial.  
The total coefficient Cronbach’s alpha for the multi-item scale related to customer equity 
drivers and clothing interest was 0.89, a value higher than 0.6 indicates satisfactory internal 
consistency (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 403). Later on, data were collected by administering a 
quantitative survey to 136 additional female students, who were attending courses at the 
School of Business in Umeå University at the time of the data collection. As a result of the 
data collection, a total of 156 questionnaires were used to analyze perceptions, interests and 
purchase intention of the respondents. 
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3.7 Method Used for Data Analysis  
 

After collecting the data, it was entered into SPSS 18 for analyzing and processing. There 
were in total 156 usable questionnaires with 28 questions which were well over the 
minimum sample size required for the study to be statistically reliable data, as mentioned 
previously and according to the suggestion of Rust et al. (2000, p.121). To analyze the data 
and in order to answer the research questions, paired samples t-test and multiple regressions 
were implemented in the study. 

Paired samples t-test is used when the researchers want to compare the means of the same 
sample for two metric variables (Kent, 2007, p.388). When differences in two means for 
variables in the same sample are tested, paired samples t-test is a good solution (Shiu et al, 
2009,  p.542).   In  the  current  study,  the  authors  aimed  to  know  whether  H&M  and  Gina  
Tricot  were  perceived  differently  by  the  respondents  and  also  which  one  has  the  highest  
purchase intention. Therefore, the goal is to compare the differences in means of perception 
of two stores in the same sample and paired samples t-test is recommended. 

Regression analysis is the most common data analysis technique. It is a very appropriate 
technique which is used in many scientific research studies to predict and infer the 
relationship among variables (Kent, 2007, p.410). Multiple regression analysis 
“hypothesize that the dependent variable of the study is influenced by two or more 
independent variables and estimates a separate regression coefficient for each of these 
independent variables” (Shiu et al, 2009, p. 583). Multiple regressions are used under 
certain assumptions which researchers should consider if they want to correctly perform it. 
First,  the  sample  size  should  not  be  too  small.  This  depends  on  the  reliability  of  the  
measurement but the minimum sample size of 90 is required. Second, the dependent 
variables should be metric. If it is not, then logistic regression, discriminant analysis or 
loglinear analysis should be used. Third, all metric variables should be normally 
distributed. Forth, a linear relationship between variables is essential. It means that the 
relationship between variables should be summarized in a straight line not curved or 
oscillating one. Finally, the correlation between independent variables should not be too 
high, otherwise it is difficult to distinguish the relative contributions of each independent 
variable (Kent, 2007, pp.411-412). Based on the above assumptions, the authors of this 
study used multiple regressions to examine the relative importance of each customer equity 
driver (value, brand and relationship equity) for the respondents and also to test which 
driver has the highest impact on respondents’ purchase intentions. 

In addition to different statistical methods were used in this study, several assumptions 
were determined to analyze the research findings. First, we consider the mean value of 3 for 
all the findings due to the fact that we have used a five-point scale in our questionnaire. 
Second, for all t-test and regression tables the significance lower than 0.05 consider as 
statistically significant. Finally, we assume the respondents who buy clothes once a month 
or more as frequent buyers. 
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3.8 Choice of Theories 
 

Among a large number of theories and sources that could be used in our study, we have 
chosen the theories and sources which have been discussed in the literature review, since 
they were more relevant to our selected topic. We have tried to find the most related and 
current literature to define better our subject and to find better position for our study, as 
well as sought the most referenced literature. For example, we have mentioned the theory 
of reasoned action to connect the perceptions and intentions of the respondents, as this is 
the most referenced theory to get a deeper understanding about consumers’ perceptions and 
behaviors.  Moreover,  we  have  reviewed  many  scientific  articles  about  customer  equity  
frameworks, brand, value and relationship equity concepts and the application of each in 
the retail clothing industry. Both our curiosity and need-to-know have motivated us to 
undertake this specific research. In order to have a deeper understanding of the literature 
about customer equity from consumers’ perspective, we have tried to focus more on articles 
related to this subject and less on the literature associated to customer equity from corporate 
perspective. We did not have any specific guidelines to help us to choose accurate theories 
and sources but our pre-conceptions about the topic. This previous understanding led us to 
seek for proper theories through various studies and to present only relevant studies in our 
chosen area. 

 

3.9 Literature Search and Source Criticism 

  
The information of the current study is gathered from different reliable sources including 
books, scientific journals and articles, data bases, websites, literature and documents. These 
sources are considered as reliable because they are referred to by credible authors and 
revised constantly. In addition, the information from thesis works and internet websites is 
used only as background information since as it is mentioned before in the introduction, the 
credibility of these sources is doubtful. Therefore, such sources are not been appropriate to 
use in the theoretical framework. Moreover, we have tried to keep our literature up to date 
and credible by reviewing relevant scientific studies in our chosen field.  

We have implemented both primary and secondary sources in our study. Secondary sources 
are applied due to the relative speed and cost-effectiveness of gathering the information 
(Shiu et al, 2009, p.141). We have also used secondary sources which are not directly 
developed or collected to the undertaken research studies because of the lack of first- hand 
data. Since the purpose of the secondary sources has been different from the current study, 
we must carefully evaluate their relationship with our research objective. Moreover, we are 
confident about the accuracy of secondary sources’ methodology and research design (Shiu 
et al, 2009, pp. 143-144). Business source premier (EBSCO), Emerald Fulltext and Elsevier 
ScienceDirect are used as most well-known sources for information and article search of 
this study. Books have been found by searching in Umea University’s library databases. 

 In our literature review we faced the problem that most of the articles contained statements 
from other previous studies; thus, in order to avoid giving many secondary references 
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which usually cause misinterpretation, we referred to the original source to keep the 
information trustworthy. The primary source of this study is the data collected via the 
questionnaire.  

To find relevant articles and required information many keywords from different fields 
were browsed and used. In the field of customer equity the keywords like “customer 
equity”, “brand equity”, “value equity”, “relationship equity”, “brand loyalty” and 
“purchase intentions” were used. Information regarding to the industry and target segment 
was found through search of the keywords like “retail clothing industry”, “fashion 
industry”, “young consumers” and “H&M and Gina Tricot” and more specifically by 
searching in the clothing and textile journal. 

 
3.10 Ethical Considerations  
 
This study followed the ICC/ESOMAR International Code on Market and Social Research 
as a framework for self-regulation (ICC/ESOMAR, 2008). This includes behaving ethically 
and protecting the reputation of market research by not misleading information, respecting 
the rights of the respondents, their willingness to cooperate in a voluntary way, and using 
the personal data only for market research purposes (ICC/ESOMAR, 2008). Considering 
research ethics in marketing is important for maintaining the respondents’ goodwill to 
participate and give information for market research purposes, retain credibility and trust. 
The data used in this research was conducted transparently, accurately, and objectively. 
Respondents received comprehensible information to ensure a clear understanding of how 
the data was used and for what purpose and individuals had the opportunity to give their 
authorization to be part of the study.  
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4 Findings and Discussion 
 
The data was collected from female students of Umeå School of Business (USBE) in the 
time period from April 9th to April 12th 2011. In this chapter, first, the demographics of the 
respondents are described and then the findings which explain the research questions are 
presented and discussed. 
 
4.1 Respondents Demographics 
 

4.1.1 Age of the Respondents 
  
The study sample consisted of 156 female students of the School of Business at Umeå 
University. According to the self-reported age of the respondents 99.4 percent of the 
participants belong to the generation “y” and are representative of the young consumers’ 
market segment, which has been explained previously in the introductory and 
methodological chapter (Figure 5). 
 

 
Figure 5 Respondents Age (Per cent) 

 
 
4.1.2 Purchase Size and Frequency 
  
Approximately 51 percent of the respondents buy clothes once a month, 35 percent once 
every two weeks and 3 percent once a week. Based on our study assumptions which have 
been explained before in the methodology part, approximately 89 percent of the 
respondents are frequent buyers of clothes because they buy clothes once a month or more 
(Figure 6).  
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Figure 6 Frequency of buying clothes (Per cent) 

 
In the sample, 87.2 percent of the respondents spend less than 1000 SEK each time they 
buy clothes (Figure 7). The results obtained about the size and frequency purchase 
correspond to what was expected based on the fact that both stores (H&M and Gina Tricot) 
belong not only to the retail clothing industry but to the “fast-fashion” category. According 
to the definition presented in the methodological chapter about the fast-fashion retail 
clothing stores and their marketing strategies, these stores will try to present the fashion 
clothes at the lowest price possible and would try to create expectation of the consumer to 
buy clothes in small amount of money for more frequently, which would imply to buy 
cheap but more often. 
 

 
Figure 7 Frequency of average spending (Per cent) 
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4.1.3 Respondents Enroll in Frequent Buyer Programs 
 
Respondents were asked to determine whether they belong to a frequent buyer program 
offered by H&M and Gina Tricot (question 14). 53% of the respondents belong to a 
frequent buyer program offered by H&M, Gina Tricot or both of them (Figure 8).  
 

 
 
 

Figure 8 Enrollment to frequent buyers program offered by H&M and Gina Tricot 
 

We were interested on respondents who belong to at least one frequent buyer program to 
determine if respondents had preference for one of these stores. The results show that more 
respondents belong to H&M frequent buyer program than to Gina Tricot’s, being 52% and 
21% respectively (Figure 9). 

 
Figure 9 Comparison of preference of enrollment of the respondents to H&M and Gina Tricot’s frequent 
buyer program. 
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4.1.4 Clothing Interest 
 
The clothing interest (questions 20-24, table 1) indicate that the importance of looking good 
and enjoy clothes was high. The mean value related to the clothing interest was 3. The 
highest mean 3.70 was for question 22, which states “how I look is very important to me”. 
The results obtained about the buying interest of the respondents in our study correspond to 
the characteristics and attitudes of the young consumer market based on the facts that our 
findings about the clothing interest are similar to the findings reported by Belleau et al 
(2007, p. 245) and which were mentioned in the introductory chapter, being the most 
important the fact that young consumers are highly involved in fashion and interested on 
following trends. 
 
Table 1.Clothing Interest 
Clothing interest of the respondents corresponding to the question number (Question Nr) 20 to 24 of the 
survey implemented in the present study. The table shows the total number of the complete responses used 
(n), the Minimum (Min) and Maximum (Max), values with mean (Mean) and the standard deviation (SD) of 
the responses obtained.  

 Question 
Nr. n Min Max Mean SD 

I enjoy clothes like some people enjoy books, records and movies. 20 156 1 5 3.60 1.25 

Clothing is so attractive to me that I am tempted to spend more 
money than I should. 

21 156 1 5 3.22 1.23 

How I look is very important to me. 22 156 2 5 3.70 0.88 

Planning and selecting my wardrobe is among my favorite 
activities. 

23 155 1 5 3.03 1.23 

I would rather spend my money on clothes than on anything else. 24 156 1 5 2.55 1.19 

 
 
4.2 Performance of H&M and Gina Tricot on the Customer equity 
Drivers 
 
4.2.1 H&M Value Equity 
 
Questions 1 to 7 (table 2) measured the customer’s perceptions about the performance of 
H&M on value  equity.  The  overall  mean  obtained  for  H&M’s  value  equity  in  the  results  
was  3.59  in  a  scale  from 1  to  5,  in  which  the  responses  for  all  the  seven  questions  were  
higher than 3. These results indicate that H&M has a strong performance on value equity. 
In addition, among questions 1 to 7, question 4 and question 6 show the highest means 
indicating  that  H&M  offers  what  the  respondents  are  looking  for  and  H&M’s  prices  are  
perceived as lower than the prices offered by the other clothing stores. 
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Table 2.Value Equity for H&M 
Value Equity for H&M corresponding to the question number (Question Nr) 1 to 7 of the survey implemented 
in the present study. The table shows the total number of the complete responses used (n), the Minimum 
(Min) and Maximum (Max), values with mean (Mean) and the standard deviation (SD) of the responses 
obtained. 

 Question 
Nr.  n Min Max Mean SD 

How would you rate the overall quality of each of the 
following stores? 

1 156 1 5 3.15 0.82 

To what extend is the quality of the following stores worth 
the price paid? 

2 154 1 5 3.67 0.81 

How would you rate the competitiveness of the prices of 
each of these stores? 

3 155 1 5 3.77 0.97 

The store offers what I am looking for. 4 156 1 5 3.82 0.98 
It is easy to find what I want. 5 155 1 5 3.46 0.98 
Please rate the regular prices charged by each of these 
stores, compared to the other clothing stores in Umeå 

6 155 2 5 3.80 0.76 

Please rate the discounted prices offered by each of these 
stores 

7 156 1 5 3.46 0.78 

 
 
4.2.2 H&M Brand Equity 
 
Question 8 to 13 (table 3) are related to performance of H&M on brand equity. The overall 
mean for H&M’s Brand equity was 3.36. The means for most of the questions are higher 
than the mean value of 3, this meaning that H&M had a good performance on brand equity. 
Questions 10 and 11 which refer to consumers’ perception of brand ethics show the lowest 
means indicating that H&M is not perceived as an ethical brand among the respondents.  
 
Table 3.Brand Equity for H&M 
Brand Equity for H&M corresponding to the question number (Question Nr) 8 to 13 of the survey 
implemented in the present study. The table shows the total number of the complete responses used (n), the 
Minimum (Min) and Maximum (Max), values with mean (Mean) and the standard deviation (SD) of the 
responses obtained. 

 Question Nr.  n Min Max Mean SD 
My attitude toward the store is extremely favorable. 8 156 1 5 3.58 0.98 
I often notice and pay attention to the store's advertising. 9 156 1 5 3.62 1.13 
the store is well known as a good corporate citizen 10 154 1 5 2.86 1.15 
the store has high ethical standards 11 156 1 5 3.01 1.01 
the image of the store fits my personality well 12 156 1 5 3.35 1.07 
I have positive feelings toward the store 13 156 1 5 3.76 0.96 
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4.2.3 H&M Relationship Equity 
 
Questions 16 to 19 refer to relationship equity (table 4). The overall mean for H&M’s 
Relationship equity was 2.25. The means obtained of the most of the questions are lower 
than mean value of 3 indicating that H&M has a poor performance on relationship equity. 
Although most of the respondents know the store’s procedures well, they do not feel a 
sense of community with other buyers and think they are not recognized as special by 
H&M. 
 
Table 4.Relationship Equity for H&M 
Relationship Equity for H&M corresponding to the question number (Question Nr) 15 to 19 of the survey 
implemented in the present study. The table shows the total number of the complete responses used (n), the 
Minimum (Min) and Maximum (Max), Values with mean (Mean) and the standard deviation (SD) of the 
responses obtained. 

 
Question 

Nr.  n Min Max Mean SD 
The preferential treatment I get from this store's loyalty program is 
important to me. 

15 78 1 5 3.35 1.08 

I know this store's procedures well 16 156 1 5 3.19 1.18 
The store knows a lot of information about me 17 156 1 5 2.17 1.10 
The store recognizes me as being special 18 156 1 5 1.65 0.88 
I feel a sense of community with other buyers of this store 19 156 1 5 1.99 0.97 

 
 
4.2.4 Gina Tricot’s Value Equity 
 
The means of each customer equity driver was also estimated for Gina Tricot. The overall 
mean for Gina Tricot’s value equity was 3.22. The means obtained corresponding to the 
questions 1 to 7 for Gina Tricot indicates that  Gina Tricot has a medium performance on 
value  equity  (table  5).  The  results  also  show  that  prices  offered  by  Gina  Tricot  were  
reasonable for the respondents compared to other stores. In addition, the prices offered by 
Gina Tricot are competitive according to the respondents’ perceptions. However, 
respondents were not satisfied with the quality and convenience of Gina Tricot. 
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Table 5.Value Equity for Gina Tricot  
Value Equity for Gina Tricot corresponding to the question number (Question Nr) 1 to 7 of the survey 
implemented in the present study. Question 1 measured customers’ perception about the quality, questions 2, 
3, 6 and 7 measured customers’ perceptions about the price and questions 4 and 5 measured customers’ 
perception about convenience. The table shows the total number of the complete responses used (n), the 
Minimum (Min) and Maximum (Max), values with mean (Mean) and the standard deviation (SD) of the 
responses obtained. 

 Question 
Nr n Min Max Mean SD 

how would you rate the overall quality of each of 
the following stores? 

1 156 1 5 2.93 0.77 

to what extend  is the quality of the following 
stores worth the price paid? 

2 154 1 5 3.40 0.79 

how would you rate the competitiveness of the 
prices of each of these stores? 

3 155 1 5 3.53 0.87 

the store offers what I am looking for. 4 156 1 5 2.92 1.04 
it is easy to find what I want. 5 155 1 5 2.94 0.93 
please rate the regular prices charged by each of 
these stores, compared to the other clothing stores 
in Umeå 

6 155 2 5 3.54 0.66 

please rate the discounted prices offered by each 
of these stores. 

7 156 2 5 3.29 0.75 

 
 
4.2.5 Gina Tricot’s Brand Equity 
 
The overall mean for Gina Tricot’s brand equity was 2.80. According to the results 
obtained, Gina Tricot had a performance lower than the medium on brand equity. The 
means of brand equity (questions 8 to 13) are near or lower than the mean value of 3 (table 
6). Moreover, Gina Tricot is not perceived as a good corporate citizen and its image does 
not fit well with the respondents’ personality. 
 
Table 6.Brand Equity for Gina Tricot 
Brand Equity for Gina Tricot corresponding to the question number (Question Nr) 8 to 13 of the survey 
implemented in the present study. The table shows the total number of the complete responses used (n), the 
Minimum (Min) and Maximum (Max), values with mean (Mean) and the standard deviation (SD) of the 
responses obtained. 

 Question 
Nr n Min Max Mean SD 

my attitude toward the store is extremely 
favorable. 

8 156 1 5 2.74 0.98 

I often notice and pay attention to the store's 
advertising. 

9 156 1 5 3.07 1.04 

the store is well known as a good corporate citizen 10 154 1 5 2.51 0.96 
the store has high ethical standards 11 156 1 5 2.86 0.99 
the image of the store fits my personality well 12 156 1 5 2.64 1.07 
I have positive feelings toward the store 13 156 1 5 3.06 1.04 
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4.2.6 Gina Tricot’s Relationship Equity 

 
The results related to Gina Tricot’s performance on relationship equity indicate a poor 
performance. The overall mean for Gina Tricot’s relationship equity was 1.88. The means 
obtained for the questions 16 to 19 are lower than the mean value of 3 (table 7). The results 
show that the respondents do not perceive any special recognition by Gina Tricot; neither 
that Gina Tricot knows information about them. In addition, the respondents did not have a 
sense of community with other buyers of Gina Tricot.  
 
Table 7.Relationship Equity for Gina Tricot 
Relationship Equity for Gina Tricot corresponding to the question number (Question Nr) 15 to 19 of the 
survey implemented in the present study. The table shows the total number of the complete responses used 
(n), the Minimum (Min) and Maximum (Max), Values with mean (Mean) and the standard deviation (SD) of 
the responses obtained. 

 Question 
Nr n Min Max Mean SD 

The preferential treatment I get from this store's 
loyalty program is important to me. 

15 33 1 5 2.97 0.95 

I know this store's procedures well 16 156 1 5 2.72 1.03 
the store knows a lot of information about me 17 156 1 4 1.58 0.75 
the store recognizes me as being special 18 156 1 4 1.46 0.70 
I feel a sense of community with other buyers of 
this store 

19 156 1 4 1.74 0.83 

 
 

4.3 Analysis and Discussion 

4.3.1 H&M and Gina Tricot’s Customer Equity  

 
The overall mean for each customer equity driver was estimated in order to determine 
which store (H&M or Gina Tricot) had the best performance on each customer equity 
driver. H&M had in general a better performance than Gina Tricot on all three customer 
equity  drivers  (Figure  10).  In  addition,  both  H&M  and  Gina  Tricot  had  a  better  
performance on value equity than on brand or relationship equity.    
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Figure 10 Customer equity driver’s means for H&M and Gina Tricot 
 

 
To answer the first research question, the paired sample t-test was conducted to determine 
whether the means obtained for H&M and Gina Tricot were statistically different and 
thereby establish if the respondents perceive the two retail clothing stores of this study 
(H&M  and  Gina  Tricot)  as  the  same  or  differently.  The  purpose  to  use  the  t-test  was  
presented in the methodology chapter. 
 
The results show that the respondents perceive H&M and Gina Tricot differently (Table 8). 
The difference of the means was statistically different at 0.000 levels. This suggests that for 
example, customers perceive value equity of H&M and Gina Tricot differently. This 
meaning that according to the respondents’ perceptions, the value of the clothes offered by 
H&M is higher than what they can buy in Gina Tricot. As previously established in the 
literature review and the definition presented of value equity done by Rust et al. (2000), 
value equity will be driven by perceptions and attitudes about the price, quality and 
convenience of the market offering. Therefore, we conclude that the respondents think that 
the price, quality and convenience offered by H&M are better than by Gina Tricot’s. 
 
Companies develop differentiation strategies to differentiate themselves from their 
competitors and thereby create a competitive advantage by being meaningful and of value 
to  the  customers.  According  to  the  results,  H&M is  able  to  differentiate  itself  from Gina  
Tricot by being perceive differently in the respondents’ perception.  
 
In addition, in general the means of the customer equity drivers for H&M are higher than 
the means of the customer equity drivers for Gina Tricot. This means that the respondents 
show more positive perceptions and attitudes toward H&M than towards Gina Tricot. For 
example, the value equity of H&M has a higher mean than value equity of Gina Tricot (see 
appendix 6), thus,  customers perceived the value of H&M better than the value they get 
when they buy in Gina Tricot based on how much they paid  for the clothes and the quality 
and convenience obtained  (see appendix 6).  Although consumers are aware of Gina 
Tricot’s  brand,  they  do  not  have  a  positive  attitude  toward  it.  Gina  Tricot’s  poor  
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performance on value equity is due mostly to quality and convenience. In addition, its poor 
performance on brand equity is because of respondents’ perceptions and attitudes about the 
brand and company attitude. Moreover, Gina Tricot’s poor performance on relationship 
equity is due to its lack of special recognition programs, community-building and 
knowledge-building activities. 
 
Customers’ perceptions and attitudes are important for companies because they are linked 
to the intentions to behave (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Moreover, as presented in the 
literature review chapter, Vogel et al. (2008) established that the customers’ perceptions 
and attitudes are connected to the future sales of the company. However, in our study the 
link between the customers’ perceptions and attitudes corresponding to the customer equity 
drivers, and their influence on the purchase intention will be measured by the regression 
analysis as established in the methodological chapter. 
 
Table 8.H&M and Gina Trico’s drivers compared means 
Paired t-test comparing H&M and Gina Tricot’s overall means for each customer equity driver. The table 
shows the mean difference (Mean), standard deviation (SD), standard error mean (SE), confidence interval of 
the difference lower (Lower) and upper (Upper), t value (t), degrees of freedom (df) and significance level 
(Sig.).  

    

T df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
Mean SD 

SE 
Mean 

95% confidence 
interval 

Lower Upper 
Value equity – Value equity 0.37 0.48 0.03 0.29 0.45 9.49 150 .000 
Brand equity – Brand equity 0.55 0.63 0.05 0.45 0.65 10.88 153 .000 

Relationship equity– 
Relationship equity 

0.37 0.55 0.04 0.28 0.46 8.50 155 .000 

 
 
4.3.2 Relative Importance of the Three Drivers for Each Store 
 
The second research question is answered by comparing the means obtained about the three 
drivers of customer equity for each store and determine whether the drivers are equally 
important in the performance of the stores or not. 
  
According to the results, the highest performance on the three different drivers for H&M is 
value equity. This, because value equity has the highest mean (see appendix 4). The 
difference  of  means  of  the  three  drivers  was  statistically  significant  at  0.000  levels,  thus  
meaning that the perceptions of the respondents about H&M had different performance on 
each customer equity driver (table 9).  
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Table 9.H&M customer equity drivers’ means 
Paired t-test comparing difference in the means between the H&M’s customer equity drivers- value, brand 
and relationship-. The table shows the mean difference (Mean), standard deviation (SD), standard error mean 
(SE), confidence interval of the difference lower (Lower) and upper (Upper), t value (t), degrees of freedom 
(df) and significance level (Sig.). 

  

  

t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean SD 

SE 
Mean 

95% confidence 
interval 

Lower Upper 
Value equity – Brand equity 0.23 0.62 0.51 0.13 0.33 4.59 149 .000 
Value equity – Relationship 
equity 

1.33 0.72 0.05 1.22 1.45 22.81 150 .000 

Brand equity – Relationship 
equity 

1.11 0.65 0.53 1.00 1.21 20.91 153 .000 

 
 
Also, the difference of means for Gina Tricot’s customer equity drivers is statistically 
significant at 0.000 level (table 10) meaning that Gina Tricot had a different performance 
on each customer equity drivers. Moreover, Gina Tricot had the best performance on value 
equity, compared to brand equity and relationship equity (see appendix 5). 
 
 
Table 10.Gina Tricot customer equity drivers’ means 
Paired t-test comparing difference in the means between the Gina Tricot’s customer equity drivers- value, 
brand and relationship-. The table shows the mean difference (Mean), standard deviation (SD), standard error 
mean (SE), confidence interval of the difference lower (Lower) and upper (Upper), t value (t), degrees of 
freedom (df) and significance level (Sig.). 

    

t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
Mean SD 

SE 
Mean 

95% confidence 
interval 

Lower Upper 
Value equity – Brand 
equity 

0.40 0.60 0.05 0.30 0.50 8.14 149 .000 

Value equity – 
Relationship equity 

1.34 0.63 0.05 1.24 1.45 26.09 150 .000 

Brand equity – 
Relationship equity 

0.93 0.70 0.05 0.82 1.05 16.42 153 .000 

 
 
The study shows that both H&M and Gina Tricot performed better on value equity than on 
brand equity or relationship equity. As conclusion, Value equity is of the primary 
importance for the companies and it  works as a keystone of the relationship of customers 
with firms. This meaning that, value equity is the customer equity driver ruling in the 
industry. Due to the fact that if customers are not satisfied with a firm’s products or 
services and these products or services do not meet their expectation, there is no need to 
establish brand or relationship equity (Lemon et al., 2001, p.1). 
 
According to Rust et al. (2000, p.168) different industries have different emphases on each 
customer equity driver. The finding in our study shows that value equity is the driver ruling 
the two retail clothing stores (H&M and Gina Tricot).  
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Based on the fact that these two retail clothing stores belong to the most representative big-
chain Swedish companies, we could suggest that the findings of our study contrast with the 
previous studies (Kim et al, 2009 and Dew & Kwon, 2010) in the retail clothing industry, in 
which it was suggested that brand equity would be the most important driver.  
 
In that case, it is important to remember that these two retail clothing stores (H&M and 
Gina Tricot) belong not only to the retail clothing industry but to be more specific, they are 
competing in the “fast-fashion” industry. Due to this fact, it makes sense that value equity 
is the driver ruling the specific industry in which these two companies compete. This value 
equity is mainly based on the fact that according to the respondents, these stores offered 
what they are looking for and at competitive prices which are considered lower in these 
types of stores than other clothing stores in Umeå. In addition, these stores offer what they 
are looking for, by that meaning, that the new trends and fashion are available in these 
stores and the price of that “new trends” in these stores is lower that other stores in Umeå. 
 
4.3.3 The Customer Equity Drivers and Purchase Intention for H&M and Gina Tricot 
 
To answer the third research question, the customer equity drivers has been tested to predict 
the customers’ purchase intention for H&M and Gina Tricot.  
 
Respondents were asked to specify the probability to buy from each store the next time they 
will buy clothes. Question 28 (table 11) refers to customers’ purchase intention. The means 
of purchase intentions were compared for H&M and Gina Tricot. The purchase intention 
obtained for H&M was 46.88 while for Gina Tricot was 15.30 (Appendix 7). The results 
display statistical difference between purchase intentions’ means of H&M and Gina Tricot 
(table 11) at 0.000 levels, these meaning that the customers’ purchase intention is higher for 
one of these stores.  
 
H&M obtained higher purchase intentions than Gina Tricot (see appendix 7).  The fact that 
H&M  obtained  a  higher  purchase  intention  from  the  respondents  fits  with  the  results  
reported in the first question of our study, in which, H&M was the company who obtained 
more positive perceptions and attitudes from the respondents. These results are similar to 
the ones presented by Fishbein & Ajzen (1975) who established that perceptions and 
attitudes are connected to the intention to behave. Moreover, H&M got better responses on 
each customer equity driver- value, brand and relationship. These finding correspond also 
to the findings of Vogel et al. (2008), who established that the customer equity drivers are 
connected to the future sales of a firm. 
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Table 11.Difference between H&M and Gina Tricot’s purchase intentions 
Paired t-test comparing customer purchase intention obtained for H&M and Gina Tricot. The table shows the 
mean (Mean), standard deviation (SD), standard error mean (SE), confidence interval of the difference lower 
(Lower) and upper (Upper), t value (t), degrees of freedom (df) and significance level (Sig.). 

    

t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 
Mean SD 

SE 
Mean 

95% confidence 
interval 

Lower Upper 
The next time you buy 
clothes, what is the 
probability that you will buy 
in H&M? –  
The next time you buy 
clothes, what is the 
probability that you will buy 
in Gina Tricot? 

31.57 32.28 2.58 26.47 36.68 12.21 155 .000 

 
 
4.3.4 Relation between the Customer Equity Drivers and Purchase Intentions for 
Each Stores  
 
To answer the forth research question of this study, correlation and regression analysis for 
each one of the stores was done separately in order to determine not only the link between 
the drivers to predict purchase intention but also to establish which customer equity driver 
had the greatest influence on purchase intention for each store. 
  
Overall, we found support for our conceptual model. This means that the three customer 
equity drivers- value equity, brand equity and relationship equity- are correlated between 
each other and to the purchase intention of the respondents (table 12).   
 
 
Table 12.Correlation between the H&M’s customer equity drivers and purchase intention of the respondents 
The table shows the statistical values for the correlation:  Pearson correlations (Pearson correlation), 
significance level (Sig.) and the number of complete responses used for the correlation (N). 

 Value 
equity Brand equity Relationship equity 

Purchase 
Intention 

Value equity Pearson 
Correlation 

1 .574 .358 .353 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 151 150 151 151 
Brand equity Pearson 

Correlation 
.574 1 .602 .398 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 150 154 154 154 

Relationship 
equity 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.358 .602 1 .438 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 

N 151 154 156 156 
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To determine which driver has the greatest impact on purchase intention of the respondents 
regression analysis was performed.  
 
The findings of the regression analysis entering the three customer equity driver together 
indicate that, the three customer equity drivers together would explain 25.3% of the 
variation in purchase intentions (See appendix 8). This meaning that the customer equity 
drivers are predictors of the purchase intention.  
  
The regression analysis tested the influence of each customer equity driver separately to 
determine which driver has the greatest influence. According to Shiu et al. (2009, p. 571) 
the regression coefficient beta is indicates “the importance of an independent variable in 
predicting a dependent variable”. The results show that relationship equity is the driver with 
the greatest influence on purchase intention for H&M (Table 13). Moreover, relationship 
equity would be the reason for the respondents to keep buying from H&M. This meaning 
that, H&M should focus efforts on increasing the relationship equity of the respondents. 
Moreover, according to the results of the respondents’ perception corresponding to the 
relationship equity driver the greatest impact can be obtained by creating a sense of 
community and by recognizing its customers as special (see table 4). The fact that H&M 
offers a frequent buyer program is not enough for their customers to have positive 
perceptions and attitudes, especially when the most of their customers think that H&M does 
not recognize them as special and they don’t feel part of the community with other buyers. 
Moreover, Too et al. (2001) showed in their study that the implementation of relationship 
marketing enhance loyalty. However, Too et al.’s (2001) findings also reveal that, 
customers’ perceptions about the effort that clothing stores do to create a relationship with 
their customers is more important than just implementing a relationship program. This is 
the  case  of  H&M,  they  have  implemented  a  frequent  buyer  program  with  the  purpose  to  
establish a relationship with their customers; however, customers feel that H&M is not 
making an effort to create a relationship with them, customers do not feel special.  
 
The results also indicate that brand equity is not statistically significant (Sig=0.455, table 
13). This means that the importance of this independent variable is not statistically 
significant in predicting the dependent variable purchase intention. This result is justified 
on the fact that brand equity is significantly and positively correlated to relationship equity 
(correlation= 60.2%, table 12), which means that perceptions of the respondents 
corresponding to brand equity are affected by the perceptions correspondent of relationship 
equity that the respondents have about H&M.  
 
In this case, despite the fact that H&M’s brand equity had a good performance, the brand 
awareness that H&M creates does not produce the impact and influence it should because 
according to the perception and attitudes respondents expressed: H&M is not seen as a 
good corporate citizen store, H&M do not care about sustainability and environmental 
issues and the respondents doubt about H&M’s high ethical standards, concluding that the 
money that H&M is investing on create brand awareness is being wasted because the 
people think that H&M is not a good company and this perceptions create an attitude which 
decrease the likeliness to buy there, which in the other hand would mean that if the 
customers would think that H&M is a good company and due to the fact that the brand 
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awareness is high, the purchase intention would increase. According to the previous studies 
in the retail clothing industry (Kim et al, 2009 and Dew & Kwon, 2010), brand equity is the 
most influential factor on customers’ purchase intentions however, our results show that for 
H&M relationship equity has the greatest influence on purchase intentions (table 13) and 
that relationship equity is strongly correlated to brand equity based on the Pearson 
correlation coefficient which is higher than .60 (table 12). The Pearson coefficient is “a 
statistical measure of the strength of a linear relationship between two metric variable” and 
it is determined as strong being higher than .60 (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 554, 555).  
 
We can conclude that although H&M had a better performance on value equity (table 2), 
customers’ intentions to buy will increase if H&M focus actions to increase the relationship 
equity which is strongly correlated to brand equity. H&M is a well-known brand which has 
a good value equity performance in customers’ mind. In order to retain its existing 
customers and increase sales, it should focus more on relationship equity. 
 
Table 13.Influence of the each H&M’s customer equity driver on purchase intention 
The table shows the values from the statistical linear regression. The unstandardized coefficients (B), the 
standard error (Std. Error), the standardized coefficient beta (Beta), t-value (t) and the significance level (Sig.)  

  
Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig.   B Std. Error Beta 
(Constant) -28.85396439 13.697  -2.107 .037 

Value equity 10.585 4.599 .199 2.302 .023 
Brand equity 2.637 3.519 .076 .749 .455 

Relationship equity 12.893 3.236 .352 3.984 .000 

 
The relation between the customer equity drivers and the purchase intentions for Gina 
Tricot was also analyzed. The results illustrate a positive correlation between all three 
customer equity drivers - value equity, brand equity and relationship equity- with each 
other and with customers’ purchase intentions (table 14). 

 
Table 14.Correlation between the Gina Tricot’s customer equity drivers and purchase intention  
The table shows the statistical values for the correlation:  Pearson correlations (Pearson correlation), 
significance level (Sig.) and the number of complete responses used for the correlation (N). 

 Value 
equity 

Brand 
equity 

Relationship 
equity Purchase intention 

Value equity Pearson Correlation 1 .566 .286 .465 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 151 150 151 151 

Brand equity Pearson Correlation .566 1 .425 .442 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 150 154 154 154 

Relationship equity Pearson Correlation .286 .425 1 .210 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 

N 151 154 156 156 
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The results obtained to determine that the customer equity drivers are predictors of the 
purchase intention for Gina Tricot. The model of our study applied to Gina Tricot is able to 
predict 21.7% of purchase intentions’ variation (see appendix 9). Brand equity by itself 
would have the greatest importance in predicting the purchase intention based on the 
regression coefficient beta (table 15). Relationship equity is not statistically significant 
(sig= 0.223, table 15). Since relationship equity is significantly and positively related to 
brand equity (correlation= 42.5%, table 14), we can suggest that relationship equity 
perceptions of the respondents are affected by their brand equity’s perceptions. 
 
The findings of Gina Tricot confirm the findings of the previous studies in the retail clothes 
industry and customer equity indicating brand equity affects customers’ purchase intentions 
(Kim et al, 2009; Dew & Kwon, 2010; Vogel et al., 2008).  
 
Table 15.Influence of the each Gina Tricot’s customer equity driver on purchase intention 
The table shows the values from the statistical linear regression. The unstandardized coefficients (B), the 
standard error (Std. Error), the standardized coefficient beta (Beta), t-value (t) and the significance level (Sig.)  

  
 Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig.   B 
Std. 

Error Beta 
(Constant) -18.688 7.204  -2.594 .010 
Value equity 5.950 2.595 .202 2.293 .023 

Brand equity 6.665 1.707 .371 3.904 .000 

Relationship equity -2.311 1.890 -.098 -1.223 .223 
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5 CONCLUSIONS 
 
This chapter presents the conclusions of the thesis. After a brief presentation of the purpose 
of the study, conclusions are given according to the research questions of this study.  
Following the conclusions, the quality criteria and limitations with the suggested 
extensions of the study are discussed and finally we present managerial implications.  
 
The purpose of the study was to develop and apply the customer equity framework from the 
customer perspective and extend the research done by Holehonnur et al. (2009) by if the 
three drivers are predictors of purchase intention and further on determining which 
customer equity driver has the greatest influence on purchase intentions. The purpose of the 
study was reached by collecting data among female students of the School of Business 
(USBE) at Umeå University and analyzing respondents’ perceptions and attitudes about 
H&M and Gina Tricot.  
 
In general, we found that the customer equity framework that we develop including the 
three customer equity drivers result being predictors customers’ purchase intentions (see 
appendix 8 & 9). Holehonnur et al. (2009) focus on examining and determining the 
connection of value and brand equity to the purchase intention eliminating the relationship 
equity driver. This because according to them, value and brand equity are acquisition 
drivers and relationship equity is a retention driver (Holehonnur et al., 2009, p. 168). Based 
on this fact, in Holehonnur et al.’s (2009) study, the connection between value, brand and 
relationship equity to purchase intention could not be tested and established. With our 
study, we contribute to the literature by determining that the three drivers of customer 
equity are predictors of purchase intention.  
 
The results about each research question are presented below: 
 

RQ1. Are the two firms perceived as the same or differently by the customers? 
 

The two firms were perceived differently by the customers. This was indicated by the 
analysis  of  the  empirical  data  and  presented  in  the  findings  and  discussion  chapter.  
Respondents show overall more positive perceptions and attitudes towards H&M than 
towards Gina Tricot. Moreover, the mean for each customer equity driver was higher for 
H&M than for Gina Tricot. The mean obtained for Value equity was 3.59 for H&M, while 
for Gina Tricot was 3.22; Brand equity was 3.36 for H&M, while 2.80 for Gina Tricot; and 
finally, Relationship equity was 2.25 for H&M while for Gina Tricot was 1.88 (Figure 10). 
In addition, the differences in the mean were statistical different at 0.000 levels (Table 8). 
We can conclude that according to the respondents’ perception, H&M is able to stand out 
from its competitor (Gina Tricot) and differentiates itself as a firm which offers higher 
value equity, brand equity and relationship equity. Meaning by higher value equity that the 
value of the clothes offered by H&M is higher than clothes offered by Gina Tricot based on 
the price of the clothes and the quality and convenience received.  Higher brand equity 
related to the customers’ brand awareness, attitude toward the brand and perception of 
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brand ethics. Despite the fact that the customer perception about H&M’s brand ethics and 
relationship  equity  was  poor,  the  results  obtained  for  H&M  were  more  positive  than  the  
ones obtained for Gina Tricot. Due to the fact that H&M’s image fits better with the 
respondents’ personality, they have more positive feelings towards H&M than towards 
Gina Tricot. The fact that the two stores are perceived differently is important because 
firms aim to be meaningful to the customers and therefore not to be perceived just like any 
other store. If customers are able to differentiate one store from another they will be also 
able to establish which store is better according to their own perception and thereby create 
an attitude toward the store and decide in which store they want to buy, and in which not. 
Moreover, respondents are more likely to buy in H&M than in Gina Tricot based on their 
positive perceptions and attitudes toward the store, which would be congruent to the theory 
of reasoned action provided by Fishbein & Ajzen (1975). 
 
 

RQ2. What is the relative importance of the customer equity drivers for H&M and 
Gina Tricot in the industry in which they compete? 

 
The customer equity drivers differ in importance for the customers. The results of the 
empirical analysis indicate that value equity is the most important customer equity driver, 
compared to brand and relationship equity (being value for H&M and for Gina Tricot 3.59 
& 3.22, brand equity 3.36 & 2.80, and relationship equity 2.25 & 1.88 respectively, see 
Figure 10). Thereby meaning that, value equity is the customer equity driver ruling in the 
industry in which these two stores- H&M and Gina Tricot compete. 
 
The fact that in this industry value equity is more important than brand equity and 
relationship equity is congruent to the category of the retail clothing industry to which 
H&M and Gina Tricot belong, the fast-fashion industry.  
 
For the companies competing in the fast-fashion industry their main goal is to increase the 
purchase size of the target market by increasing the purchase frequency, which means 
create expectation in the customers about the new trends and then make the customers buy 
cheap but more often, as they focus on bringing the newest fashion to the stores and sell to 
the mass at the lowest price possible (Kim, 2010). Moreover, according to the respondents’ 
perception the reason or motivation to buy in this type of stores would be the value of the 
overall market offering obtained in comparison to the price paid. This meaning that, H&M 
offers what the respondents are looking for, its prices are competitive and even though the 
quality of the clothes is not so high, the quality of the clothes is worth the price (see Figure 
10 & Table 2).  
 

RQ3. What store has the highest purchase intention? 
 

The highest purchase intention reported by the respondents is for H&M. In fact the 
purchase intention obtained for H&M was 46.88 while for Gina Tricot was 15.30 
(Appendix 7). This finding is congruent to the finding of our study in the research question 
one (RQ1), in which it was established that H&M obtained more positive perceptions and 
attitudes from the respondents in comparison to the results corresponding to Gina Tricot. 
Due to this fact, the findings are also similar to the findings of the studies done by Fishbein 
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& Ajzen (1975) and Vogel et al. (2008), both establishing that the perceptions and attitudes 
are connected to the intention to behave and according to the findings of Vogel et al. (2008) 
these are specifically connected to the future sales of the company.  
 

RQ4. Which driver has the greatest influence on purchase intention?  
 
The driver with the greatest influence on the purchase intentions was not the same that the 
driver ruling in the industry and in fact, the driver with the greatest influence on the 
respondents’ purchase intention was the same not the same for H&M than for Gina Tricot.  
 
Relationship equity was the driver that had the greatest influence on purchase intentions for 
H&M (according to the results obtained in the regression coefficient beta for H&M, Table 
13). For Gina Tricot, brand equity was the driver that had the greatest influence on 
purchase intentions (based on the regression coefficient beta, Table 15). As previously 
presented, the regression coefficient is “an indicator of the importance of an independent 
variable in predicting a dependent variable” larger coefficients are better predictors than 
smaller coefficients (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 571).  
 
These findings are important because no previous studies were able to establish that the 
customer equity driver ruling in the industry and the customer equity drivers having the 
greatest influence on purchase intention could result being different. Our findings were 
important because this suggest that companies should not only focus on have a good 
performance on the driver ruling in the industry but also determine which driver will help 
them to increase sales by increasing the purchase intentions. 
 
We contribute to the customer equity literature by establishing for first time that the driver 
that had the greatest influence on the customers’ purchase intention was not the same driver 
than the one ruling in the industry, and in addition, the driver with the greatest influence on 
customers’ purchase intention was actually different for each company.  
 
This achievement was possible based on the specific characteristics of our study, like the 
fact  that  for  first  time  in  the  customer  equity  literature  the  three  customer  equity  drivers  
(value, brand and relationship) were examined to determine what was the relative 
importance of the three drivers in the industry and which driver had the greatest influence 
on customers’ purchase intention by comparing customers’ perceptions and attitudes 
toward two different stores competing in the same industry.  
 
Rust et al. (2000) established that with the customer equity framework it could be 
determined the customer equity that is the most important in the industry, but not if that 
driver would be also the one with the greatest influence on purchase intention. In addition, 
Holehonnur et al. (2009) established that value equity and brand equity were linked to the 
purchase intention of the product that they used in their study but due to the fact that in 
their  study  they  just  used  one  product  and  only  two  of  the  customer  equity  drivers,  they  
were not able to establish a comparison in the industry either to analyze the effect of 
relationship equity driver on the purchase intention.  
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This finding was surprising because as previously established; value is the driver ruling in 
the industry in which these two companies compete. Moreover, previous studies in the 
clothing industry have suggested that brand equity would be the most important for the 
retail clothing industry. The findings about Gina Tricot confirm the previous findings 
which mean brand equity is the most influential driver on customers’ purchase intentions 
for Gina Tricot; however, for H&M relationship equity is the most influential driver. Due to 
the fact that H&M is a well-known brand there is no need to invest more on brand equity 
but  they  should  focus  more  to  retain  the  existing  customers  than  to  attract  the  new ones.  
This means that, even though Gina Tricot’s performance is better on value equity than 
brand equity, it should focus more to increase customers’ brand awareness and to make a 
positive image of its brand. 
  
 

5.1 Quality Criteria  
 

As authors of this study we focus on the reliability and validity as two main criteria which 
explain the quality of this study. 

According to Bryman (2008, p.31) reliability shows if the measures which are used for a 
specific concept are consistent. In the case of quantitative research, reliability refers to the 
stability of a measure. “Reliability refers to the consistency of a measure of a concept” 
(Bryman, 2008, p.149). One of the main factors involved when considering whether a 
measure is reliable is internal reliability, especially when we use a multiple-item measure in 
which all answered of all respondents sum to a total score. In this situation it is very 
probable that the indicators lose their consistency. One way of testing internal reliability 
that most researchers use nowadays is Cronbach’s alpha test (Bryman, 2008, p.150). This 
study  had  different  Cronbach’s  alphas  for  each  set  of  questions  related  to  one  driver  of  
customer equity. All of these Cronbach’s alphas are higher than 0.6 which shows the high 
reliability of the questionnaire (See appendix 2) (Shiu et al., 2009, p.403).  

“Validity is concerned with the integrity of the conclusions that are generated from a piece 
of research” (Bryman, 2008, p.32). In the case of quantitative research, validity refers to the 
capability of the scale to measure what it wants to measure (Kent, 2007, p.141). Content or 
face validity is defined as the ability of the measure to sample sufficient variable’s domain 
(Kent, 2007, p.144) which means the same concept is measured with different methods. 
This was done by Rust et al’s (2000) qualitative studies include interviews, focus groups 
and  content  analysis  to  determine  the  sub  drivers  of  each  driver  of  customer  equity.  The  
internal validity of collected data is mainly related to accurate estimation of the relationship 
among variables by appropriate research design and well- structured questionnaire (Shiu et 
al, 2009, p. 279). In this study the standard questionnaire of Rust et al (2000) with the same 
order was applied and a pilot test was conducted.  
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5.2 Limitations and Extensions 
 

This study was based on respondents’ perceptions and attitudes towards two companies 
competing in the retail clothing industry. One obvious limitation is that our findings can 
only be applied and generalized over the products and population segment investigated. 
Even though the firms in our study, H&M and Gina Tricot, belong to the largest chains of 
stores in the market segment, it is not possible to make generalizations over the whole 
fashion clothing industry. To do this, the study would have to be increased incorporating 
additional firms. A second limitation is the target group of the study, which consisted of 
female students at the School of Business in Umeå. We are not able to make generalizations 
for other than this segment of costumers. We cannot either with certainty assume that the 
School of Business is representative for all students in Umeå, even though it is plausible to 
assume that the difference among female students would not vary too much dependent on 
education. It would be interesting to include young females of additional segments, i.e., 
working individuals, and this would also make the study more generalized. Additionally, to 
include males in the study would of course ad a gender aspect to the results.   
 
The fact that the customer equity drivers that had the greatest influence on purchase 
intentions differed between the two stores was interesting. This may be valuable 
information for the two stores, to be used in future market strategies. Additional research in 
the area is however necessary to clarify and explore this question further.  
 
5.3 Managerial Implications 
 
This study offers managers relevant information about perceptions and attitudes of young 
consumers  who  belong  to  the  target  segment  of  the  two  Swedish  companies  (H&M  and  
Gina Tricot) competing in the retail fashion industry in Umeå. However, as previously 
established in this study, managers should be careful about how to apply the 
recommendations presented to the specific case of H&M and Gina Tricot, due to the fact 
that it has been shown that the driver influencing the purchase intentions was different for 
each store, and in fact, it was different than the driver ruling in the industry in which H&M 
and Gina Tricot compete.  
 
The  results  obtained  in  the  empirical  study  have  help  to  establish  what  values  customers  
give to H&M and Gina Tricot, and also to determine what changes can be done in order to 
increase the purchase intentions of the customers. Moreover, decision makers can rely on 
the customer equity framework to become more customer oriented by understanding better 
the customers’ perceptions and attitudes to determine what the customer value, by focusing 
efforts on increasing the drivers that need to be improved and by investing less in the 
drivers that do not need more investment to increase sales, profitability and return on 
investments. 
 
In the case of H&M, marketing strategies show focus on develop a better relationship with 
their customers. In addition, build a better relationship with the customers implies more 
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than having a frequent buyer card or loyalty program. The perceptions and attitudes of the 
respondents have shown that they do not feel recognized as special, that H&M is not a good 
corporate citizen who cares about sustainability and environmental issues and that its 
ethical standards are not high. Moreover, these perceptions affect the influence of brand 
equity on purchase intentions. This meaning that despite the fact that, customers are aware 
of H&M, and that they think they can find there what they are looking for at  competitive 
prices, respondents purchase intention is affected by the negative perceptions about the 
company. 
 
In the case of Gina Tricot, marketing expenditures should focus on develop brand equity in 
order to obtain an increase in the purchase intentions. However, it is important that by 
building this awareness, the image and personality of the store should be analyzed and 
modified to fit with the personality of the customers. By doing so and based on the fact that 
the brand equity has been proved to be highly correlated to the relationship equity, the 
connection to the customers should be build. Gina Tricot could increase its sales by 
investing more on brand awareness by creating an image that fits better with the target 
market and its concern about environmental issues to develop positive feelings from the 
customers toward the store.  
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Appendix 

 
Appendix 1 Research survey 

 

 

Dear student, this is an academic study and the purpose is to measure consumers' customer equity. The 
results are anonymous and will not be used for other purposes but a thesis. Please try to respond 
accurately and precisely. Thank you for your time! 

 
Please circle the number in a scale from 5 to 1 indicating your extent of agreement according to your 
own perception about two clothing stores (H&M and Gina Tricot) in Umeå. 

1 
How would you rate the overall quality of each of the 
following stores?        

 store   Very High Quality       Very Low Quality   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

2 
To what extend is the quality of the following stores worth 
the price paid?       

 store   Worth Much More       Worth Much Less   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

3 How would you rate the competitiveness of the prices of each of these stores?  

 store   Very Competitive        
Not at all 

Competitive   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

4 The store offers what I am looking for.  
 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

5 It is easy to find what I want.  
 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

6 
Please rate the regular prices charged by each of these stores, compared to the other clothing stores in 
Umeå.  

 store   
Much lower                      
than the other stores      

Much higher                             
than the other stores   

  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

7 
Please rate the discounted prices offered by 
each of these stores.         

 store   
Much lower                      
than the other stores      

Much higher                             
than the other stores   

  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   
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8 
My attitude toward the store is 
extremely favorable          

 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

9 
I often notice and pay attention to the store's 
advertising.         

 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

10 
The store is well known as a good corporate citizen (meaning sustainability and 
environmental issues)    

 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

11 
The store has high ethical standards (for example the way they treat 
customers)     

 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

12 
The image of the store fits my 
personality well           

 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

13 
I have positive feelings toward the 
store           

 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

                

14 
Do you belong to a frequent buyer program in any of the following 
stores?      

  H&M   Yes       No   
(If NO, please continue in 
question 16)     

 
Gina 
Tricot  Yes     No   

(If NO, please continue in 
question 16)   

                

15 
The preferential treatment I get from this store's loyalty program is important to 
me.     

 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

                

16 
I know this store's procedures well (for example in 
handling returns)        

 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
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  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

                

17 
The store knows a lot of information 
about me           

 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

                

18 
The store recognizes me as being 
special.           

 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

                

19 
I feel a sense of community with other buyers 
of this store         

 store   Strongly Agree       Strongly Disagree   
  H&M       5   4     3 2 1     

 
Gina 
Tricot    5  4   3 2 1   

                

20 
I enjoy clothes like some people enjoy books, records, 
and movies.        

  Strongly Agree      Strongly Disagree   
     5  4   3 2 1   
                

21 
Clothing is so attractive to me that I am tempted to spend more money than I 
should.      

  Strongly Agree      Strongly Disagree   
     5  4   3 2 1   
                

22 
How I look is very 
important to me            

  Strongly Agree      Strongly Disagree   
     5  4   3 2 1   
                

23 
Planning and selecting my wardrobe is among my 
favorite activities.        

  Strongly Agree      Strongly Disagree   
     5  4   3 2 1   
                

24 
I would rather spend my money on clothes than 
on anything else.          

  Strongly Agree      Strongly Disagree   
    5  4   3  2 1    
                
                

25 
Please indicate 
your age              
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26 
How often do you buy clothes? (please select 
one of the answers)         

  
once a week or 
more   once a month      

once a 
year     

  
once every two 
weeks   3-4 times per year      

once every two years, or 
less   

                
                

27 
When you buy clothes, how much on average 
do you spend?         

  less than 300 SEK   
between 500 and 
999 SEK     

between 1500 and 1999 
SEK   

  
between 300 and 
499 SEK   

between 1000 and 
1499SEK     

2000 SEK 
or more    

                
28 The next time you buy clothes, what is the probability that you will buy in each of these stores? 

 Store 
Probability (please provide a percentage for each store and have the percentages add up to 100%) Distribute the 100 
among the three options. 

 H&M    Gina Tricot      Other      
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Appendix 2 Reliability Test 

 
Q Scale/Item Cronbach's Alpha 
 Value equity 0,75 
1 How would you rate the overall quality of each of the following stores?  
2 To what extend is the quality of the following stores worth the price paid?  
3 How would you rate the competitiveness of the prices of each of these stores?  
4 The store offers what I am looking for.  
5 It is easy to find what I want.  

6 
Please rate the regular prices charged by each of these stores, compared to the other 
clothing stores in Umeå.  

7 Please rate the discounted prices offered by each of these stores.  
   
 Brand Equity 0,874 
8 My attitude toward the store is extremely favorable  
9 I often notice and pay attention to the store's advertising.  

10 
The store is well known as a good corporate citizen (meaning sustainability and 
environmental issues)  

11 The store has high ethical standards (for example the way they treat customers)  
12 The image of the store fits my personality well  
13 I have positive feelings toward the store  
   
 Relationship Equity 0,781 
14 Do you belong to a frequent buyer program in any of the following stores?  
15 The preferential treatment I get from this store's loyalty program is important to me.  
16 I know this store's procedures well (for example in handling returns)  
17 The store knows a lot of information about me  
18 The store recognizes me as being special.  
19 I feel a sense of community with other buyers of this store  
   
 Clothing Interest 0,896 
20 I enjoy clothes like some people enjoy books, records, and movies.  
21 Clothing is so attractive to me that I am tempted to spend more money than I should.   
22 How I look is very important to me  
23 Planning and selecting my wardrobe is among my favorite activities.  
24 I would rather spend my money on clothes than on anything else.    
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Appendix 3 Demographic frequencies tables 

 
 
Table a 1.Respondents Age 

Age Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
19 2 1,3 1,3 1,3 

20 16 10,3 10,3 11,5 

21 24 15,4 15,4 26,9 

22 23 14,7 14,7 41,7 

23 35 22,4 22,4 64,1 

24 21 13,5 13,5 77,6 

25 15 9,6 9,6 87,2 

26 7 4,5 4,5 91,7 

27 7 4,5 4,5 96,2 

28 1 ,6 ,6 96,8 

29 2 1,3 1,3 98,1 

30 1 ,6 ,6 98,7 

31 1 ,6 ,6 99,4 

37 1 ,6 ,6 100,0 

Total 156 100,0 100,0   

 
Table a 2. Purchase Frequency  

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent Cumulative Percent 
once a week 5 3,2 3,2 3,2 
once every two weeks 55 35,3 35,3 38,5 
once a month 79 50,6 50,6 89,1 
3-4 times per year 15 9,6 9,6 98,7 
once a year 1 ,6 ,6 99,4 
once every two years, or less 1 ,6 ,6 100,0 
Total 156 100,0 100,0   

 
 
Table a 3. Purchase Size 
  

Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent Cumulative Percent 
less than 300 SEK 16 10,3 10,3 10,3 
between 300 and 499 SEK 60 38,5 38,5 48,7 
between 500 and 999 SEK 60 38,5 38,5 87,2 
between 1000 and 1499 SEK 16 10,3 10,3 97,4 
between 1500 and 1999 SEK 2 1,3 1,3 98,7 
2000 SEK or more 2 1,3 1,3 100,0 
Total 156 100,0 100,0   
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Appendix 4 Difference between the customer equity drivers for H&M 

 
 

Paired Samples Statistics 
 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pair 1 Value_H 3.5914 150 .49792 .04065 
Brand_H 3.3567 150 .76071 .06211 

Pair 2 Value_H 3.5941 151 .49737 .04048 
Relationship_H 2.2566 151 .72855 .05929 

Pair 3 Brand_H 3.3604 154 .75587 .06091 
Relationship_H 2.2484 154 .72169 .05816 

 
 

Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 

Pair 1 Value_H & Brand_H 150 .574 .000 
Pair 2 Value_H & Relationship_H 151 .358 .000 
Pair 3 Brand_H & Relationship_H 154 .602 .000 

 
 
 
Appendix 5 Difference between the customer equity drivers for Gina Tricot 

 
Paired Samples Statistics 

 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Pair 1 Value_G 3.2086 150 .44768 .03655 

Brand_G 2.8056 150 .73437 .05996 
Pair 2 Value_G 3.2195 151 .46592 .03792 

Relationship_G 1.8709 151 .58513 .04762 
Pair 3 Brand_G 2.8019 154 .73302 .05907 

Relationship_G 1.8636 154 .56091 .04520 
 
 

Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 

Pair 1 Value_G & Brand_G 150 .566 .000 
Pair 2 Value_G & Relationship_G 151 .286 .000 
Pair 3 Brand_G & Relationship_G 154 .425 .000 
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Appendix 6 Comparison of H&M and Gina Tricot’s means for each customer equity 
driver 

 
Paired Samples Statistics 

 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Pair 1 Value_H 3.5941 151 .49737 .04048 

Value_G 3.2195 151 .46592 .03792 
Pair 2 Brand_H 3.3604 154 .75587 .06091 

Brand_G 2.8019 154 .73302 .05907 
Pair 3 Relationship_H 2.2532 156 .72512 .05806 

Relationship_G 1.8766 156 .58302 .04668 

 
 

Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 

Pair 1 Value_H & Value_G 151 .495 .000 
Pair 2 Brand_H & Brand_G 154 .635 .000 
Pair 3 Relationship_H & 

Relationship_G 
156 .662 .000 

 
 
 
 
Appendix 7 difference between purchase intention of H&M and Gina Tricot 

 
Paired Samples Statistics 

 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Pair 1 the next time you buy clothes, 

what is the probability that you 
will buy in H&M? 

46.88 156 26.544 2.125 

the next time you buy clothes, 
what is the probability that you 
will buy in Gina Tricot? 

15.30 156 14.804 1.185 

Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 

Pair 1 the next time you buy clothes, 
what is the probability that you 
will buy in H&M? & the next 
time you buy clothes, what is 
the probability that you will 
buy in Gina Tricot? 

156 -.151 .061 
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Appendix 8 regression for H&M 

 
 

Variables Entered/Removedb 
Model 

Variables Entered 
Variables 
Removed Method 

1 Relationship_H, 
Value_H, 
Brand_Ha 

. Enter 

a. All requested variables entered. 
b. Dependent Variable: the next time you buy clothes, what is 
the probability that you will buy in H&M? 

 
 

Model Summary 
Model 

R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of the 

Estimate 
1 .518a .268 .253 22.884 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Relationship_H, Value_H, Brand_H 
 
 

ANOVAb 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 28033.981 3 9344.660 17.845 .000a 

Residual 76454.019 146 523.658   
Total 104488.000 149    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Relationship_H, Value_H, Brand_H 
b. Dependent Variable: the next time you buy clothes, what is the probability that you will buy in H&M? 

 
 
Appendix 9 regression for Gina Tricot 

 
 

Variables Entered/Removedb 
Model 

Variables Entered 
Variables 
Removed Method 

1 Relationship_G, 
Value_G, 
Brand_Ga 

. Enter 

a. All requested variables entered. 
b. Dependent Variable: the next time you buy clothes, what is 
the probability that you will buy in Gina Tricot? 

 
 

Model Summary 
Model 

R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of the 

Estimate 
1 .482a .233 .217 11.687 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Relationship_G, Value_G, Brand_G 
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ANOVAb 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 6044.227 3 2014.742 14.750 .000a 

Residual 19942.547 146 136.593   
Total 25986.773 149    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Relationship_G, Value_G, Brand_G 
b. Dependent Variable: the next time you buy clothes, what is the probability that you will buy in Gina 
Tricot? 
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