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Abstract 
 
This study aims to investigate the effect of store equity on purchasing intentions in stores while 
considering the mediating effect of store brand equity components on this relationship. This study was 
conducted on consumers of hypermarkets in Egypt’s capital Cairo, also, most of the consumers of these 
areas are from higher incomes and they are located in higher income areas. The sample size is 367 
respondents and the questionnaire was administrated through online, personal and mall intercept 
interviews. The results did show an effect of overall store equity, as a more general measure for store 
image, as it is considered as one of the antecedents of retail store equity on purchasing intentions from 
such stores, also, the store brand equity did have a mediating effect for such relationship.  
 
 
Introduction 
 
Economic downturn has been affecting negatively most of the economic sectors in Egypt. However, the 
retailing sector has been always the most successful and promising investment in Egypt. The Egyptian 
retail market is growing because of the large youth population who are accepting a more westernized 
lifestyle (Ramzy, 2011). Egypt is ranked the 13th among the most attractive retailing markets worldwide 
(business monitor international, 2010). Sales grew more than 80% during month of Ramadan, living 
independent stores with sales increase of 20% (Euromonitor International,  2016). Such strong 
predisposition of hypermarkets makes it with high attracting consumer traffics. As a result, brands have a 
better chance to grow and flourish in hyper markets. Store brands especially when they include the name 
of the store are extensions of store image.  

 Private brands has been showing international growth in developed and developing countries ( 
Neilsen company, Nov 2015). In US and European economies, private brands attribute almost  fifth of the 
purchases and more in other developed countries in Switzerland it constitute almost 45% of purchases. 
However, in Middle east and Africa, the private label brands constitute to less than 1% of the purchases. 
Private brands are usually developed from low cost suppliers who are mainly Small manufacturers which 
would promote the small and medium enterprises.  Consumers are seeking quality and value, and for a 
private label to be successful it must target both of these attributes (Mohamed, 2015). Based on data 
collected from a sample of 171 respondents, preliminary evidence on various drivers of consumers’ 
intention to buy store brands include brand awareness, perceived value, and quality and risk while 
controlling for age, household size and income effects (Kakkos, et al, 2015). In another study on Spanish 
market, Brand awareness, brand loyalty, and perceived quality have a significant influence on consumer 
buying behavior of private brands (Porral et al, 2015).   
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 Consumer purchases are mainly enhanced by  store image. Both store image and store brands 
enhance purchase intentions. Moreover, whenever a private brand is not that popular, consumers attribute 
the private brand from store image (Vahie and Paswan, 2006).  A strong store image tends to create a 
positive effect on the brands that carries the store name (Dhar and Cook, 1997;Pettijohn et al, 1992). 
Accordingly, this study aims to test effect of Store image of consumer purchasing intention while 
considering the mediating effect of perceived quality, price perceptions, brand awareness, and loyalty of 
private store brands.  
 
 
Literature review 
 
Evolution of Store Image to store equity 
 
Store image is defined as the way shoppers visualize the store. This visualization is an outcome of 
functional qualities, atmosphere and psychological qualities ( Martineau, 1958). On the other hand, James 
et al., (1976) defined it as an attribute list that is developed through evaluation of the most important 
attributes for shoppers. Grewel et al., (1998) defined it as store’s environment, service level, and product 
quality. In spite of the  theories of learning and perception, the current conception of store image describe 
it as the overall perception of attributes associated with the store, which is related or interrelated to 
consumer’s memory learned from current and previous exposure to stimuli. Keaveny and hunt (1992) 
suggest that store image is a categorization of store according to information acquired and comparing to 
other information stored before. Therefore, in considering store image, researchers should consider other 
images and associations in consumer mind. As a result, in considering the set of attributes forming a store 
image is only one aspect of broader construct referred to as store equity. Therefore store equity is a more 
conclusive aspect of store image that captures its effect on consumer behavior as well as its store 
performance (Hartman and Spiro 2005). 

Keller (1993) defines customer based brand equity as “the differential effect of Brand knowledge 
on consumer response to the marketing of the brand”. Similarly store equity is “the differential effect of 
store knowledge on customer responses to the marketing of the store”. The differential effect is the 
objective and subjective perception based comparison of particular object, place or person to a similar, yet 
distinct, object, place or person. This idea is parallel with keaveny and Hunt (1992), which suggest that 
the store knowledge held in a customer’s memory is not classified in isolation but is a relative evaluation 
based upon the strengths of the information links to similar yet distinct, categorization schemas. Thus, 
customers may demonstrate a differential effect of store knowledge by having different responses to a 
specified store as compared with a generic store category (Hartman and Spiro 2005). 

Customers may exhibit a relatively negative or positive perception of any specific store 
subjectively classified under broader schema of the generic, yet associated, store category (eg, Grocery 
stores, discount retailers, specialty clothing stores, and toy stores), therefore, the customers’ differential 
effect is based upon subjective perceptions of the store knowledge held in individuals’ memory systems. 
For example, marketing practioners have recognized different effect of target stores which was compared 
with the generic store category of discount store chains due to the store name “Target” to the French 
sounding, Tar’zha, which has been argued as indicating that customers who shop at Target perceive the 
company as different from its nearest competitors (Scally, 1999). Although, the traditional ability to 
determine images associated with a store is useful, it would be more beneficial if the image is associated 
with a specific store or if the image is shared among its competitors. Thus the conceptualization of 
customer-based store equity do add the differential effect of specific store knowledge to a similar 
knowledge. The second component of the store equity is store knowledge, which is defined as store name 
node in memory, to which a variety of associations are linked (Keller 1993). These information 
associations to the store name comprise what has been traditionally referred to as a store’s image (Keller, 
1993; Krishnan, 1996). The store image is conceptualized as an overall impression of the store, made of 
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interdependent association with the store (Hartman and Spiro, 2005).  Further to the equity concept, 
Keller (1998) and Yoo and Donthu (2001) hypothesized that retailer (store)equity is conceptually similar 
to brand equity. Similar to Yoo and Donthu (2001) and Arnett et al. (2003), retailer equity is considered a 
construct with various dimensions, from a consumer perspective.. Furthermore, researcher believes that it 
is important to empirically demonstrate the structural similarity of the brand and retailer equity constructs.  
As a result, The dimensions of brand equity is similarly the same as store equity, retailer (store) 
awareness, Retailer (store ) perceived quality, Retailer (store) associations and retailer loyalty. 

Although there are a multidimensional construct of equity, Yoo and Donthu  (2001) developed a 
scale to measure overall brand equity. The Items of overall brand equity were based on two assumptions. 
First, the respondents was asked to compare the focal brand with unbranded products. Competing brands 
was identified & selected for comparison. Second in each brand characteristics other than brand name was 
identical between focal and unbranded referent. The only difference between the two is the brand name. 
The dimension of Brand equity were positively correlated with this scale according to Yoo et al. (2000). 
Also in another recent study on brand equity in motor bike market, except for brand awareness all other 
dimensions of brand equity, perceived quality, brand association and brand loyalty positively affected 
overall brand equity (Vinh et al., 2016; saydan, 2013; Tony and Hauley, 2009).  Similarly a study was 
conducted on retailers equity using the overall retailer’s equity concept. The overall retailer equity was 
developed by Bhukya (2015). The study explored the same dimensions of brand equity but here the store 
equity is considered instead. Similarly, also to other studies except for retailer awareness, retailers 
perceived quality, association & loyalty affected the overall retailer equity. 

In this study the researcher shall focus on the overall store equity to measure the store equity aspects 
rather than the mutlidiminsions of the store equity. Moreover, it would be considered as a more 
generalized approach to measure store image rather than focusing on the attributes list in previous 
literature. As it is highly correlated with different dimensions of store equity also it emphasis the role of 
the brand name which is an important aspect of the store equity. 
 
 
Store Brand equity 
 
Brand equity has many definitions , and there is abundance in literature on the variation of its definition 
(Yoo and Donthu, 2001). However, most researchers define it as the value earned by brand name onto a 
product, this definition concede with Farquhar (1998). Although price was the main focus of many 
definitions (Bello and Holbrook, 1995), lots of researchers has conceptualized brand equity from 
consumer perspective (Cobb Walgren et al., 1995; Washburn and Plank, 2002).  
There are many dimensions for Brand equity developed by (Aaker, 1991, 1996). Brand awareness 
dimension reflects one’s ability to recall and recognize a brand within a given category in sufficient detail 
to make the purchase (Kotler & Keller, 2006). High brand awareness shows a high familiarity with a 
brand which would reduce the risk that it has a high perceived value regardless of the price. (Lin, 2008).   
Quality endorses all product attributes and features that are responsible for satisfying users’ needs 
(Mendez et al. 2008). In effect, perceived quality is the way that consumers judge a product by relying on 
their recent consumption experience. Perceived quality is how consumers consider a product after they 
experience this product recently. (Mendez et al. 2008). Brand associations are a core part of Consumer 
Based Brand Equity (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993;Romaniuk and Nenycz-Thiel, 2011). brand associations 
create positive attitudes and feelings among consumers and could imply value by providing a reason for 
consumers to buy the brand.  High brand equity implies that consumers have strong favorable positive 
unique associations with respect to the brand (Atilgan et al., 2005; Tong, & Hawley, 2009 ). Brand 
loyalty is the most important dimension of brand equity. (David, A. Aaker., 1991; Jung, J., & Sung, E., 
2008). Brand loyalty is the degree that a buying unit are willing to buy a particular brand over time 
(Schoell and Guiltinan, 1990). Another definition from attitudinal perspective  is the tendency to be loyal 
to a specific brand and consider it as your first choice (Oliver, 1997) .  Brand loyalty can be measured in 
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two dimensions: affective loyalty and action loyalty. Affective loyalty is a specific brand preference from 
accumulative satisfaction to previous using experiences. However, affective loyalty just represents that a 
repurchase intention. According to Aaker (1991), brand loyalty adds considerable value to a brand and/or 
its firm because it provides a set of habitual buyers for a long period of time. 

Regarding the store brands, having the store brand name and packaging design in wide array of 
product categories across the store, enhance the brand awareness and recall of the store brand and 
facilitate the buying process  (Dhar & hoch, 1998). Also, consumer’s tend to rely on information cues 
spread in the store rather than the price- quality relationship to evaluate product value ( Dodds et al, 
1991). 

Customers use price as a clue in assessing their experiences with a product/service and in 
determining their evaluation towards a provider (Han, H., & Ryu, K. 2009). Research proposes that 
customer satisfaction is highly affected by price perception and physical surroundings. (Sirohi, N., 
McLaughlin, E. W., & Wittink, D. R. 1998). Customer satisfaction is a key determinant of customer 
loyalty. Jones and Sasser (1995) defined customer loyalty as the willingness of a customer to continue 
consuming a specific product or a service. (Jones, T. O., & Sasser Jr., W. E. 1995) 

Although most of the competitive position of store brand lies in their better convenient pricing 
options (Aliawadi et al, 2008). However, other studies are getting to have the same proposition of value in 
terms of price and quality of manufacturer’s brand (Hoch and Benerji, 1993). However, there is a better 
price vs quality consideration for store brands, store brands are perceived of lower quality (Soberman and 
Parker 2006). There is a wide spread use of poor quality for store brands due to unattractive packaging 
design and brand name which is due to low investment in marketing for store brands. The better the 
perceived quality of the store brand the more likely it is to be purchased. (Aliawadi and Keller 2004;bao 
et al, 2011). 

Store branding helps to improve the consumer perceptions and incline toward to store choice and 
loyalty (Aliawadi and Keller 2004). Empirical Evidence suggest that the trial of store brands increase 
store brand proneness and creating store brand loyalty (Steepkamp and Dekimpe, 1997). Also, store 
brands maintains store brand loyalty if it keeps its favorable brand image.  
 
Purchasing Intentions 
 
Purchase intentions is the possibility that consumers are willing or would plan to purchase certain product 
or service in the future (Wu et al., 2011; Demagistris and gracia, 2008) also, it is considered the step 
before the actual purchase. This variable provide a mean that is understood and used in predicting sales 
and demand for new products (Armstrong et al., 2000; Park and stoel, 2005). When consumers are 
positive to purchase, there is a commitment which triggers consumers to purchase (Fishbein and Ajzen, 
1975; Schiffmand and Kanuk, 2007). 
 
 
Effect of Store Image and retail Equity on purchasing intentions 
 
Nguyen, et al. (2006) prove store image affects on purchase intention of Supermarket in Ho Chi Minh 
City, Vietnam, using SEM analysis with Amos program, samples are 508 respondents. Park (2008) 
reported that Store image significantly affect on Repurchase intention at online store in USA, analysis 
uses SEM with Amos program, and samples are 392 respondents. Maxwell, et al. (2009) prove the effect 
of store image on purchase intention in US grocery Student. Analysis tools uses SEM with Amos 
program, Samples are 400 respondents. Samani (2011) proves that store image affects on purchase 
intention of Hypermarket in Iran. Analysis tools is SEM with Amos program. Ishaq (2012) proves that 
store image affects on purchase intention at Telecommunications in Pakistan, it uses regression analysis 
tools, and samples are 357 respondents. Research of Bloemer and Ruyter (1998); Miranda et al (2005); 
Nguyen, et al. (2006); Park (2008); Maxwell, et al. (2009); Samani (2011); Ishaq (2012) prove the effect 
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of store image on store loyalty.  However, few authors found there is a weak relationship between store 
image and purchasing intentions (Beristen and Zorilla, 2011; Porral et al, 2015), but still they considered 
store image as a basis of store  equity. A recent study was conducted on both the effect of corporate 
reputation and retail equity on store loyalty, and which of them have a stronger effect on store loyalty and 
revisit intentions for store (Berg, 2014). Researchers concluded that retail equity tends to affect store 
loyalty more than corporate reputation, such result was based on the idea that consumer tends to 
remember the retail store brand name as he visits this store and reminded with it more than the corporate 
name. (Eckblad 1981; Anderson 1983; Malle and Horowitz 1995; Cowley and Mitchell 2003; Campbell 
and Keller 2003; Lei, Dawar, and Lemmink 2008). The more consumers are exposed more frequently to a 
certain stimuli (the retail store name) the more it increase his loyalty, especially if he has the positive 
experience repeated more than once. This would lead us to the first hyposthesis, 
 
H1: there is a positive effect of overall store equity on purchasing intentions of the store 
 
 
Effect of Overall store brand equity on Store brands 
 
When consumers perceive a store positively, this creates a positive impact on the store brands ( Dhar and 
Hock, 1997; pettijohn et al., 1992). The cue utilization theory postulates that a store image can be a 
crucial factor for Store brand perceived quality. (Dawar and parker, 1994) Also, store brands can 
resemble store associations (Collins , Dodd and Lindley, 2003).  As we considered in previous discussion 
that store image is an antecedent of retail store equity, as a result, the researcher hypothesize that,  
 
H2: there is a positive effect of overall store equity on Store Brand equity 

Effect of Store Brand equity on purchasing intentions 
 
Store brand awareness, perceived quality and brand loyalty shows a significant positive relationship with 
store brand purchase intentions (Porral et al, 2015). Store brand awareness, familiarity, recoginition and 
recall is essential enhancing consumer purchasing intentions (Dursun et al, 2011), also it is an important 
part in the creation of brand equity (Jara and Cliquet, 2012). Also, the better quality perceived is the store 
brand the more likely it is to succeed (Aliawadi and Keller 2004). Also, there is tendency 2009() to 
increased perceived quality levels of store brands in many countries (Jara and Cliquet, 2012:Huang and 
Huddlestone, 2009) 

Brand awareness has been linked to purchase intentions because consumers, prior to a purchase, 
tend to extract from their memory products that are aware of. While consumers seem in general, to be 
more familiar with national brands, than with PL brands (Garretson et al. 2002), the brand that is easier to 
recall, is the one more likely to be bought (Radder & Huang, 2008).This is likely to apply in the store 
brand context. 

Perceived quality is a key criterion for product assessments; it influences buying decisions and 
behavior and in effect, purchase intentions (Cronin et al. 2000). More specifically, products meeting or 
exceeding customers’ quality expectations strongly motivate repurchase behavior and inhibit switching 
behavior (Deng et al. 2010). This should also apply in the case for PL products, although likely 
skepticism about store brands’ quality may discourage a greater number of consumers to turn to them, too 
(Gonzalez et al. 2006). 

Perceived value for money influences consumers’ intentions to purchase products (Dodds et al. 
1991) and services (Cronin et al. 2000). The value for money concept also applies to a PL context, where 
it has been considered the most significant factor for customers’ loyalty (Anselmsson & Johansson, 
2009).Regarding PL brands in particular, consumers seem more prone to purchase them when the 
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relationship between price and quality is getting weaker (Ailawadi et al. 2008); hence, perceptions on 
value for money get stronger. 

 
H3: there is a positive effect of Store brand equity on purchasing intentions of the store 

As of the previous literature discussed  on the relationships between Store image and equity and 
purchasing intentions, store equity and store brands equity and finally store brand equity and Purchasing 
intentions, the researcher hypothesize that, 

H4: There is a mediating effect of store brand equity on the relationship between overall store brand 
equity and purchasing intentions 

 
 

        
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
        
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         Figure 1 

Methodology 
 

Sample and data collection   
 
A research framework was designed to test the above hypothesized on the hypermarkets in Cairo and 
Giza Governates in Egypt. For this purpose, buyers of careffour and spinneys supermarkets was tested in 
6th of October city , el Maadi, New cairo and Sheraton suburbs in Cairo and Giza . In total 500 
questionnaires were distributed. Non-valid questionnaires were discarded, resulting in 367 valid 
questionnaires.    
 
 
 Measures  
   
The overall Store equity measure (OSE) included 3 items taken from the studies of YOO et al. (2000). 
The multidimensional brand equity (MBE) was measured as a ten items taken from measured by (Yoo 
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and Donthu, 2001) Scale items within the MBE models include brand loyalty, perceived quality, and 
brand awareness/association. All of the designed measurements were rated on a 5 Point Likert scale from 
strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), Finally the purchasing intention scale was measured through 3 
items with a 5 points likert scale.  
 
Demographic characteristics of the Respondents  
 
This study included 367 valid questionnaires for the analysis.  It comprises 74.6%  percent of females (n 
= 274 ) and 23.4%  percent of male (n = 86) respondents. Almost (37  percent) of the total respondents’ 
income level was above ₹ 10000 EGP,  20.4 % was from 6000 till 10,000, and another 23 % from 3000 
till 6000 EGP.  95 percent (n = 354) of the total respondents possess graduation degree or higher, Almost 
80 percent (n= 289) were married with kids or married.  37 percent (n=137) were the regular buyers. Thus 
the present study has different demographic classifications.  
 

Data results and analysis 
 
Reliability and validity analyses of measures 
  
As a preliminary step for the tests to be done to check over the hypotheses asserted within the framework 
of this study, the validity and credibility of the scales have been realized via AMOS 20ed program. The 
measuring model consists of 14 items defining 5 latent variables, the factors are store Brand loyalty, 
overall store equity, Purchasing intentions, and store brand perceived quality, finally, store brand price 
perceptions. A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to test the dimensionality of the convergent 
and discriminant validity. The following table (Table 1) shows the factor loading, convergent and 
discriminate validity measures, 
 
Table 1 

Variable indicators loadings Cronbach alpha Composite reliability AVE 

Purchasing 
intentions 

PINT_1 0.898 

0.839 0.844 0.643 
PINT_2 0.777 
PINT_3 0.814 

Overall Store 
Equity 

OSL_2 0.596 

0.831 0.830 0.619 
OSL_3 0.859 
OSL_4 0.997 

Store brand 
perceived quality 

PQ_1 0.891 

0.798 0.804 0.578 
PQ_2 0.925 
PQ_3 0.579 

Price perceptions 
Price_1 1.006 

0.748 0.770 0.630 Price_2 0.744 

Brand Loyalty 

BL_1 0.629 

0.848 0.867 0.685 
BL_2 0.938 
BL_3 0.944 

 



Proceedings of the LCBR European Marketing Conference Vol. 7 (2016) 
Lupcon Center for Business Research 

 

Paper EMC 2016 # 4    Page 8 
 

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis shows a convergent validity as most of the standardized 
factor loading exceeded .5. As of the internal consistency of the items, reliability of the scale used in the 
study was tested by using Cronbach’s’ alpha and composite reliability method for each dimension.  Items 
with Cronbach’s’ coefficients and composite reliability more than 0.7 were retained for study (Anderson 
and garbing, 1988; Hair et al., 2006). Cronbach’s’ coefficients of all the five constructs were found 
between the range of 0.7 to 0.867 . as of the composite reliability it should exceed .5 confirm internal 
reliability of the construct (Baggozi and Yu, 1989). As of the average variance extracted, it should exceed 
.5 (hair et al, 2006). As of the correlation coefficients, most of the correlation coefficients were ranging 
from .760 to .85 , which shows a discriminant validity. The 14 Items of the study were all retained for the 
analysis of the study as all items were showing high correlation with their construct scales.   As of the 
store brand awareness, such a construct showed a composite reliability less than .5, also the average 
variance for this construct was less than .7, as a result, it was excluded from the analysis latter on. 

 

 

Confirmatory Model fit 

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to validate the model. Confirmatory factor analysis is better 
used when there is hypothesis already developed and scales are already constructed rather than the 
exploratory factor analysis where there is no clear model developed and the researcher is still formulate 
factors. According to the results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis, “X2/df” is determined as 1.556. 
That the value is less than 3 which is considered affecting in terms of the validity of the measuring model. 
The model should be tested  if the values of GFI, AGFI and CFI, which are  the main indicators in 
examining the goodness of fit, are more than 0.90 and close to 1 (Bentler, 1990; Baumgartner and 
Homburg, 1996). It should also be checked whether the value of RMSEA, another indicator, is less than 
0.10 and as close as possible to 0. The statistics, ensued as a result of the analyses performed by using the 
maximum likelihood estimator, are presented in the Table 2.  Also the loadings of each dimensions is 
clear in figure (1), which is above .5. The main indicators point out that the measuring model is 
appropriate for the data.    

Table 2 

Goodness of Fit measure 
Chi-Square Value (Χ²)   193.269 
P value 0 
DF 64 
X2/DF 3 
AGFI .886 
GFI .931 
CFI .954 
NFI .933 
NNFI .954 
RMSEA .074 
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Figure 2 

 

Structural Equation and Testing 
 
The confirmative factor analysis performed concerning measuring model fit  in the previous stage 
represents the results about the validity and credibility of the factors. The question whether the 
hypothetical paths between latent variables in the research model are supported,  brings forward the 
hypothesis tests about the structural model. It is required to check the parameter estimation and statistical 
importance of every path to test if hypotheses developed within the framework of this study are approved 
statistically or not.   The theoretical accuracy of the model has been investigated using Structural 
Equation Modeling (SEM).  As a consequence of this analysis test demonstrated a reasonable fit between 
the data and the proposed structural model. The fit statistics. X2 / df = 1.556, CFI =0.99, NFI =0.96, 
IFI=0.96, AGFI=0.98. RMSEA= 0..039)were all indicative of a good fit.   The statistical significance of 
all structural parameter estimates was examined. The structural parameters estimates and the hypothesis- 
testing results are shown in table 3. 
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Table 3 

      Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

PQ_TOT <--- OSE_TOT 0.377 0.036 10.588 *** 

PRICE_TOT <--- OSE_TOT 0.35 0.035 9.917 *** 

BL_TOT <--- OSE_TOT 0.518 0.038 13.725 *** 

BL_TOT <--- PQ_TOT 0.387 0.05 7.718 *** 

BL_TOT <--- PRICE_TOT 0.179 0.051 3.532 *** 

PINT_TOT <--- OSE_TOT 0.404 0.057 7.097 *** 

PINT_TOT <--- BL_TOT 0.223 0.057 3.922 *** 

PINT_TOT <--- Age -0.127 0.06 -2.13 0.033 

PINT_TOT <--- frequency -0.139 0.047 -2.966 0.003 

  

As of the above tables results, H1 is accepted as there is a positive significant relationship with a value 
of.404, of overall retail store equity on purchasing intentions, 

As of the effect of Overall store equity on store brand equity, there is a positive significant relationship 
between overall store equity with perceived quality its  coefficient is .377, with price perception its 
coefficient is .35, and with brand loyalty its coefficient is .518, which is the strongest of the all other store 
brand equity components. Consequently we can conclude that there is a positive significant relationship 
between overall retail store equity and store brand equity.  As a result, H2 is accepted 

As of the direct effect of store brand equity components effect on purchasing intentions, both perceived 
quality and price perceptions doesn’t have a direct effect on it purchasing intentions. However, store 
brand loyalty has a direct effect with a coefficient of .233. However, to decide on the full effect of both 
variables, the researcher would consider the indirect effect in the mediation test in the following section. 

The researcher considered the control variables of age and frequency as of the other demographics didn’t 
show a significant effect on the purchasing intentions. 

Mediation Testing 
 
On considering the mediating effect of  Brand loyalty , price perception and Perceived quality on 
Purchasing intentions , the following table (Table 4) shows the direct and the indirect effect of each. 
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Table 4 

    OSE Price perception Perceived quality 
Price 
perception Direct 0.460 

NA NA 

  Total effect 0.460 
NA NA 

PQ Direct effect 0.484 
NA NA 

  Indirect effect 0.484 
NA NA 

  Total effect 0.484 
NA NA 

BL Direct effect 0.517 .136 .301 
  Indirect effect 0.218 0  

  Total effect 0.725 .136 .301 
PINT Direct effect 0.420 0 0 
  Indirect effect 0.168 0.032 .07 

  Total effect 0.588 0.032 .100 
 

As of the mediating effect of Brand loyalty, the indirect effect of the brand loyalty counted almost .218 
which shows that store brand loyalty is mediating the relationship between overall store equity and 
purchasing intentions in retail stores with coefficient of .168.  

As of the mediating effect of Perceived quality and Price perception on Brand loyalty, their indirect and 
total effect is .218. However, the indirect effect of each one alone is insignificant, as a result, the 
researcher can conclude that both price perception and perceived quality are mediating the relationship 
between overall store equity and store brand loyalty in this model. Also, perceived quality tend to have a 
stronger effect on store brand loyalty than price perception in terms of brand loyalty. 
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Figure 3 

 

Conclusion 

Consumers tend to learn about stores, conduct comparison between hypermarkets and evaluate the best 
store to visit based on their differential perceptions from each store rather than just focusing on certain 
aspects of each by its own as store environment, product and other factors mentioned in literature and 
finally adopt a certain store to adopt for their frequent purchases. Store brand equity, although they have 
minimum investment in hypermarkets, does have a sufficient effect on purchases from hypermarkets. 
Moreover, the common slogan in Egypt that price discounts are the main drivers for store brand choice, 
however, in this study, consumers’ perception of quality from these brands tend to affect their adoption 
and loyalty for these brands more than prices which in its turn affect purchasing intentions for such stores. 
Such results confirm with literature (Hoch and Benerji, 1993; Soberman and Parker 2006)that shows that 
both brand store perceived quality and prices leads to increase in brand loyalty) also it ll be more 
purchased (Aliawadi and Keller 2004;bao et al, 2011) as both price and quality affect Brand loyalty and 
brand loyalty is mediating the relationship between overall store store equity and Purchasing intentions 
from the store.. However, not all store brand equity components have a direct effect on purchasing 
intentions only store brand loyalty which contradicts with few researches conducted in literature. Also, in 
this study the new scale of the overall store equity developed by Yo and Donthu, (2001) was tested for its 
direct effect on purchasing intentions while considering the indirect effect of store brands. As a result, the 
differential comparisons between stores are affecting their purchasing intentions, while considering the 
effect of store brands loyalty as mediation for this relationship. 

This study provide future direction for considering the store equity as the driver for the store purchases 
and store brand purchases too rather than having the opposite assumption that store brands are the driver 
for purchasing intentions. As a result, investment in retail store equity could improve purchasing 
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intentions for all types of store brands. This research could be extended to include a comparison between 
national and private brands in terms of their effect on purchasing intentions for retailers.  
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