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A B S T R A C T

The role of brand value in driving brand competitiveness has recently received attention from marketing scholars
like Winzar, Baumann, and Chu (2018). From the perspectives of marketing and strategic orientation, we pro-
pose and test a framework that depicts the effects of these variables on brand competitiveness. Development of
the framework was achieved by synthesising existing research from the marketing and management streams. A
convenience sample of 374 retailers who worked with the brand as its business customers completed a survey
questionnaire. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was employed to test the proposed model. We found that
brand value, created for business customers, indirectly enhances brand competitiveness through marketing or-
ientation, albeit not directly. Moreover, brand differentiation directly and positively influences brand compe-
titiveness in addition to building brand value. Our study is one of the initial attempts to explore the capability of
brand value to bring together market orientation and strategic orientation for brand competitiveness and also
extend the periphery of current knowledge about the variables that drive the competitiveness of a brand.

1. Introduction

Brand value demonstrates the capabilities of a brand to conduct its
business activities in a way that permits managers to achieve a com-
pany’s business objectives (Srivastava, Shervani, & Fahey, 1998). Brand
competitiveness, instead, reflects upon the ability of the brand to drive
the market better than competitors in a marketplace (Muniz & Guinn,
2001; Winzar, Baumann, & Chu, 2018; Tong & Wang, 2011). Com-
peting in a marketplace through business customers requires brand
managers to make efficient use of the brand in order to differentiate the
value they offer to business customers from that of their competitors
(Leone et al., 2006; Webster, 2000). Business customer firms seek ra-
tional benefits from brand value and, in turn, they enable a brand to
become competitive in the consumer market (Webster, 1992). Delivery
of value in a format desired by business customers allows them to utilise
the same for achieving their business objectives too (Amit & Zott, 2001;
Cannon & Perreault, 1999).

Authors like Lynch and deChernatony (2004) and Mudambi (2002)
have discussed the role played by the social and functional attributes of
the brand in creating differentiation. Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001)
studied brand differentiation in relation to product, category and brand
to understand purchase loyalty as market share and attitudinal loyalty

as relative price. Using a dataset collected from three surveys of con-
sumers and brand managers for 107 brands, Chaudhuri and Holbrook
(2001) reflect on the close link between brand differentiation and
market share of the brand, by embedding these two variables into
features of the brand and product quality delivered to customers.
Complexity of the delivery process of brand value requires brand
managers to strategically understand the needs of business customers,
and match them with the attributes of the brand to create and suc-
cessfully deliver brand value. Kohli and Jaworski (1990) highlight the
strategic role played by marketing in creating and delivering value that
generates competitiveness, terming it market orientation. Similarly,
research on strategic orientation of operations proposes the alignment
of functional activities of the brand for delivering value through man-
agement of demand in consumer markets (Sheth & Sisodia, 1999).

Both marketing orientation and strategic orientation have been
discussed in the literature as independent managerial actions related to
the creation and delivery of value. However, the ability of these two
orientations to drive brand competitiveness as an outcome of their
combined effort in the context of business-to-business markets is not
well researched. Romaniuk, Sharp, and Ehrenberg (2007) reviewed the
role of differentiation in a brand strategy and its influence on customer
purchase behaviour, using data collected from two different countries.
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The arguments of Romaniuk et al. (2007) were recognised into mar-
keting concepts, such as the perceptions of customers about brand
differentiation, that drive customer loyalty through purchase pre-
ferences and purchase decisions in a competitive market. Previous
studies, such as Ahmed and Latif (2019), Winzar et al. (2018) and
Romaniuk et al. (2007), have investigated these constructs but have not
considered their combined effect on brand competitiveness. Based on
current academic literature, the authors propose that the capability of
brand value can determine brand differentiation and foster the mar-
keting and strategic orientation of the brand, to achieve superior
competitiveness. It is argued that the delivery of brand value to busi-
ness customers, when built on strategic orientation of operations as a
core functional aspect and marketing orientation as a core social aspect
of the brand, has the capability to create brand competitiveness.

Previous studies have explained the benefits and implications of
such unification through a variety of different frameworks, which are
either based on a marketing (Brodie, Whittome, & Brush, 2008; Reid,
Luxton, & Mavondo, 2005; Sharma, Mishra, & Sengupta, 2018; Winzar
et al., 2018) or strategy point of view (Urde, 1999; Wong & Merrilees,
2007; Simoes & Dibb, 2001; Chang, Wang, & Arnett, 2018). Several
recent studies, like Beverland (2016) or Odoom and Mensah (2019),
have made attempts to consider the strategic aspect of brand orienta-
tion, but they have not reflected on the role played by brand differ-
entiation and brand value on the simultaneous influence of marketing
and strategic orientation on brand competitiveness, nor have they
considered the role played by brand value in strengthening the fusion of
marketing orientation and strategic orientation for enabling brand
differentiation to drive brand competitiveness. Furthermore, most of
the studies are from the consumer perspective rather than from the
perspective of business customers. The objective of this paper is to
address this gap in the available literature by reviewing the constructs

under investigation, specifically from the perspective of business cus-
tomers of the brand.

In the subsequent sections, we discuss the existing academic un-
derstanding of the constructs under investigation, to build a theoretical
base for research hypotheses and the accompanying conceptual fra-
mework. The next section entails the methodology. The last section
considers and explains a large-scale field survey investigation which
was undertaken to examine the research hypotheses, followed by a
discussion of the managerial and theoretical implications and future
research directions.

2. Literature review

Creating differentiation for a brand in a business-to-business market
requires brand managers to focus on creating a unique brand value for
business customers (Hunt & Morgan, 1995; Srivastava et al., 1998;
Winzar et al., 2018). Brand value communicates about the capability of
the brand to contribute to the business of its customer firms, and
brand’s subsequent ability to compete with competitors (McGrath,
2005). Assessments of brand value by business customers highlights the
aptitude of the brand to be competitive in a marketplace (Powell &
Powell, 2004; Lavie, Lechner, & Singh, 2007). Existing knowledge
suggests that brand value that suits business customer firms should be
oriented towards building the capacity of the business customer firm
(Webster, 2000). When brands combine the functional aspects of their
firm’s operations with its social facets, it can create the unique value
desired by customers (Fahey, Srivastava, Sharon, & Smith, 2001).
Combining the functional aspects of a firm’s operational capabilities
with its marketing skills can also create the unique value desired by
business customers (Pettigrew, 1987).

The capability of a brand to generate demand through its marketing

Strategic orientation
-Objective Management
-Information Management
-Process Management
-Response Management 

Brand competitiveness
-Knowledge

-Infrastructure
-Support 
-Capabilities 
-Relationship 

Marketing Orientation
-Customer Management
-Competitor Management 
-Conflict Management 
-Relationship Management 

Brand Value
-Emotional
-Rational
-Operational

Brand Differentiation 
-Brand Benefits
-Brand Uniqueness 
-Brand Effectiveness
-Brand Pull

Fig. 1. Research model.
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efforts reflects the strength of its social orientation and its ability to
fulfil the demand generated through strategic management of its op-
erational activities, thereby echoing the power of the differentiation of
the brand (Payne, Storbacka, & Frow, 2008). The basic argument of this
paper is that a brand manager should approach the enhancement of
brand competitiveness by means of two different orientations of its
activities, i.e., marketing and strategy. We draw upon these two or-
ientations of a brand’s activities for creating differentiation in a way
that proposes their fusion determined by brand value for brand com-
petitiveness. The conceptual framework (Fig. 1) outlines the relation-
ships between (i) brand value, (ii) brand differentiation, (iii) marketing
orientation, (iv) strategic orientation of operations, and (v) brand
competitiveness. We also identify components that define these con-
structs from the context of business customer firms, by reviewing the
internal and external dimensions of brand value. The internal dimen-
sion explains the synthesis of two orientations and the external di-
mension reflects the constructs under investigation as determinants of
brand competitiveness.

3. Brand value

The brand value offered by a manufacturer provides emotional value to
consumers, rational value to its business customers and reflects its opera-
tional efficiency as an important element of the value it provides to both
consumers and business customers (Parment, 2008). A brand that can
provide these three different types of value to its customers can generate
demand for its products in a competitive market (Keller & Lehmann, 2006).
Fulfilment of demand generated through brand value requires brand
managers to shift their focus back on to the activities of their firm
(Srivastava, Fahey, & Shervani, 1999). We also considered the con-
temporary definition of brand value provided by studies such as Kucharska,
Flisikowski, and Confente (2018) as the strategic outcome of marketing
initiatives of a firm useful to measure the effectiveness of efficiency of other
organisational strategies. This definition enabled authors to argue that such
a business requirement encourages brand managers to consider orienting
different activities of their firm towards the smooth delivery of the promise
made by their brand to different sets of customers through brand value.
Literature on brand competitiveness suggests that fulfilment of demand
makes a brand competitive in a marketplace (Parment, 2008). Baumann,
Hamin, Tung, and Hoadley (2016) found evidence for a link between mo-
tivational drivers and individual competitiveness. There are few other useful
embryonic contributions from anecdotes that draw from viewpoint of brand
equity and define brand competitiveness driven by innovation as a com-
ponent of brand image (Foroudi, Cuomo, Foroudi, Katsikeas, & Gupta,
2019). Other studies such as Díaz-Chao, Sainz-González, and Torrent-
Sellens (2016) have operationalised the competitiveness of the firm using
the lens of productivity but not as a construct that reflects on market share
in relation to competitors. However, we find our conceptualisation of
competitiveness is closer to Ketels (2006) as the ability of a firm to expand
based on its internal and external capabilities. Ketels (2006) have tried to
theoretically explore the ability of the three different types of brand values
which can internally drive the integration of marketing orientation of the
brand with the strategic orientation of operations, and externally determine
brand competitiveness.

3.1. Emotional brand value

The emotional satisfaction provided by the brand reflects the value
that it provides to consumers and facilitates the capturing of a large
share of the market by the brand in the form of customer equity.
Business customers consider such an ability to be brand value because it
allows them to achieve a higher level of growth. Consistency in the
emotional value provided by a brand allows its business customers to
emotionally associate with the brand (Day & Wensley, 1988; Gupta,
Grant, & Melewar, 2008).

3.2. Rational brand value

Business customer firms look for the most cost-efficient methods to
achieve their organisational objectives (Altman, 2005). Manufacturers
provide incentives in various formats when business customers pur-
chase products in bulk quantities for selling on. Business customers buy
in bulk anticipating that the demand for a brand’s products will facil-
itate fast movement of its products into their customer segment (Strach
& Everett, 2006). Demand reduces the effort required from business
customers to sell and decreases the cost of selling incurred by business
customer firms (Lambert & Cooper, 2000). Business customers assess
this as rational brand value because it increases their profitability and
helps them to achieve their business objectives (Gunasekaran & Ngai,
2005).

3.3. Operational brand value

Associating with a brand encourages business customers to engage
with different activities of the brand. Engaging with a brand helps
business customer firms to understand the efficiency orientation of the
business practices followed by the manufacturer brand (Schau, Muniz,
& Arnould, 2009). Efficient business practices thus learnt, inspire
managers of the business customer firms to adopt relevant processes in
their own firms, with an aim to improve the way their firm functions
(Payne et al., 2008). The learning and adoption that occurs due to as-
sociation with the brand lead to improvements in the operational effi-
ciency of the business customer firm, which is judged as operational
brand value by business customers (Gummesson, 2004).

These three different types of value, when offered together, are
assessed as brand differentiation that generates demand in the business-
to-business and consumer markets (Webster, 2000; Gummesson, 2004).
Consistent provision of such differentiation requires brand managers to
focus on the internal and external environment of the brand (Zineldin &
Brendlow, 2001). We anticipate that the internal focus drives brand
managers to position all the business activities of the brand as mar-
keting-oriented activities, and pin down the locus of operational ac-
tivities of the brand towards a strategic orientation. We also assume
that the external focus stimulates a comparative intelligence in the
minds of the business customers, and encourages them to differentiate
between competing brands.

4. Marketing orientation of brand value

Marketing orientation, in the academic literature, encapsulates the
strategic use of the promotional mix in order to attract customers by
creating and communicating value (Hede & Kellett, 2011). It has also
been explained as a value-driven multi-layered functional approach
that has the capability to initiate various organisational functions re-
lated to marketing (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Kozielski, 2019). Bernstein
(1984) explains marketing orientation as a method that can be used by
a firm to reflect how it orients its various functions towards marketing.
Lambert and Cooper (2000) discuss marketing orientation in the con-
text of business-to-business markets and position it as an approach for
managing the value-driven market-oriented promotional mix. The
concept of a market-orientated promotional mix in a competitive
market, according to the literature, has four explicit facets: customer
management, competition management, conflict management and re-
lationship management (Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987; Srivastava et al.,
1998). This research borrows the concept of market orientation as a
philosophy base adopted by firms for long term growth from a com-
bination of marketing and organisational studies.

4.1. Brand value and customer management

Gummesson (1991) explains the customer management ability of a
brand as a practice that involves management of customers, not only by
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full-time marketers but also by other employees of the firm acting as
amateur part-time marketers, who participate in the process of creation
of value for customers. As indicated by Gummesson (1991), part-time
marketers play an important role in satisfying business customers by
successfully offering resources related to products such as services,
marketing and quality management. The framework of market or-
ientation tested by Jaworski and Kohli (1993) also indicates the role of
top management, interdepartmental dynamics and organisational sys-
tems, in allowing a firm to become marketing-orientated and create
value for customers. We argue that a value-driven marketing orienta-
tion allows a brand to manage its customers successfully in a compe-
titive market because it allows integration of different functions per-
formed by a firm.

4.2. Brand value and competition management

Management of competition was explained by Miles and Darroch
(2006) as an entrepreneurial skill required to manage competition, by
understanding and creating superior value for consumers and business
customers. In a study of business markets, Snoj, Milfelner, and Gabrijan
(2007) found that business customers use brand value to promote the
brand and to fight competition in local markets. A deep understanding
of the brand value can counter the promotional initiatives of competi-
tors and enable brand managers to innovatively develop marketing-
oriented promotional programmes, which can lead to successful man-
agement of the competition (Snoj et al., 2007).

4.3. Brand value and conflict management

Management of conflict in the cross-functional integration of orga-
nisational functions becomes very important for satisfying customers,
given that it is common for different departments to have their own
unique and differing concerns and preferences about their individual
performance (Randel & Jaussi, 2003). Cross-functional teams should be
stimulated to cooperate and minimise situations that could lead to
conflict and dysfunctionality so that, in turn, they do not have a ne-
gative impact on the brand value (Rouzies et al., 2005). The marketing
and sales literature places great emphasis on conflict management
ability being developed in the functioning of every department (Rouzies
et al., 2005). Similarly, Song, Xie, and Dyer (2000) emphasise the role
of marketing in the management of conflict within different depart-
ments of the organisation, in order to deliver brand value and become a
marketing-oriented organisation.

4.4. Brand value and relationship management

The communication-based relationship marketing model proposed
by Duncan and Moriarty (1998) proposes that communication has the
capability to develop relationships by creating brand-oriented value in
the minds of customers and facilitates its comparison with competitors.
Fierce competition requires the support of strategic relationship man-
agement with business customers (Doyle, 2001). A brand that con-
tributes value in various ways to the business customer firm facilitates a
relationship between brand managers and business customers. Suc-
cessfully managed brand value-based relationships of brand managers
with business customers encourage purposeful interactions and in-
ternally expedite the co-creation of customised marketing-oriented in-
itiatives as actions taken up by the brand (London & Hart, 2004).
Considering the capability of brand value to drive different facets of
marketing orientation, we propose that:

Hypothesis 1: Brand value influences marketing orientation of the
brand’s activities through (i) customer management, (ii) competitor
management, (iii) conflict management, and (iv) relationship manage-
ment.

5. Strategic orientation of brand value

Strategic orientation of operations has been defined as a market-
based approach adopted by a firm, to undertake actions that will suc-
cessfully deliver value and fulfil the strategic agenda of their firm (Voss
& Voss, 2000; Tsai, 2001; Chen, 2003). Successful delivery of brand
value to business customers requires brand managers to strategically
orient their business processes towards the requirements of customers
who help the brand to capture the opportunities available in a mar-
ketplace (Turnbull, Ford, & Cunningham, 1996). Business processes
such as the actions and decisions of brand managers are characterised
to be strategic in nature as they help both brands and business custo-
mers to achieve the long-term objectives of their respective firms
(Gunasekaran and Ngai, 2004). The internal view of the strategic or-
ientation of operations for business markets can be conceptualised
through the following four dimensions: objective management, in-
formation management, process management and response manage-
ment (Morgan & Strong, 1998; Bergeron, Raymond, & Rivard, 2004).
These dimensions are discussed in the following sections.

5.1. Objective management

Objective management can be explained as a process of setting or-
ganisational goals and the course of action taken by companies to
achieve them (Hensel, 1990; Tampoe, 1990; Jaques, 2009). Setting the
objectives of a brand depends upon the vision and mission of the
management; however, the subsequent course of action to meet the
objectives depends upon the strategy adopted by various organisational
departments, to follow the defined vision and mission (Nutt, 2002).
Creation of brand value, when undertaken by the marketing depart-
ment through internal orientation, reflects the strategic integration of
different functions of the business such as marketing, sales, services,
design and product development, towards the achievement of organi-
sational objectives such as creating competitiveness (Tripodi, 2001).

5.2. Information management

The literature on operations management highlights the need for
brands to foster close relationships and open communications with
suppliers, in order to build market knowledge (Chen, Paulraj, & Lado,
2004). As indicated by Tajeddini, Trueman, and Larsen (2006), com-
panies should use market information and competitor knowledge col-
lected through open communications in order to create differentiation.
An in-depth assessment of the information about the orientation of a
competitor’s organisational objectives, strategies to conduct business,
and the resources and capabilities they possess, facilitates a compara-
tive analysis that can be conducted by managers. As Varadarajan and
Jayachandran (1999) found, information about the general market
environment, industrial trends and a firm’s internal environment en-
ables managers to strategically orient the operations of their firm to-
wards brand competitiveness.

5.3. Process management

The strategic orientation of the operations of the marketing mix,
when based on the efficiently managed processes of the firm, motivates
business customers (Gupta et al., 2008). The capability of the firm to
manage its operational processes and marketing mix strategically helps
in the delivery of competitiveness to customers (Woodruff, 1997;
Zerbini, Golfetto, & Gibbert, 2007; McNaughton, Osborne, Morgan, &
Kutwaroo, 2001). Competitiveness attained through business process
management capabilities improves the perceptions of the brand in the
business-to-business segment. It also reflects upon the smooth re-
lationship nurtured by the brand, which encourages business customers
to be loyal to the bran, to recommend the brand’s products to
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consumers, and contributes to its competitiveness (Gunasekaran &
Ngai, 2005).

5.4. Response management

Godsell, Harrison, Emberson, and Storey (2006) studied the role of
responsiveness of firms in aligning two important constructs, namely,
demand creation and demand fulfilment, proposing that the proactive
management of responses can enable a brand to drive the behaviour of
its customers. Efficiency demonstrated by a brand in managing the
responses of its business customers, influences their attitude towards
the brand. A study of demand management conducted by Walters
(2008) explains how response management can improve customer sa-
tisfaction by effectively attending to their requirements, complaints and
feedback. The strategic orientation of response management has the
capability of improving the brand experience of customers (Anderson,
2009). In order to propose that companies should strategically syn-
thesise different aspects of the strategic orientation of their brand value,
we propose:

Hypothesis 2: Brand value facilitates strategic orientation of the brand’s
operational activities through (i) objective management, (ii) information
management, (iii) process management, and (iv) response management.

6. Brand competitiveness

Brand competitiveness has been studied as a strategic aspect of a
brand’s marketing and operational activities and is explained as a
condition under which a brand successfully satisfies its customers
through brand value, and positions itself competitively in a marketplace
(Webster, 1992; Bharadwaj, Rajan Varadrajan, & Fahy, 1993; Winzar
et al., 2018). Scholarly studies such as Tong and Wang (2011) describe
brand competitiveness as the ability of the brand to compete in a
market using its uniqueness from competing brands based on aspects
such as internal features, external image and regional characteristics.
Similarly, Biaowen (2014) explains brand competitiveness as the in-
tegration of market share and value creation capability that help the
company to gain recognition and build its overall image quality. As
discussed by Bharadwaj et al. (1993), the purpose of building brand
competitiveness is to enhance the overall performance of the business,
based on the distinctive marketing skills and resource management
tools used by the brand. Both aspects of business, i.e., marketing and
operations, when strategically managed together by brand managers,
can provide a competitive edge to the brand (Hensel, 1990).

6.1. Knowledge of brand value

Brand knowledge facilitates a better understanding of the value
offered by a brand to its customers (Gupta, Melewar, & Bourlakis,
2010). In the case of business-to-business relationships, knowledge of
the value contributed by a brand to the business of its customer firms
becomes a parameter of brand differentiation for business customers
(Gupta, Foroudi, & Yen, 2018; Keller & Lehmann, 2006). Furthermore,
ensuring that the orientation of brand knowledge shared with business
customers is directed towards the needs of the market, places a brand in
a superior position in a very competitive business-to-business market
(Urde, Baumgarth, & Merrilees, 2013).

6.2. Infrastructure for brand value

Business customers of brands are generally small and medium firms
that lack marketing infrastructure and need support from the brand to
operate efficiently in a competitive market (Webster, 2000). Infra-
structural support provided by a brand improves the efficiency of cus-
tomer firms to orient their business activities towards the market and

encourages business customers to be loyal to the brand in a competitive
market. Fulfilment of the infrastructural requirements of business cus-
tomer firms creates the capability of the brand to operate through a
network of customer firms selling the products of the brand. This be-
comes useful for remote penetration of the brand into the market and
pushes performance to a higher level in a competitive market (Gupta
et al., 2008).

6.3. Support and brand value

Business customers receive marketing, selling and operational sup-
port from the brand in various formats such as sales, demand genera-
tion, after sales services, technical training for capability enhancement
and price protection. A brand that seeks to become a preferred brand
for business-to-business markets supports business customers in selling
by orienting brand promotions towards the local market through the
generation of higher sales numbers and higher revenue (Gupta et al.,
2008). The preferred brand receives support from business customers in
terms of market knowledge, product feedback and efficient manage-
ment of customer complaints in a competitive market.

6.4. Capabilities and brand value

Building the knowledge-based capability of business customers en-
gaged in selling products that require the seller to possess technical
knowledge is very important for brands operating in competitive mar-
kets (Webster, 2000). Developing other capabilities of business custo-
mers, such as the use of market orientation and strategic orientation to
communicate brand differentiation, makes a brand quite strong in a
competitive market (Urde et al., 2013).

6.5. Relationships and brand value

Developing relationships within a competitive market with appro-
priate customers builds the capacity of brands to create stronger brand
associations. Brand associations, when nurtured using the commitment-
trust theory of Morgan and Hunt (1994), can drive customer loyalty in a
competitive market. This theory reflects upon trust as the key variable
that needs managerial focus. Thus, we argue that:

Hypothesis 3: The greater the brand value, the higher the brand com-
petitiveness.

Javalgi, Whipple, Ghosh, and Young (2005) conceptualised a stra-
tegic wheel of service performance by synthesising market orientation,
strategic flexibility, competitive advantage and business performance
using examples of brands like Amazon.com, Southwest Airlines and
Lexus. The arguments of Javalgi et al. (2005) are based on the existing
literature on relationship marketing, customer satisfaction, brand loy-
alty, and customer lifetime value and loyalty. Their findings suggest
that higher levels of customer relationship, marketing, retention, sa-
tisfaction, loyalty and lifetime value can enable service providers to
improve their performance. Grinstein (2008), performing a meta-ana-
lysis to review the relationship between marketing orientation and
strategic orientation, found that the relationship between the two has
an effect on other orientations of the firm such as learning, en-
trepreneurship and employee orientation.

Hypothesis 4: The greater the marketing orientation of operations of a
brand, the higher the brand competitiveness.
Hypothesis 5: The greater the strategy orientation of operations of a
brand, the higher the brand competitiveness.
Hypothesis 6: The greater the marketing orientation of operations of a
brand, the greater the strategic operations orientation.
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7. Brand differentiation, brand value, brand competitiveness,
marketing operations orientation, and strategy operations
orientation

A study of the relationship between strategic orientation and mar-
keting orientation in an industrial manufacturing setting conducted by
Morgan and Strong (1998) revealed a significant association between
aspects such as the proactivity of a firm and its level of marketing or-
ientation as an effective device that creates pull in the marketplace. The
authors of this research argue that the benefits of marketing-oriented
activities of brands and behaviours of the market are generally mani-
fested within the strategic orientation of the brand, perceived as un-
iqueness by customers. Although the effects of the relationship between
marketing orientation and strategic orientation of a firm have been
studied in various different contexts, the literature fails to explain how
they drive brand differentiation.

7.1. Brand benefits

Benefits that business customers seek from a brand have been ex-
plained in the marketing literature as brand value (Mudambi, 2002;
Lynch & deChernatony, 2004). The findings of Lynch and deChernatony
(2004) reflect the similarity between benefits received from brands by
consumers and by business-to-business customers. However, their re-
commendations highlight the need for brand managers to effectively
communicate brand benefits within and outside the organisation
through the industrial sales force. Glynn, Motion, and Brodie (2007)
studied the benefits offered by a brand to business customers to un-
derstand the role of brands in business-to-business relationships. The
authors of this study conceptualised the effects of financial, customer
and managerial benefits of brands on reseller relationships, using brand
share as the moderator of the relationship. Glynn et al. (2007) clarify
that brands are important for developing the relationship between
manufacturers and resellers in the packaged goods industry. They also
reveal that resellers play an important part in the management of
brands in business-to-business markets, when their perceptions of
benefits drive the exchange of information and knowledge with brand
managers.

7.2. Brand uniqueness

Uniqueness of a brand has been explained from the context of ad-
vertising as an indicator of brand equity that is mediated by brand re-
putation (Chaudhuri, 2002). Romaniuk et al. (2007) reflect upon cus-
tomer perceptions of brand equity as a brand differentiation strategy by
arguing that unique associations are not related to past usage or brand
preference. The arguments of Romaniuk et al. (2007) are based on the
explanation that uniqueness provides the reason for a customer’s pre-
ference for a brand in comparison to its competitor brands. A brand
management model requires a market orientation mind-set to explain
how brand uniqueness can determine brand equity in a competitive
market.

7.3. Brand effectiveness

The effectiveness of a brand in engaging customers in a competitive
market has been studied many times previously in different contexts by
many marketing scholars such as Pike (2010), Cui, Hu, and Griffith
(2014) and Berthon, Opoku, Pitt, and Nel (2007). Brand effectiveness
was tested as a measure of brand differentiation by Berthon et al.
(2007) to explain its effect on profitability, market share and growth of
the company. Pike (2010) studied brand effectiveness from the per-
spective of destination branding and accountability to stakeholders,
using a customer-based brand equity model, linking it with brand
performance in a competitive market. The focus of Pike (2010) was on
the future performance of marketing campaigns based on past

marketing communications of the brand. A study by Glynn et al. (2007)
provides an explanation of the ability of brand effectiveness to create
value for business-to-business customers in a competitive market. The
perception of resellers, concerning the effectiveness of a brand to pro-
vide relational and emotional benefits, is based on the brand’s cap-
ability to strategically orient its business activities towards the target
market.

7.4. Brand pull

Brand pull is an important criterion of customers in business-to-
business markets that consist of resellers. Brand pull has the ability to
drive the preferences of resellers, which depends upon features such as
the demand a brand is able to create, the efforts that are required to be
put into selling a brand to consumers, and the volume of sales generated
by a brand (Webster, 2000). Cespedes (1993) highlights the need for
strong coordination between brand pull and sales. The findings of
Cespedes (1993) reflect the need for a brand to generate superior value
for customers by strategically orienting their marketing initiatives be-
tween the advertising department, salesmen and distributors who
supply to resellers. Other studies like Cespedes (1993) and Kopp and
Greyser (1987) also discuss brand pull with sales and push-based pro-
motion programmes. While most of the previous research on brand pull
is based on consumer markets, the focus of this research is on business
markets. There is a lack of understanding about the role of brand pull in
creating brand differentiation for resellers, i.e., how resellers see brands
differently based on their brand pull in consumer markets and find the
brand to be more competitive than other brands in the marketplace.
This research focuses on the linkage between brand differentiation and
marketing and/or the strategic orientation of its operations and brand
pull strategies Hence, we hypothesise that:

Hypothesis 7: The greater the differentiation of a brand, the higher the
brand value.
Hypothesis 8: The greater the differentiation of a brand, the higher the
brand competitiveness.
Hypothesis 9: The greater the differentiation of a brand, the greater the
marketing operations orientation.
Hypothesis 10: The greater the differentiation of a brand, the greater the
strategy operations orientation.

Drawing upon the theories reviewed, we propose a conceptual
model (Fig. 1), that depicts the external influence of brand value in
facilitating the integration of different facets of the strategic orientation
of operations with marketing. We postulate that the intention and
ability of managers to create brand competitiveness requires the in-
tegration of these two orientations, which can be facilitated by em-
bedding them around the key types of value that business customers
seek from the brand.

8. Methods

8.1. Data collection

Brand value demonstrates the capabilities of a brand to conduct its
business activities in a way that permits it to achieve its business ob-
jectives (Srivastava et al., 1998). Brand value, created for business
customers, fosters the integration of the two diverse and essential ac-
tivities of a business, i.e., marketing and strategic orientation, and
orients them towards brand competitiveness. Hence, an IT retail in-
dustry was referenced on the evaluation questionnaires (Elsbach &
Bhattacharya, 2001). The industry was chosen on the basis of an initial
top-of-mind exercise, which was conducted with 45 postgraduate stu-
dents at a London-based business school. They mainly believed that the
retail industry is the key industry, which requires competitiveness.
From the listed names on the directory, we contacted the related
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companies, collected data employing the face-to-face method and sent
emails to improve the sample size, in order to also ensure that the
sample comprised the most knowledgeable informants (Foroudi, 2019).
In addition, we made an attempt to ensure that the targeted re-
spondents completed the survey. Furthermore, we used non-probability
‘snowballing’ as a distribution and invited the original informants to
suggest colleagues who could also complete the survey (Kirby & Kent,
2010). A total convenience sample of 374 IT and marketing directors,
managers, self-employed and support staff participated in the study
over a three-week period in 2017.

We used a self-administered questionnaire to obtain their responses
to the survey. Respondents were asked to answer questions based upon
their prior experiences with the chosen industry. The data were col-
lected in the UK, home of the most popular fashion industry. The male
and female participants, who were mainly between 20 and 30 years old
(53%) and who had successfully completed at least high school edu-
cation, were considered eligible for this research. We distributed 410
questionnaires. Of the 374 usable responses, 63 per cent of respondents
were men and 37 per cent were women. Further details of the re-
spondent characteristics are shown in Table 1.

9. Measures

The questionnaires employed measures of the constructs from the
existing literature. We employed three items to measure brand value
(BV) (emotional, BE; rational, BVR; and operational, BVO). The scale
measures four dimensions of strategic orientation (SO) (objective
management, SOO; information management, SOI; process manage-
ment, SOP; and response management, SOR). Marketing orientation
(MO) was tested through four items (customer management, MCU;
competitor management, MCO; conflict management, MCN; and re-
lationship management, MOR). To measure brand competitiveness
(CB), we employed four items: creation of value, CBCV; creation of
demand, CBCD; delivery of value, CBDV; and delivery of demand,
CBDD). Brand differentiation (BD) was measured using four items:
brand benefits (BDB); brand uniqueness (BDU); brand effectiveness
(BDE); and brand pull (BDP).

The first version of the items was checked by four marketing aca-
demics, who are experienced in the field of branding and they con-
firmed that the inter-judge reliability was high. The experts were asked
to comment on the suitability of the items and check the clarity of the
wording; their suggestions were then incorporated. The lecturers were
asked about the importance of each statement and to indicate which
items should be retained. Then, a comprehensive process of ques-
tionnaire testing and piloting followed (Bearden, Netemeyer, & Mobley,
1993; Zaichkowsky, 1985). All responses were measured using a seven-
point Likert-type scale, mostly ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). The items used in the study are shown in Table 2.

The initial measures were subjected to a series of factor and relia-
bility analyses as an initial examination of their performance within the
entire sample (Melewar, 2001). All a priori scales illustrated satisfactory
reliability - Cronbach’s alpha is 0.901, which is greater than 0.70 and
thus highly suitable for most research purposes (Hair et al., 2006;
Nunnally, 1978; Palmer, 2011). Reliability is a necessary precondition
of validity. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed in the pre-
study to identify any pattern in the data (Table 3). In addition, the
suitability and truthfulness of data collected were confirmed by eval-
uating the value of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of sampling

Table 1
Respondent characteristics.

Demographics Frequency Percent Demographics Frequency Percent

Gender Education level
Female 138 36.9 High school 50 13.4
Male 236 63.1 Undergraduate 105 28.1

Postgraduate and above 219 58.6
Age Employment status
20–25 years 110 29.4 Owner of a Company 7 1.9
26–30 years 200 53.5 Top Executive/Manager 16 4.3
31–35 years 50 13.4 Senior Manager 8 2.1
35–40 years 12 3.2 Junior Manager 18 4.8
40+ 2 0.5 Self-Employed 325 86.9

Table 2
Study constructs and scale items.

Main constructs Measure Authors

Brand Value (BV)
Emotional (BVE) Day & Wensley, 1988; Gatignon & Xuereb, 1997; Gupta et al., 2008; Keller & Lehmann, 2006; Parment, 2008
Rational (BVR) Altman, 2005; Lambert & Cooper, 2000; Strach & Everett, 2006
Operational (BVO) Gummesson, 2004; Payne et al., 2008; Schau et al., 2009

Strategic Orientation (SO)
Objective Management (SOO) Hensel, 1990; Jaques, 2009; Nutt, 2002; Tampoe, 1990; Tripodi, 2001
Information Management (SOI) Chen et al., 2004; Tajeddini et al., 2006; Varadarajan and Jayachandran, 1999
Process Management (SOP) Gupta et al., 2008; McNaughton et al., 2001; Woodruff, 1997; Zerbini et al., 2007
Response Management (SOR) Anderson, 2009; Godsell et al., 2006; Rust, Lemon, & Zeithaml, 2004

Marketing Orientation (MO)
Customer Management (MCU) Gummesson, 1991; Jaworski & Kohli, 1993
Competitor Management (MCO) Miles & Darroch, 2006; Snoj et al., 2007
Conflict Management (MCN) Randel & Jaussi, 2003; Rouzies et al., 2005; Song et al., 2000
Relationship Management (MOR) Doyle, 2001; Duncan & Moriarty, 1998; London & Hart, 2004

Brand Competitiveness (CB)
Creation of Value (CBCV) Amit & Zott, 2001; Gummesson, 1991; Payne et al., 2008; Tripodi, 2001
Creation of Demand (CBCD) Godsell et al., 2006; Keller & Lehmann, 2006; Payne et al., 2008
Deliver of Value (CBDV) Amit & Zott, 2001; Cannon & Perreault, 1999
Deliver of Demand (CBDD) Amit & Zott, 2001; Cannon & Perreault, 1999; Sheth & Sisodia, 1999

Brand Differentiation (BD)
Brand Benefits (BDB) Porter & Millar, 1985; Song & Parry, 1997
Brand Uniqueness (BDU) Porter & Millar, 1985; Song & Parry, 1997
Brand Effectiveness (BDE) Porter & Millar, 1985; Song & Parry, 1997
Brand Pull (BDD) Porter & Millar, 1985; Song & Parry, 1997
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adequacy, which was found to be 0.928 (sampling adequacy of 0.6 and
above is acceptable) and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity (BTS) which
was significant (BTS = 0.000 < 0.001) and satisfied the required
criteria (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

10. Results

This research used structural equation modelling (SEM) and analysis
of moment structure (AMOS) 21.0 of all 374 available observations to
gain an insight into the various relationships among the research con-
structs, as well as to run the model to test the hypotheses (Arbuckle &
Wothke, 1999). The proposed operational model reveals a chi-square of
340.479, and a root mean squared approximation of error (RMSEA) of
0.075 (< 0.08 indicates acceptable fit). The comparative fit index (CFI)
of 0.960 (> 0.90 indicates good fit) measures the proportion by which
a model is improved in terms of fit compared to the base model (Hair
et al., 2006). CFI is considered to be an improved version of the NFI
index (the normed fit index) (Byrne, 2001; Hair et al., 2006; Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2007). NFI measures the proportion by which a model is im-
proved in terms of fit compared to the base model (0.942 > 0.08 in-
dicates acceptable fit) (Hair et al., 2006). TLI (Tucker-Lewis index),
which is known as the non-normed fit index (NNFI), compares the χ2

value of the model to that of the independent model and takes the
degrees of freedom for the model into consideration (Hair et al., 2006;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). IFI (the incremental fit index), and TLI
(Tucker-Lewis index) were 0.960 and 0.952 respectively. Therefore, all
of the model-fit indices indicated that the proposed measurement
model’s fit was acceptable (Byrne, 2001; Hair et al., 2006). The results
of discriminant validity indicated that correlations between factors
were less than the recommended value of 0.92 (Kline, 2005). Also, the
homogeneity of the research construct was examined by convergent
validity. The average variance extracted (AVE) for each construct
ranged from 0.699 to 0.841 (Table 3). A good rule of thumb is that an
AVE of 0.5 or higher indicates adequate convergent validity.

The results, as seen in Table 4, demonstrate the final research model
with structural path coefficients and t-values for each relationship with
squared multiple correlations (R2) for each endogenous construct. Based on
the model, H1, proposing the direct influence of brand value on marketing
orientation (γ = 0.174, t-value = 3.663), was fully accepted. The stan-
dardised regression path between the brand value and strategic orientation
was different from zero at the 0.001 significance level (γ = −0.156, t-
value = −1.114, p.265), therefore, Hypothesis 2 was rejected. The hy-
pothesised relationship between brand value and brand competitiveness
was found to be insignificant (γ = 0.099, t-value = 1.680, p.093), hence,
Hypothesis 3 was rejected. The hypothesised relationship between mar-
keting orientation and brand competitiveness (H4) and marketing orienta-
tion and strategic orientation (H6) were found to be significant (γ = 0.190,
t-value = 2.404 and γ = 0.143, t-value = 3.318 respectively). The hy-
pothesised model shows that the effects of strategic orientation on brand
competitiveness (H5) (γ = 0.178, t-value = 3.316) was statistically sig-
nificant, therefore, H5 was accepted.

The relationships between brand differentiation and brand value
(H7), brand competitiveness (H8) and marketing orientation (H9) were
found to be significant (γ = 0.518, t-value = 12.142; γ = 0.407, t-
value = 7.050; γ = 0.313, t-value = 7.206 respectively) and so
Hypotheses 7, 8 and 9 were statistically supported. Based on the model,
proposal of direct influence of brand differentiation on strategic or-
ientation (γ = −0.179, t-value = −1.308, p.191) was not statistically
supported. Therefore, Hypothesis 10 was rejected (see Fig. 2).

11. Discussion and implications

Mudambi and Aggarwal (2003) recognise the complexity of actions
that need to be taken by brand managers to sell to consumers through
business customer firms, and argue that brand managers can be equally
as responsive to the needs of business customers as they are toTa
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consumers. It is argued that as the competitive environment in business-
to-business markets does not provide certainty to the actors performing
within it, firms have to be strategic in their orientation in order to
successfully deliver brand competitiveness by effectively managing
their internal processes (Laufer, Denker, & Shenhar, 1996). The brand
value delivered could be rational, emotional or operational, depending
on the macro or micro requirements of their business customers. The
academic literature also indicates that the strategic orientation of the
operations construct at the macro level can be managed using in-
formation about customers, competitors, products and/or processes
(Voss & Voss, 2000).

This research is located within the business-to-business setting
where two types of firms (brand-owning manufacturer firm and its

business customer firm) are often mutually dependent upon each other
for their business. Two important themes emerged from the review of
the existing literature: (i) brands should orient their brand value crea-
tion model, notably brand differentiation, according to the require-
ments of the market and customers within these markets, and (ii) any
brand value delivery model should be strategically oriented towards
brand competitiveness. This study anticipated that brands use their
positive associations with business customers (i.e., the brand value) to
mobilise their strategic orientation of operations for mutual benefit
(Halinen, Salmi, & Havila, 2002). This study also expected that mutual
benefits could enable both brands and business customer firms to
achieve their individual objectives by internally restructuring and es-
tablishing their business processes with the strategic orientation of

Table 4
Structural Equation Model Result.

Hypothesized relationships Estimate S.E C.R p Hypothesis

H1 Brand Value → Marketing Orientation 0.174 0.047 3.663 *** Accepted
H2 Brand Value → Strategic Orientation −0.156 0.140 −1.114 0.265 Rejected
H3 Brand Value → Brand Competitiveness 0.099 0.059 1.680 0.093 Rejected
H4 Marketing Orientation → Brand Competitiveness 0.190 0.079 2.404 0.016 Accepted
H5 Strategic Orientation → Brand Competitiveness 0.178 0.054 3.316 *** Accepted
H6 Marketing Orientation → Strategic Orientation 0.143 0.043 3.318 *** Accepted
H7 Brand Differentiation → Brand Value 0.518 0.043 12.142 *** Accepted
H8 Brand Differentiation → Brand Competitiveness 0.407 0.058 7.050 *** Accepted
H9 Brand Differentiation → Marketing Orientation 0.313 0.043 7.206 *** Accepted
H10 Brand Differentiation → Strategic Orientation −0.179 0.137 −1.308 0.191 Rejected

**p < .01, *p < .05.

Strategic orientation
-Objective Management
-Information Management
-Process Management
-Response Management 

Brand competitiveness
-Knowledge

-Infrastructure
-Support 
-Capabilities 
-Relationship 

Marketing Orientation
-Customer Management
-Competitor Management 
-Conflict Management 
-Relationship Management 

Brand Value
-Emotional
-Rational
-Operational

Brand Differentiation 
-Brand Benefits
-Brand Uniqueness 
-Brand Effectiveness
-Brand Pull

H1: .174 (3.663)

H2: -.156 (-1.114, p .265)

H3: .099 (1.680, p .093)

H6: .143 (3.318)

H9: .313 (7.206)

H7: .518 (12.142)

H4: .190 (2.404)

H5: .178 (3.316)
H10: -.179 (-1.308, p .191)

H8: .407 (7.050)

Fig. 2. Validated structural model.
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operations, in other words, in accord with the requirements of the ex-
ternal environment in which the brand operates (Weitz & Jap, 1995;
Moller & Halinen, 2000).

This study has derived important findings about how brand value
plays a role in driving brand competitiveness. It has confirmed that the
brand value perceived by business customers can be an important
precursor to brand competitiveness, albeit not in the direct way that
this research had expected. The findings indicate that brand value does
not lead directly to brand competitiveness (H3). That is, the existence of
enhanced brand value, per se, is insufficient for augmenting brand
competitiveness. Instead, brand value leads to brand competitiveness
indirectly through marketing orientation (H1, H4).

Moreover, the findings of this investigation explain that brand value
can lead to brand competiveness indirectly through marketing or-
ientation and, subsequently, strategic orientation (H1, H7, H5), but not
through strategic orientation on its own (H2, H5). This is an important
finding which, in turn, suggests that a strategic orientation to opera-
tions activities is insufficient on its own for translating brand value to
brand competitiveness, despite a strategic orientation having a strong
positive influence on the development of brand competitiveness (H5).
Taken together, these findings emphasise the crucial and pervasive role
of marketing orientation in translating brand value to brand competi-
tiveness, irrespective of the role a strategic orientation to operations
may have. That is to say, it is the existence of emotional, rational and
operational brand value exhibited by business customers towards the
firm, which drives the firm’s customer, competitor, conflict and re-
lationship management capabilities which, in turn, develop the
knowledge, infrastructure, relationships, support and capabilities that
signify brand competitiveness.

Thus, whilst time and resources should be invested to help embed
an objective management ethos and information, process and response
management capabilities (strategic orientation) in the company’s op-
erations activities in order to help enhance brand competitiveness, it is
investment in building customer, competitor, conflict and relationship
management capabilities (marketing orientation) that specifically en-
sures that brand competitiveness is derived from brand value.

Another important, yet unexpected, result relates to the impact of
marketing orientation on strategic orientation (H6) as the findings
suggest that the relationship is more subtle. It found that an increase in
marketing orientation leads to an increase in strategic orientation but
not vice versa. This study confirms the proposed influence of brand
differentiation. Firstly, as was the case with brand value, brand differ-
entiation was found to have a direct positive significant influence on
marketing orientation, but not on strategic orientation in operations.
Secondly, and perhaps the most important finding of the present study,
is that the process of distinguishing the brand from other brands, pro-
ducts or services to make it more attractive to particular target markets
(brand differentiation) leads directly to brand competitiveness (H8).

11.1. Implications and future research

Business customers generally consider the effort they have to put
into the management of activities related to a brand as an added in-
vestment over and above the financial purchases of the branded pro-
ducts they make. Such efforts made by business customers in their re-
lationship with the brand, make it important for the brand to generate
and communicate its brand value and generate brand competitiveness.

In this respect, the findings have important implications for aca-
demics and practitioners. Firstly, unlike brand value, brand differ-
entiation is a direct driver of brand competitiveness. Hence, it is re-
commended that brand managers ensure that investment is directed

towards communicating the benefits of the brand and its uniqueness to
business customers, and to create brand pull in the marketplace.

Secondly, strategic (operations) orientation can enhance the de-
livery of brand competitiveness, suggesting that the firm should de-
velop such capabilities. However, if brand managers and operations
managers wish to ensure that the brand value that it possesses is
translated into brand competitiveness, it is the development of the
firm’s processes for managing customers and competitors and the pro-
tocols and capabilities for managing external relationships and dis-
agreements or disputes that are, in fact, necessary. Accordingly, brand
managers should be constantly evaluating the effectiveness of mar-
keting orientation-related processes and activities and looking for ways
to improve them.

Thirdly, brand/operations managers need to be aware of a potential
trade-off between their investment in developing marketing and stra-
tegic (operations) capabilities respectively. The findings imply that
marketing capabilities that can translate brand value into brand com-
petitiveness can be compromised by strategic operations activities. It
may be that despite the recent advances in operations process devel-
opment and thinking, operations activities may nevertheless continue
to be inherently more inward facing, to the detriment of the inherently
more outward-facing marketing orientation activities. Arguably,
seeking to establish the reasons for this finding is an important avenue
for future research, as it challenges the now common conventional
wisdom that closer integration between the marketing function and the
strategic operations function is inherently always a good thing.

In summary, the findings of the study provide evidence of sig-
nificant relationships between marketing orientation and brand com-
petiveness using research studies such as Kohli and Jaworski (1990),
Jaworski and Kohli (1993), Winzar et al. (2018) as well as Ahmed and
Latif (2019). The authors of this research propose that brand managers
aiming to operate in competitive markets can use the framework being
offered. It provides them with guidelines on how to ensure that their
brand value can be used to make their business customers feel confident
about the capabilities of the brand and, hence, improve brand compe-
titiveness. It is reasonable to argue that the findings imply that the
successful management of marketing of the brand can encourage
business customers to be associated with the brand for a longer period.
It may also, for example, provide the brand with the confidence to offer
the brand to new customers located in home or more remote new
markets. Simultaneously, this study enables brand managers to align
their strategic decisions about creation and delivery of brand value for
consumers to the functional activities of the brand.

Furthermore, the study provides a new basis to encourage re-
searchers like Zuo, Liu, Zhu, and Gao (2019) to penetrate deeper into
the complex nature of the relationships conceptualised, thereby pro-
viding a salient avenue for further empirical research. This research has
provided a framework to examine the role of two important variables -

marketing orientation and strategic orientation of operations - in the
context of business customers. More importantly, it has conceptualised
the influence of brand value (emotional, rational and operational) on
the marketing and strategic orientation of operations as a vehicle for
enhancing brand competitiveness. Through this research, we also push
existing boundaries of knowledge about the role of marketing orienta-
tion and strategic orientation, in the context of brand value and brand
differentiation for driving brand competitiveness. Future research
scholars working around this topic should investigate how brand
competitiveness could be used to drive the most critical aspect of
business-to-business relationships, i.e., brand loyalty. Developing loy-
alty amongst business-to-business customers is very critical for brand
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managers in a market wherein there are many brands competing to gain
a share of the consumer market through business customers who deal
with the consumer on behalf of the brand.
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