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Abstract

Masstige marketing is a strategic word for market penetration for premium but
reachable products based on brand equity, trying to develop brand awareness, likabil-
ity, affection and attachment. Hence, masstige scale may allow firms to measure
brand equity to derive insights into the popularity of their brands. However, there is
no empirical evidence available to test whether these scales are related measures of
brand equity and, at the same time, independent measures, respectively. This study
investigates whether the masstige scale and multidimensional consumer-based brand
equity scale measure the same constructs. A total of 493 participants evaluated four
different athletic shoe brands. The multi-trait, multimethod and confirmatory factor
analyses suggested that the masstige scale may be a viable alternative to consumer-

based brand equity and masstige value. We discuss the implications and provide
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Over the last few decades, brand equity has gained ground and caught
research interest in the context of brand management literature.
Brand equity has been studied extensively in various industries using
different dimensional measures (Herr, 1994; Keller, 2001;
Shocker, 1993; Washburn & Plank, 2002; Yoo & Donthu, 2001).
Aaker defines brand equity as a collection of assets associated with a
brand's name and symbol that contribute to the value a product/
service gives the customer (Aaker, 1996). A consumer perceives brand
equity as the ‘value-added’ to a product by connecting it with a brand
name. Though this ‘value-added’ is determined by several factors, the
‘core’ factors are the key determinants of brand purchase intent and
behaviour. Aaker's core brand equity elements include a brand's ‘per-
ceived quality’, ‘perceived value for the cost’, ‘uniqueness’ and a
brand's ‘willingness to pay a price premium’ (Netemeyer et al., 2004).
Because of high levels of ‘positive customer-based brand equity’,
brands could charge premium pricing. The ideas of brand equity and
mass prestige can explain the extra premium prices that luxury brands
charge (Kumar et al., 2020; Paul, 2015, 2018).

Exclusivity and rarity have always been the most critical traits for

premium and luxury brands (Zhan & He, 2012). Despite their rarity,

directions for future research derived from our findings.

brand equity, mass prestige, masstige marketing, masstige scale, MTMM

brands have realized that they need to proliferate to remain competi-
tive and go where the customers and markets are (Kapferer &
Bastien, 2013). Recent studies questioned the rarity principle of pre-
mium and luxury brands due to the bandwagon effect (Kapferer &
Laurent, 2016; Kastanakis & Balabanis, 2012; Paul, 2019), which cre-
ates mass prestige (masstige). Therefore, there are opportunities for
unique future studies in brand equity and masstige. Over the years,
premium brands have been observed to cater to niche markets, focus-
ing on rarity as the primary messaging and promotional construct
(Kim et al., 2019; Kumar & Paul, 2018; Paul, 2018). However, it soon
emerged that rarity could not be the sole criterion, and there was a
need for brands to extend beyond their comfort zones to go where
the market is in order to sustain itself (Kapferer & Bastien, 2009,
2013; Zhan & He, 2012).

Modern consumers are more aspirational and willing to invest in
exclusive brands to achieve a sense of identity (Diallo et al., 2020;
Heo & Hyun, 2015; Siew et al.,, 2018). This means marketers must
make their brand entry point more flexible to cater to a broader mar-
ket. Accordingly, it has come to light that brands have been stretching
their price spectrum downwards to cater to a broader market without
compromising the image of luxury they represent (Kumar &
Paul, 2018; Paul, 2018, 2019). Lassar et al. (1995) finds that brand
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equity influences consumer loyalty and their willingness to pay a pre-
mium price for the brand. Highly positive brand equity can command
a premium price, which is well explained by the masstige marketing
phenomenon (Kumar et al., 2020; Paul, 2015, 2018).

Kotler et al. (2017) defines brand equity as ‘the added value
endowed to products and services with consumers’. Masstige market-
ing, a combination of the terms ‘mass’ and ‘prestige’, is self-explana-
tory, signifying ‘prestige for the masses’ (Silverstein & Fiske, 2003),
which is a marketing term akin to better ‘brand perception and brand
equity’ (Paul, 2018). In marketing terms, it means a downward exten-
sion of the brand. With masstige, premium brands become attainable
to the masses without compromising the essential qualities they rep-
resent (Kumar et al., 2020; Paul, 2015, 2018). Masstige is a marketing
strategy targeted at the maximum possible customers instead of stick-
ing to ‘premium’ customers. It helps brands break through the gilded
cages to serve a more inclusive market. Interestingly, even with mass
promotions, brands continue to enjoy the same brand equity; in other
words, there is no compromise to their premium tag. These products
are priced between the middle and premium range (Kim et al., 2019;
Truong et al., 2008). Masstige theory is grounded in the equation
price = f (masstige) and masstige = f (product, promotion and place)
strategies (Paul, 2018). This implies that a brand can charge a premium
price if the managers employ the best possible product, promotion
and place strategies.

As income increases and consumers become more aspirational
and more amenable to shell out extra for premium products, it makes
sense for brands to meet them mid-way for a win-win situation, serv-
ing them with products that are more reasonably priced (Dwivedi
et al,, 2018; Heo & Hyun, 2015; Siew et al., 2018). With masstige,
brands are no longer limited to serving a niche upper-affluent market.
Instead, they can tap an additional revenue source by serving the aspi-
rational mass-market consumers. Masstige brands are relatively more
competitively priced while offering exclusivity to mass consumers
(Kumar et al., 2020; Paul, 2015, 2018, 2019).

In this evolving scenario, the emerging Masstige model now
includes brand equity as one of its dimensions of measurement.
According to the model, brand equity can also be operationalized
using masstige marketing (Kumar et al., 2020; Paul, 2015, 2018,
2019). From the discussion, it becomes clear that masstige marketing
is a means for brands to tap new markets without compromising their
premium tag and putting off the upper-affluent market that was their
sole source of revenue (Kumar et al., 2020; Paul, 2018, 2019).

Based on the literature, masstige marketing is a strategic word for
market penetration for premium but reachable products based on
brand equity, trying to develop brand awareness, likability, affection
and attachment and masstige is seen as a formidable alternative to
brand equity in the marketing world (Kumar et al., 2020; Paul, 2018,
2019). In their study, Kumar and Paul (2018) defined brand equity in
terms of mass prestige and popularity, and they used ‘brand equity
measurement’ to record the theoretical emergence of mass prestige.
However, there is little empirical evidence available to test the mas-
stige value and brand equity are related measures of brand equity

and, at the same time, independent measures, respectively. Paul
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(2018) explains the link between perceived brand equity, country of
origin and mass prestige value. Park et al. (2022) study shows that the
dimensions of masstige consumption value, brand equity and buy
intention are linked. This study's main objective is to investigate
whether both instruments (masstige scale and multidimensional
consumer-based brand equity scale) measure the same constructs.
This can be assessed by applying a multi-trait, multimethod (MTMM)
framework by validating both scales' convergent and discriminant
validity. The underlying premise behind MTMM analysis is that theo-
retically connected test scores measuring the same or similar traits
should be practically associated, while theoretically unrelated test
scores measuring distinct constructs should be empirically unrelated
(Koch et al., 2017). The first statement refers to the degree of ‘con-
vergent validity’ among the measures; the second refers to the degree
of ‘discriminant validity’. MTMM measurement designs are frequently
analysed with confirmatory factor models (CFA-MTMM models). The
CFA-MTMM models offer numerous advantages (Bagozzi & Yi, 1993).
CFA-MTMM models enable ‘(1) separating unsystematic measure-
ment error variance from systematic trait or method influences,
(2) relating latent trait or method variables to other external variables
in order to explain trait or method effects and (3) testing specific
assumptions about the measurement model’. Many researchers have
used the MTMM framework in organizational behaviour (Demerouti
et al., 2003; Halbesleben & Demerouti, 2005), psychology (Miller
et al., 2018; Turner et al., 2008) and public health fields (Bauldry
et al., 2015; Guo et al., 2008; Langer et al., 2010) and this is one of
the first studies that use the marketing field's MTMM framework. The
second part of this study aims to determine the mass prestige value
associated with best-selling athletic shoe brands in an emerging mar-
ket like India.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. The Section 2
explains the literature reviews on masstige theory, consumer-based
brand equity and its constructs. The following section deals with the
research methodology followed by the results. Finally, study implica-
tions were discussed under the Section 4, followed by the study's limi-

tations and future scope.

2 | LITERATURE REVIEW
21 | Instruments for the measurement of brand
equity and mass prestige

Yoo and Donthu (2001) developed 10 items and a Multidimensional
Brand Equity (MBE) scale comprising of three theoretically defined
constructs, namely, (1) brand awareness/associations, (2) perceived
quality and (3) brand loyalty. They also developed a separate multiple-
item construct to measure the overall brand equity. On the other
hand, Paul (2015) developed mass prestige (masstige) mean score
scale with 10 items to measure the effectiveness of masstige market-
ing based on masstige value, with the individual score ranging from
10 to 70. The scale is called the masstige scale and has three sub-

scales, namely, (1) brand knowledge and prestige, (2) perceived quality
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and (3) excitement and status (Paul, 2019). A higher score indicates
that a particular brand has a higher masstige value. To use this scale,
data must be collected from consumers or potential consumers about
selected brands (different brands or the same brand in other geogra-
phies). Then, the mean value can be used to compare which brand has
a better masstige value (Kumar & Paul, 2018; Kumar et al., 2020;
Paul, 2015, 2018, 2019). To the best of our knowledge, the masstige
scale is the only scale available to measure the brand's masstige value
and has been used to measure the brand value of various products
such as automobiles (Paul, 2018), laptop brands (Kumar & Paul, 2018),
mobile payment services (Singh, 2022) and mobile phones (Baber
et al., 2020; Kumar et al., 2021).

Many authors have defined brand equity in different forms. Keller
(1993) defined it as ‘the differential effect of brand knowledge on
consumer response to the marketing of the brand.” According to Herr
(1994), brand equity is ‘a set of assets linked to a brand's name and
symbol that adds to the value provided by a product or service to a
firm and/or that firm's consumers.” While the definition may vary,
brand equity ideally includes four dimensions: brand awareness, loy-
alty, perceived quality and brand associations (Aaker, 1993;
Keller, 1993; Yoo & Donthu, 2001). These dimensions can be used to
explore and define marketing and consumer behaviour and conduct

further brand equity research.

2.2 | The link between masstige and brand equity
dimensions

Brand awareness is the degree to which consumers exhibit familiarity
with a brand in terms of its products and services and also their per-
ceptions about the quality of these offerings (Cleveland &
Laroche, 2007; Herr, 1994; Keller, 1993, 2001; Rossiter &
Percy, 1987). Brand association is the deep-rooted positive percep-
tions about the brand. These perceptions are relatable and aspira-
tional for the consumers. Brand awareness is the degree to which
consumers are familiar with a brand regarding its products and ser-
vices and their perceptions of its quality (Cleveland & Laroche, 2007;
Keller, 1993, 2001). Brand association is the deep-rooted positive per-
ceptions about the brand. These perceptions are relatable and aspira-
tional for the consumers (French & Smith, 2013; Sasmita & Mohd
Suki, 2015; Yoo & Donthu, 2001). Kumar and Paul (2018) emphasized
that brand knowledge and awareness are essential to brand equity on
the masstige scale. Brand knowledge comprises two parts: brand
awareness (recognition and recall of the brand) and brand image
(strength, favorability and uniqueness). ‘A brand node in memory to
which a variety of associations are linked’ is one way to describe
brand knowledge (Keller, 1993, p. 3). The more well-known a brand is,
the more likely it will come to mind. The person then remembers
everything they know about the brand, its characteristics and benefits,
and the sensory pleasure of using it (Keller, 1993; Roy & Chau, 2011;
Yoo & Donthu, 2001). Luxury brands aim to have this be closely
linked with prestige, high-quality and enjoyable experiences

(Siu et al., 2016). When a brand has strong and positive associations,
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it is easy to remember its high-quality and luxurious features and ben-
efits, which makes the consumer happy to use the product (Kapferer &
Bastien, 2013). Consumers are more likely to feel strongly about a brand
when they know more about it and have some positive, strong, and unique
knowledge about it in their minds (Kumar et al., 2020). So, for luxury
brands, a consumer's positive feelings, like pleasure and happiness, should
be linked to how much they know about the brand (combining brand asso-
ciations and awareness) (Siu et al., 2016). Hence, the brand knowledge
dimensions of the masstige scale and brand awareness dimensions of the
brand equity scale are the same.

Perceived quality is critical in brand equity frameworks
(Aaker, 1996; Keller, 1993; Yoo & Donthu, 2001) and the masstige
scale (Kumar & Paul, 2018). According to one widely accepted defini-
tion, perceived quality is the customer's assessment of a brand's over-
all excellence, esteem, or superiority (concerning its intended
purposes) relative to the alternative brand (s) (Aaker, 1996;
Keller, 1993; Netemeyer et al., 2004). Perceptions of quality as a com-
ponent of brand value contribute to brand equity and distinguish a
brand (Yoo & Donthu, 2001).

Perceived quality differs from objective quality in that it is more
related to an attitudinal assessment of a brand—a worldwide emotive
appraisal of its performance relative to other brands (Aaker, 1996;
Keller, 1993; Netemeyer et al., 2004). In the cognitive process of
brand evaluation, the perceived greater quality of a premium brand
promotes the sense of self (Fuchs et al., 2013). Perceiving the high
quality of a luxury brand can provide consumers with a satisfying
experience and cause them to acknowledge the brand's high unique-
ness and superiority (Siu et al., 2016). Because it has been linked to
willingness to pay a price premium, brand purchase intent, and brand
choice, perceived quality is considered a core/primary brand equity
construct. Perceived quality can also be a proxy for other aspects of
brand equity, valid across product categories (Aaker, 1996;
Netemeyer et al., 2004). The perceived quality of the masstige brand
provides them with a great sense of pleasure and increases brand
equity.

The introduction of masstige brands has sparked consumer inter-
est in luxury brands (Silverstein & Fiske, 2003). According to research,
one of the most distinguishing features of luxury goods is that they
allow consumers to express and enhance their identity (status) and
ideal personality (excitement) by acquiring and consuming them (Sung
et al., 2015). A brand's personality (dimensions of brand personality
include excitement and status) is an essential component of the
brand's equity and loyalty (Keller, 1993). It is related to the value a
customer attributes to the brand. Masstige products are ‘premium yet
affordable’, luxury or premium products with price tags that fall
between mid-market and super-premium. The premium price is a
function of mass prestige (Kumar et al., 2020), one of the most power-
ful indicators of brand loyalty, and the most appropriate summary
measure of overall brand equity (Aaker, 1996). The more positive the
association, the greater the opportunity for brands to charge a pre-
mium for their products (Paul, 2018, 2019). Another aspect to con-
sider is the sense of status associated with a brand. The status

depends on factors such as life experiences and the knowledge and
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awareness of competing brands (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-
Aleman, 2005; Roy & Chau, 2011; Truong et al., 2008). A consumer
perceives brand status depending on its exclusivity, technical superi-
ority, price and how selectively it is available (Brun & Castelli, 2013;
Wiedmann et al., 2009). A brand can symbolize style, wealth and pres-
tige. A high-status brand will automatically symbolize superior quality,
exclusive price, snob appeal and the perception of luxury and exclusiv-
ity (Goldsmith et al., 2012; O'Cass & Frost, 2002; Roy & Chau, 2011;
Shahid & Paul, 2021). Accordingly, the cost of the product in such
cases also includes the symbolic benefit it offers. Brand prestige refers
to a brand's high status in terms of positioning, making consumers feel
like they belong to a higher upper class through increasing ‘social
value and social self-concept’ (Hwang & Han, 2014). Consumers are
willing to pay higher prices to gain a reputation, which signifies social
status (EI-Adly & Abu ELSamen, 2018; Hwang & Han, 2014). The sig-
nificance of prestige as a brand equity asset is derived from its essen-
tial outcomes (Nasution & Mavondo, 2008). According to previous
studies, brand prestige is crucial to brand recognition, loyalty, trust
and satisfaction (EI-Adly & Abu ELSamen, 2018; Hwang & Han, 2014;
Nasution & Mavondo, 2008). As a result, when a brand represents
high prestige status and makes customers proud of their decision, it
shows a distinguished standing, boosting brand equity (EI-Adly & Abu
ELSamen, 2018).

Brand loyalty, one component of brand equity, can be defined as
a consumer's attitudinal attachment to a brand (Aaker, 1996; Dick &
Basu, 1994). Brand loyalty is defined as ‘the degree of dispositional
commitment in terms of some unique value associated with the
brand’ (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001). According to the ‘self-
enhancement theory’, people are motivated to boost their sense of
personal worth and self-esteem by seeking information or approach-
ing their goals. The loyal usage of luxury products is a means of self-
enhancement (Siu et al., 2016). Luxury brand customers are more
likely to perceive them as providing superior quality and to receive
emotional rewards (excitement and status) from utilizing them (Pappu
et al., 2005). An increase in self-esteem may explain the emotional
rewards. Excitement and status created by the masstige brand lead to
increased brand loyalty (Kumar et al., 2020; Nguyen et al., 2015).

Paul's (2019) study shows that masstige brands can build brand
equity by being well-known, liked, loved and attached to the brand,
and his work reconceptualized the Masstige Scale as a different
way to measure the value of a brand; similar arguments were found
in masstige literature (Baber et al., 2020; Singh, 2022). His multidi-
mensional masstige scale for masstige brands includes brand
knowledge (Keller, 1993; Paul, 2019), perceived quality (Kirmani &
Zeithaml, 1993), and excitement constructs (Siu et al., 2016;
Zeithaml et al., 1996). In their study on the masstige value of smart-
phones in the Indian market, Baber et al. (2020) found that the
masstige scale measures the brand perception of masstige, per-
ceived quality and willingness to pay a price premium, and they
concluded that the Apple iPhone has strong brand equity in the
Indian market. Based on the information above, we can say that the
masstige value measured by the masstige scale is also the brand

equity of masstige brands.

ALAGARSAMY ET AL.

3 | METHODS

Country of origin is a crucial informational cue for the consumer,
influencing purchase decisions and playing a significant part in estab-
lishing brand equity (Kumar & Paul, 2018; Mohd Yasin et al., 2007). If
masstige is considered one of the relative measures of brand equity,
then it is prudent to emphasize the effect of the brand nation of origin
on masstige (Kumar & Paul, 2018). According to Vohra and Gupta's
(2017) study, Indian consumers prefer foreign brands, which relates
substantially to ‘materialistic value’. It emphasized ‘Reputation’ as a
factor related to materialism and propensity towards foreign compa-
nies. Numerous studies indicate that Indian consumers like interna-
tional brands over domestic brands (Mukherjee & Sundararajan, 2012;
Vohra & Gupta, 2017); thus, the effect of country of origin on brand
equity and masstige studies is extensive and profound. Consequently,
the mass prestige value connected with brands from various countries
of origin varies significantly (Kumar & Paul, 2018).

In this study, we selected four athletic shoe brands, namely, (1) Nike,
(2) Adidas, (3) Reebok and (4) Puma. The basis of selection was that they
are India's best-selling athletic shoe brands (BestShoe99, 2021;
Richter, 2020). Reebok is a British American brand which has been a sub-
sidiary of the German-based brand Adidas since 2005. The country of
origin for Nike and Puma are the United States of America and Germany,
respectively. To fulfil the objective, we used the overall brand equity
constructs of the MBE scale (Yoo & Donthu, 2001) and the masstige
scale (Paul, 2019). Both measures (masstige scale and MBE) are mea-
sured on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (7). Both scales were validated and well-received in acade-
mia and free from potential sources of common method biases recom-
mended by Podsakoff et al. (2003). This research on brand equity differs
from others in that it is based on consumers instead of students. We also
asked for a few demographic details of respondents, such as age, gender,
family income, educational qualification and occupation.

The research collects data through an online survey and uses
snowball sampling. In line with existing research, we use Google forms
to collect data (Kumar & Paul, 2018). The study's purpose was
explained to the participants. Then, respondents were selected
through professional social media platforms, such as Facebook, Insta-
gram, LinkedIn and the primary investigator's professional networks.
We also requested that the participants share the link with their peers
for extended reach. The respondents answered the survey anony-
mously and received no incentives for participating. We maintained
confidentiality and anonymity in this research. We surveyed various
places in India. On the masstige scale and the MBE scale, respondents
were asked to rate all four brands of athletic shoes. We chose respon-
dents based on the fact that they owned one of the brands of athletic

shoes used in this study. In total, we received 493 responses.

4 | RESULTS

The participants' age ranged from 18 to 52 years, with an average age

of 28.87 years. Of the total respondents, 64.7% were male, whereas
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35.3% were female; 50.1% held a bachelor's degree, 42.8% held a
master's degree and only 7.1% of respondents had a school-level qual-
ification. More than half of the respondents were students (52.7%),
23.1% salaried, 10.3% self-employed and 13.8% unemployed. 24.7%
of the respondents earned more than Indian Rupees (INR) 1,00,000,
22.1% earned between INR30,000-INR49,999 and 19.9% earned
between INR50,000-INR74,999 on a monthly basis. Only 15.4% of
respondents had their earnings between INR75,000-INR99,999.
Among the four brands, Nike has the highest market share (33.5%),
followed by Adidas (26.2%), Reebok (23.7%) and Puma (16.6%).

We used the structural equation modelling technique (SEM) with
the maximum likelihood estimation method for this study. This
includes the IBM SPSS AMOS 25 software and a variety of model fit
adequacy measures such as the Chi square value (;(2), root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) with 90% confidence inter-
vals, goodness of fit index (GFl), comparative fit index (CFl) and
normed fit index (NFI) as recommended (Browne & Cudeck, 1992;
Hu & Bentler, 1999; Rigdon, 1997). The cut-off value for the model
good fits were y2/df<3; GFl>0.95 NFI>0.95 CFl>0.95;
RMSEA < 0.08. As recommended by Byrne (2013), ‘;(Z/df, Akaike's
information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information criterion (BIC)
were employed to statistically compare the nested models to judge
evidence of convergent and discriminant validity’. Lower xz/df, AIC
and BIC values indicate a better fitting model; also, 2 differences
(Ay?), CFI differences (ACFI) and differences in RMSEA (ARMSEA)
were used to compare the goodness of fit of the models.

This analysis included several stages of investigation. First, we
tested the factor structures of both scales (masstige scale and MBE
scale) using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Based on the scale
structure proposed by the Yoo and Donthu (2001) and Paul (2019),
we tested the three-factor model for both scales and found that the
model fit adequacy measures showed a good model fit for the mas-
stige scale (y? = 89.526; df = 32; y?/df = 2.798; GFl = 0.966;
CFl = 0.984; NFI = 0.975; RMESA = 0.060; AIC = 135.526;
BIC = 232.138) and MBE scale ()(2 = 120.12; df = 32; xz/df = 3.754;
GFl = 0.951; CFl = 0.972; NFI = 0.963; RMESA = 0.075;
AIC = 166.12; BIC = 262.731).

Cronbach alpha coefficients (a) were used to check the internal
consistency. The masstige scale and MBE scales' internal consistency

TABLE 1 Validity and reliability measures

Constructs CR AVE

1. Brand knowledge and prestige (MS) 0.917 0.689
2. Excitement and status (MS) 0.868 0.687
3. Perceived quality (MS) 0.845 0.731
1. Brand awareness and associations (CBBE) 0.908 0.664
2. Brand loyalty (CBBE) 0.858 0.668
3. Perceived quality (CBBE) 0.799 0.665

Note: The square root of AVE is shown as bold at diagonal.
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were acceptable since all Cronbach's a scores were over .7. The con-
struct validity was assessed through convergent and discriminant
validity. Convergent validity was estimated using composite reliability
(CR) and average variance extracted (AVE). CR > 0.7 and AVE > 0.5
indicated acceptable convergent validity levels (Hair et al., 2014). Dis-
criminant validity was assessed through the Fornell-Larcker criterion
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table 1 explains the validity and reliability
measures of the masstige scale and MBE scale and shows no validity
and reliability concerns. However, the inter-construct relations were
higher between the masstige scale constructs and the MBE construct;
we tested the unidimensional model where all items were loaded onto
one factor. The model fit measure showed that the three-factor model
was superior and yielded better results than the one-factor model for
both scales; the results are displayed in Table 2. These results were
confirmed by »?/df, GFI, CFI, NFI, RMSEA, AIC and BIC values
presented in Table 2. )(2/df, AIC and BIC values were lower for the
three-factor models of the masstige scale and MBE scales than unidi-
mensional masstige scale and MBE scales.

The MTMM model was used to evaluate construct validity. It
involves comparing the various nested models. We followed the
MTMM framework suggested by Campbell and Fiske (1959), which
has been widely used in research (Brown, 2015; Koch et al., 2017).
The MTMM tests the masstige scale against MBE to assure that its
measurement characteristics competently account for unique traits
(brand knowledge, perceived quality, excitement, status) and different
methods. Demerouti et al. (2003) and Halbesleben and Demerouti
(2005) used CFA to conduct the MTMM analysis (two methods and
three traits) instead of comparing the correlation coefficient for valid-
ity estimation. Our study used the correlated method models devel-
oped and tested MTMM by comparing the nested models. We
followed the four types of nested models proposed by Koch et al.
(2017): ‘correlated traits/correlated methods (CTCM), no traits/
correlated methods (NTCM), perfectly correlated traits/freely corre-
lated method (PCTCM) and freely correlated traits/uncorrelated
methods (CTUM). CTCM was considered the base model among
these models, and the other three models were compared against
it. Figure 1 shows the visual representation of the MTMM model.
Convergent and discriminant validity at the matrix level can be
achieved through these four model comparisons (Byrne, 2013). To

MSV 1 2 3 a

0.658 0.830 915
0.566 0.731** 0.829 .857
0.658 0.811** 0.752** 0.855 .843
0.566 0.815 .906
0.638 0.740** 0.817 .856
0.638 0.753** 0.799** 0.815 797

Abbreviations: «, Cronbach's alpha; AVE, average variance extracted; CBBE, consumer-based brand equity scale; CR, composite reliability; MS, masstige

scale; MSV, maximum shared variance.
**p < .01.
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TABLE 2 Nested models and model comparison
Model e df 22/df GFI CFI NFI AIC BIC RMSEA 90% ClI
Unidimensional model
(masstige scale) 480.672 35 13.733 0.819 0.873 0.865 520.672 604.682 0.161 0.148-0.174
Proposed three-factor model 89.526 32 2798 0966 0984 0975 135.526 232.138  0.060 0.046-0.075
(masstige scale)
Unidimensional model (CBBE 483.053 35 13.802 0.795 0.859 0.850 523.053 607.063 0.161 0.149-0.174
scale)
Proposed three-factor model 120.12 32 3.754 0951 0972 0.963 166.12 262,731 0.075 0.061-0.089
(CBBE scale)
Model 1: Correlated traits/ 337.088 146 2309 0.935 0.973 0.953 465.088 733921 0.052 0.044-0.059
correlated methods
Model 2: No traits/correlated 1079.541 169 6388 0.789 0.870 0.850 1161.541 1333.762 0.105 0.099-0.111
methods
Model 3: Perfectly correlated 722.694 149 4850 0.849 0918 0.899 844.694 1100.925 0.088 0.082-0.095
traits/freely correlated method
Model 4: Freely correlated traits/ 729.905 150 4866 0917 0.847 0.898 849.905 1101.936 0.089 0.082-0.095

uncorrelated methods

Abbreviations:;(z, Chi square value; AIC, Akaike's information criterion; BIC, Bayesian information criterion; CFl, comparative fit index; GFIl, goodness of fit;
NFI, normed fit index; RMESA, root mean square error of approximation.

Brand Knowledge and
Prestige (5 items)

Brand Knowledge
(Brand Awareness)

Masstige Scale Perceived Quality (2 items)

Excitement and Status (3
items)

Perceived Quality

Brand awareness/associations
(5 items)

Consumer-based
brand equity scale

Perceived Quality (2 items)

Brand Excitement
(Brand loyalty)

Brand loyalty (3 items)

Methods Model

Traits Model

FIGURE1 MTMM framework

test convergent validity, the CTCM model was tested against the
NTCM model; and the CTCM model was tested against PCTCM and
CTUM to test the discriminant validity.

Model 1 was constructed by considering method factors (mas-
stige scale and MBE) and trait factors (brand knowledge or brand
awareness, perceived quality; excitement and status or brand loyalty)
as the latent variables. These were measured through the observed

scores and not directly. In this model, method factors were allowed to

be freely correlated with each other; also, trait factors were freely cor-
related. Model 1, CTCM the hypothesized baseline model, shows ade-
quate model fit (2 = 337.088; df = 146; y*/df = 2.309; GFl = 0.935;
CFl = 0.973; NFI = 0.953; RMESA = 0.052; AIC = 465.088;
BIC = 733.921). The path diagram of this model is presented in
Figure 2. The difference between content and instrument seems to be
substantial. The second hypothesized model, the NTCM model, is
identical to Model 1 (CTCM), and no trait factors are included—only
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Consumer-based brand
equity scale

BAI

Brand knowledge
(Brand awareness &
association)

Perceived Quality

Excitement & Status
(Brand loyalty)

FIGURE 2 The correlated traits/correlated methods model (CTCM)
Masstige scale Consumer-based brand
equity scale
BA1 E&S3
FIGURE 3 No traits/correlated methods (NTCM)

the corrected method factors are included. The path diagram of this
model is presented in Figure 3. Brown (2015) argues, ‘comparison of
NTCM and CTCM models provides a statistical evaluation of whether
effects associated with the different traits emerge’. The third model
was hypothesized as the PCTCM model. This model is also identical
to Model 1 (CTCM), and the three traits are perfectly correlated
(i.e., equal to 1); two methods are freely estimated in Model 3, and
PCTCM is shown in Figure 4. The final model was hypothesized as
the CTUM MTMM model. This model is similar to Model 1, with
the only difference being the absence of correlations in the
method factors presented in Figure 5. The model fit measures for
all four MTMM models are given in Table 2. Finally, the goodness
of fit for the NTCM, PCTCM and CTUM models was compared
with the CTCM model.

After carefully comparing the model fit measures of the four
MTMM models, convergent and discriminant validity was tested,
matrix level convergent validity was tested by comparing CTCM
(Figure 2) and the NTCM (Figure 3) models. When Ay? ACFI and

ARMSEA values are highly significant between these two models
(Ay? = 4.078, ACFI = 0.103 and ARMSEA = —0.053), they show the
presence of convergent validity (Byrne, 2013). Also, AIC and BIC
values for the CTCM model are less than the NTCM model. This result
also shows the same evidence of convergent validity (see Table 2).

Trait and method models were considered while evaluating the
discriminant validity at the matrix level. The discriminant validity of
the traits was assessed by checking the model fit measures' statistical
significance between Model 1 (Figure 2) and Model 3 (Figure 4). In
this, the three trait constructs are correlated freely, significantly
improving the model fit and showing that the three traits are not per-
fectly correlated with one another. The statistically significant differ-
ence between the fit of Models 1 and 3 supports the discriminant
validity of the traits (A;{2 = 2100, ACFI = 0.055 and
ARMSEA = 0.036). AIC and BIC values of Model 3 are also higher
than in Model 1.

Next, model fit measures of Model 1 (Figure 2) and Model 4

(Figure 5) were compared to assess the method's discriminant validity.
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Consumer-based brand
equity scale

BAI

Brand knowledge
(Brand awareness &
association)

Perceived Quality

Excitement & Status
(Brand loyalty)

FIGURE 4

Masstige scale

Perfectly correlated traits/freely correlated methods model (PCTCM)

Consumer-based brand
equity scale

BAl

Brand knowledge
(Brand awareness &
association)

Perceived Quality

Excitement & Status
(Brand loyalty)

FIGURE 5 Freely correlated traits/uncorrelated methods (CTUM)

In Model 1, methods were freely correlated but uncorrelated in Model
4. The comparison of these two models shows a statistically signifi-
cant difference between the fit of Models 1 and 4 (Ay? = 2.31,
ACFl = 0.126 and ARMSEA = —0.037). Results show that each of the
two methods employed—the masstige scale and MBE scale—provides
non-redundant information about the traits in question. The model fit
criteria and the nested models' comparison are identical to the mea-

surement invariance comparison criteria (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).

Finally, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to
check the differences between the research construct scores based
on four brands. As per the score pattern recommended by Paul
(2019), the masstige mean score was calculated for all four brands by
summing up all 10 items of the masstige scale. The masstige mean
score findings show that Nike, Adidas and Reebok have created mass
prestige in the Indian market, attaining a masstige mean score of
54.77, 51.22 and 50.24. Paul (2015) recommends ‘to use one-sample
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TABLE 3 Score of the constructs
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Masstige scale Brand awareness/associations Perceived quality Brand loyalty
Brands N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Nike 165 54.77 9.01 5.59 0.92 513 0.91 5.59 0.93
Adidas 129 51.22 9.44 5.18 1.10 4.79 1.03 5.25 0.95
Reebok 117 50.24 8.82 5.07 0.99 4.79 0.93 5.20 0.82
Puma 82 48.89 9.23 4.97 0.94 4.73 0.97 5.10 0.98
Total 493 51.79 9.36 5.25 1.01 4.90 0.97 5.33 0.94
F value (p value) 9.946 (.000**) 10.120 (.000**) 5.191 (.000**) 7.330 (.000**)

**p < .01.

t-test by taking the benchmark value of masstige to check mass pres-
tige of the brand’. In our study, we set the masstige benchmark value
as 50, and the result of the t-test concludes masstige score of Puma is
equal to the benchmark value of 50 (t = —1.089, df = 81; p = .279;
M = 48.89; SD = 9.23). Based on this, we can conclude that the Puma
brand is also considered a masstige brand in India. One-way ANOVA
and t-test results imply that all the four brands are masstige and have
substantial brand equity in India. ANOVA results revealed that Nike's
masstige score is significantly higher than Adidas, Reebok and Puma.
The respondents' opinions about the four brands' MBE constructs
were tested using one-way ANOVA. The results conclude that the
Nike brand's positive brand equity level (brand awareness/associa-
tions, perceived quality, and brand loyalty) is significantly higher than
Adidas, Reebok and Puma (see Table 3).

5 | DISCUSSION

Nowadays, consumers are willing to pay a premium price for some brands
as they have a high positive brand equity level (Kumar & Paul, 2018).
Based on the literature, the masstige scale can measure brand perception
and brand equity (Paul, 2018). Both measures conceptualize both mass
prestige and brand equity. To advance the literature on mass prestige and
brand equity, the researchers must measure brand equity and masstige
using the same instrument. Hence, the present study aims to find evi-
dence for the validity of an alternative measure of brand equity. It sug-
gests that the masstige scale may be a suitable alternative for measuring
consumer-based brand equity for a premium product.

Paul (2015) uses the masstige scale as ‘an alternate method to
measure international marketing strategies' effectiveness that creates
better brand equity’. This study provides evidence for the masstige
scale's factorial validity, internal reliability and construct validity. Similar
results are recorded for the MBE scale. For both the masstige scale and
the MBE scale, the three-factor structure is relatively more supportive
than the single-factor structure. The estimated correlation between the
two methods (masstige scale and MBE scale) is .63, which again sup-
ports the two's convergent validity. The MTMM framework and differ-
ences in the nested model fit measures show that the masstige scale
and MBE scale have convergence and divergence though they are not

identical. Moreover, in both scales, many items have shared contents

(i.e., brand knowledge and prestige items and perceived quality items),
creating a small problem. Due to this issue, the traits' discriminant valid-
ity is slightly affected. However, the AIC and BIC values support the
traits' discriminant validity. Finally, this study concludes that the mas-
stige scale has a broader scope than the MBE scale since the masstige
scale can measure brand perception (prestige) and brand equity; how-
ever, the MBE scale measures only brand equity.

The study results show a high masstige score for the Nike brand.
This can be attributed to the fact that Nike keeps its leadership posi-
tion in its industry. Nike has strong brand awareness and brand pres-
tige value when we see it from a masstige perspective. Their brand
association includes high-quality product lines, innovation, high
performance and global presence and responsiveness. They are asso-
ciated with achievers, champions, determinants and accomplishment-
oriented personalities. Nike has used sponsorships, ads and
experience-based retailing to boost its brand image and awareness.
Athlete support may be its most important achievement among these
strategies. Nike's prestige perceptions derive from a unique, excep-
tional accomplishment inherent to the brand. Brand prestige is gener-
ated by interactions with people, product attributes, and symbolic
values, which were found to be missing in other athletic shoe brands.
With this explanation, we can conclude that the Nike brand is synony-
mous with prestige and luxury, mainly because its products are unique
and comfort their consumers.

5.1 | Implications

This study has theoretical implications. First, we administered two
instruments to test whether the masstige scale is the alternative to
measure consumer-based brand equity. For better theoretical contri-
bution, the masstige scale and MBE scale's subscales can be pooled to
create better items since both are considerably invariant. Researchers
can use the masstige scale for a more comprehensive measure of mas-
stige value and brand equity because masstige marketing strategy
helps build brand prestige, love and equity. We followed the three-
factor factorial structure of the masstige scale developed by Paul
(2018), which consists of three constructs, namely, (1) brand knowl-
edge and prestige, (2) perceived quality and (3) excitement and status.

These also measure the core constructs of MBE (brand awareness/
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association, perceived quality and brand loyalty). However, the MBE
construct's brand loyalty was measured under the masstige scale's
brand knowledge and prestige construct, along with brand aware-
ness/association. Many studies argue that a more robust brand per-
sonality, mainly excitement, leads to higher brand loyalty (Bekk
et al., 2017; Chung & Park, 2017). Previous studies posit that when a
brand gives a sense of satisfaction, the consumers are more likely to
become loyal customers (Goldsmith et al., 2012; O'Cass &
Frost, 2002; Roy & Chau, 2011). Based on the above discussion, we
use the MBE model's brand excitement and status construct of the
masstige scale-related consumer loyalty construct. In the future, spe-
cial attention should be given before following the factorial structure
of the masstige scale. It is recommended to change the item struc-
tures; such results will increase the reliability of the masstige scale.
This study significantly adds to the amount of knowledge already
available on measurement scales for brand-consumer relationships.
According to the findings of this study, these scales can be used to
investigate how consumer-based brand equity and masstige value are
influenced by potential antecedents such as brand knowledge, per-
ceived quality, enthusiasm and status. Furthermore, the measure can
study the effects of brand equity and masstige value.

Based on the second objective, this study provides a few practical
implications. Practitioners can use these measures to evaluate and
track a brand's performance over time. They can see where the brand
does well and where it does not. Paul (2018) derived three theoretical
propositions to develop strategic brand management. ‘The higher the
masstige value of brands, the greater the likelihood of success in a dis-
tinct market. The better the marketing mix's appropriateness, the
higher the masstige value in that market. Certain brands create higher
brand equity in terms of masstige value in foreign markets’. Other
shoe brands can follow similar strategies in India to create mass pres-
tige. Paul (2018) concludes, ‘Masstige marketing has roots in product
and promotion strategies, whereas it has nothing to do with the price
change’. As explained in the results section, Nike has the highest mas-
stige value. The company effectively follows a marketing mix (place,
promotion and product) to create mass prestige and positive brand
equity. Nike prices remain constant at a premium or relatively higher
than other athletic shoe brands.

Designing branding and marketing strategies to build brand equity
would benefit significantly from the findings of this study. The crea-
tion of recognition and desirability is advised to marketers to establish
brand equity and encourage bandwagon consumption to increase
brand knowledge and awareness for masstige brands (Singh, 2022).
Therefore, marketers of masstige brands must convey to their target
audience the symbolic and functional value of the brand using a vari-
ety of media, as Nike currently does. Other shoe brands can apply
these techniques to boost their brand equity and masstige value. The
study's conclusions also show that perceived quality, status, and
excitement support the masstige brand equity by increasing consumer
propensity to purchase masstige goods. Customers are more likely to
pay a higher price and spread good word of mouth about a brand
when they believe it to be reputable and distinctive (Nguyen

et al., 2015; Singh, 2022). Marketers must develop a brand reputation

ALAGARSAMY ET AL.

based on their products' performance; this will draw customers and
foster loyalty.

Our result clarifies that all four brands are masstige in the Indian
market. However, they are not ‘top of the mind’ brands, implying that
they need to create awareness, availability, accessibility and afford-
ability. As Paul (2018) recommended, shoe brands can follow a 5-step
‘masstige value creation approach’ to create mass prestige, as shown
in Figure 6.

5.2 | Limitations and directions for future research
This study provides some specific directions for future research. This
study is based on data from India and considered only four athletic
shoe brands. For better generalization, data can be collected from
multiple countries with different cultures. In addition, comparative
studies using mass brands and class brands can be undertaken for
greater insights. Similar studies can be conducted on a single brand
market research to check the masstige value or brand equity level in
different markets (local markets and international markets). Future
research can focus on multiple brands (cobrands) or the masstige
value or level of brand equity in a single market. Our study uses four
athletic shoe brands, all of which are foreign brands. As Paul (2018)
recommended, it is good to use different brands (including local
brands) from different countries of origin for such studies because
perception about the country of origin might influence the consumer's

Actions Masstige Value

Product Strategies
Product differentiation, innovation, High quality product line

and new product lines

Tactical Promotion Strategies
Brand awareness, brand knowledge

and likeability

Adverti t in lar media,

pop

strategic locations,

Place/Distribution
Brand Love, excitement, social
Strategies Franchising to reach out status

to small towns etc.

E-commerce strategies Brand Equity

Positive word-of-mouth experience

Masstige Value

FIGURE 6 The masstige value creation approach. Adapted from
Paul (2019), masstige model and measure for brand management
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purchase intention and, thereby, the value of the masstige. There is
significant income inequality in emerging economic countries. Future
researchers should include respondents from different income groups
to better understand masstige value and increase the external gener-
alizability. We used the original masstige scale developed by Paul
(2018) to measure the masstige value. Based on our results, the mas-
stige scale measured masstige value and brand equity; however, the
brand loyalty construct was not adequately measured. Future
researchers can extend the three dimensions of the masstige scale
into subdimensions, which will help clarify the masstige structure in
detail. It is suggested that an experimental study be conducted to
enhance the empiricism of the masstige scale further; in addition, a
longitudinal study is strongly encouraged.

6 | CONCLUSION

In a nutshell, the present study offers evidence for a new instrument's
reliability and construct validity to assess masstige value and brand
equity. The masstige scale measures the same constructs as evaluated
with the alternative measurement instrument MBE. This means the
masstige scale is a reasonable alternative that can simultaneously
assess masstige value and brand equity. This research opens new ave-
nues for future studies using the unexplored masstige scale to mea-
sure a brand's mass prestige and equity.
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