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A market-innovative firm is presumed to have superior customer-linking
values, which, in turn, is likely to lead fulfillment of superior subjective
brand performance in comparison with non-innovative firms. However,
empirical evidence for the argument prior knowledge is weak. Therefore,
this study examines the influence of innovation capabilities on brand
equity building in the medical tourism sector in Jordan. Accordingly, 384
questionnaires were systematic randomly distributed to treated medical
tourists at five largest private hospitals in Amman city. Only, 306

questionnaires were used for data analysis. The findings showed that
innovation contributes significantly to brand equity building. More
specifically, product innovation, process innovation, and service innovation
positively and significantly enhance overall brand equity. Meanwhile,
administrative innovation and marketing innovation insignificantly affect
overall brand equity.

1. INTRODUCTION

With the globalization, enhancements in technology, improvements in quality of healthcare
standards, and lower cost, leaded to rapidly growing phenomenon of the medical tourism industry
(Guiry et al, 2013). "Medical tourism" is portrayed as the overseas movement of peoples to obtain
medical and surgical care (Smith et al, 2009). The global annual growth in medical tourism
revenues has been assumed to surpass 20% (Guiry et al, 2013). Currently, more than 70 countries
have stated themselves' medical tourism destination. Hence, this industry has become aggressively
expandable and competitive (Han & Hyun, 2015), especially in the developing countries; Jordan is
an example. In such market place, the main importance of the concerned parties is to distinguish
their medical services from their rivals and therefore, the role of branding.

Branding plays a significant role in medical tourism, because it is strongly linked to superior
atients' trust in medical services, reduces the brand choice, reduces patients' risk attached to
patients' t dical d the brand ch d patients' risk attached t
decision making, enhances a promise of value (Kim et al., 2008). Thus, building a solid brand equity
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with a competitive advantage has become a top marketing priority for medical tourism countries,
particularly in increasingly aggressive and complex changing environment (Carmen & Ciochina,
20145 Osakwe et al, 2016), due to its critical role in attaining competitive differentiation, bringing
greater profits, and lowering marketing activity costs (Aaker, 1991, Yoo et al, 2000). However,
regardless of great efforts in forming brand equity, efforts to brand equity building in medical
tourism industry are still rare (Guiry et al., 2018), particularly in developing nations (Van Doorn, &
Leeflang, 2014).

According to Brunello (2014), innovation is one of the most key determinants of brand equity. For
(Hakimi et al, 2014, innovation is one of the most effective strategies in satisfying patients' needs
and sustaining the competitive advantage, particularly in an era characterized by continuously
changeable patient needs. Therefore, innovation has become a vital weapon in the service-
differentiating success and survival in the international market (Hanaysha & Hilman, 2015).
Correspondingly, innovation failure can have negative consequences on the business's brand equity
(Liao & Cheng, 2014). Therefore, brand evaluations in the minds of medical tourists as they
experience about the medical brand is vitally important.

Although the literature has uniformly indicated that innovation and brand equity are two correlated
variables, few scholars' have verified the impact of innovation on medical tourists' brand evaluation
(Hanaysha & Hilman, 2015; Liao & Cheng, 2014). In addition, the empirical evidences that
investigated innovation-brand equity relationship essentially focused on product innovation (e.g.,
Brunello, 2014, Hanaysha & Hilman, 2015, and Liao & Cheng, 2014). Therefore, this study
addresses the gap in the literature and empirically investigates the effect of five types of innovation
(product, process, service, marketing, and administrative) on brand equity building in medical
tourism industry in Jordan as assessed by medical tourists.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Brand equity

Brand management literature indicated that powerful brand adds value for the involved parties (the
customer and the business firm). This notion has been termed as 'brand equity', and such strong
brand has become as a firm's most valuable asset due to the positive consequences on the firm's
performance (Aaker, 1991; Tuominen, 1999). Therefore, the brand equity concept has received
significant attention in the marketing literature (Kim et al, 2008; Mostafa, 2015). However, the
definition of brand equity was basically relied on two different aspects, the financial aspect
(financial-based brand equity) and the customer aspect (customer-based brand equity) (Aaker, 1991;
Chang et al, 2008). From the financial aspect of brand equity, Simon and Sullivan (1993) referred
brand equity to “the incremental cash flows which accrue to branded products over and above the
cash flows which would result from the sale of unbranded products” (p. 28). In this aspect, the brand
equity measures concentrated on stock prices (Motameni & Shahrokhi, 1998). Doubtless, evaluating
a financial aspect of the brand is beneficial, but it does harm the understanding of brand equity
forming (Farjam & Hongyi, 2016). Wood (2000) asserted that estimating a customer value for the
brand is extremely helpful to the marketing of the brand to realize the brand in the customers'
minds and to form effective marketing activities to enhance the brand.

In terms of the customer aspect; the central focus of this research, is based on the value customers
originate from the brand name. Accordingly, Aaker (1991) stated that brand equity is "a set of
brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name and symbol that add to or subtract from the
value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to that firm's customers"(p. 15). So, this
added value is viewed as the positive associations, awareness, perceived quality, and loyalty to the
brand. Besides, Keller (1993) defined brand equity as “The differential effect of brand knowledge on
consumer response to the marketing of the brand” (p. 2). This definition reflects that the strength of
a brand stems from the customers' knowledge about the brand through their brand experience and
marketing efforts attached to the brand. In simple words, brand equity occurs when the customers
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hold favorable and unique brand associations in their memories. Therefore, it is vital for marketing
managers to create effective marketing efforts that stimulate a favorable customer response and
positive brand equity.

In addressing the effectiveness of marketing programs on brand equity building, Yoo et al. (2000)
developed their overall brand equity model that investigated the effects of marketing efforts (e.g.,
store, price, and advertising spending) on overall brand equity mediated by brand equity assets such
as brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand awareness/associations. As a result, effective
marketing actions if managed properly, would lead to high brand equity. However, as they
indicated, more marketing actions should be directed to promote the brand equity building in
different cultures and different categories. In response to such a call, this empirical study
investigates the relationships between innovation capabilities and the creation of brand equity as
outlined by Yoo ef al. (2000) in medical tourism in Jordan.

2.2. Innovation capabilities

Innovation has become a core competence in sustaining global competitiveness. This significant
role is well-emphasized in Lin and Chen (2007) "competing in an international arena challenges the
company to become more innovative, because it is the key to staying competitive nowadays". In
addition, Zahra and Covin (1994) stated on the central role of innovation in growth “Innovation is
widely considered as the lifeblood of corporate survival and growth” (p. 183). However, despite the
enhanced role of innovation, yet, there is no universally agreed definition of innovation as clearly
indicated by (Adams et al., 2006), “the term ‘innovation’ is notoriously ambiguous and lacks either a
single definition or measure”. Similarly, Damanpour and Schneider (2006) stated that “Innovation is
studied in many disciplines and has been defined from different perspectives” (p. 216).

From knowledge management perspective, Du Plessis (2007) defined innovation as “the creation of
new knowledge and ideas to facilitate new business outcomes, aimed at improving internal business
processes and structures and to create market driven products and services. Innovation
encompasses both radical and incremental innovation" (p. 21). Thus, knowledge management is
critical for innovation or even for a specific type of innovation. Differently, some literature asserts
on the newness degree perspective. For instance, Van de Ven (1986) defined innovation as “as long
as the idea is perceived as new to the people involved, it is an ‘innovation” even though it may
appear to others to be an ‘imitation’ of something that exists elsewhere”(p. 591). Even Rogers
(2003) proposed a similar definition as an " idea, practice, or project that is perceived as new by an
individual or other unit of adoption” (p. 12). Hence, the newness of the idea reflects innovation.

From the innovation scope perspective, OCDE (2005) offers an itemized definition, which is broadly
quoted: "the implementation of a new or significantly improved product, or process, a new
marketing method, or a new organizational method in business practices, workplace organization or
external relations"(p. 46). By this definition, different types of innovation were established,
including product (good or service), process, organizational, and marketing innovation. In view of
that, this empirical research investigates the five most employed innovative types: product
innovation and process innovation, as well as, service innovation, administrative innovation, and
marketing innovation:

1) Product innovation: Referred to a new brand introduction to the market or the modification of
existing brands (Atalay et al,, 2013).

2) Process innovation: The introduction of new or improved approaches in production and
delivery (Lin & Chen, 2007).

3) Service innovation: Referred to organizational engagement in innovation efforts to enhance
customer satisfaction (Lin et al., 2010).

4) Administrative innovation: Related to the enhancements in business activities and process
allocation (Jalali & Sardari, 2015).

5) Marketing innovation: Included the introduction of new or improved marketing programs to
the market such as pricing and advertising strategies (Toma et al, 2014).
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2.8. Innovation capabilities and brand equity

Developing powerful brand equity relies on the ability of business firms to innovate effectively
(Norskov et al, 2015). Zhang et al. (2013) empirically highlighted that truly innovative firms can
strengthen the brand equity. Their finding further supported by Hanaysha and Hilman (2015), who
confirmed that product innovation had a significant effect on overall brand equity and its assets,
mainly; brand loyalty, brand awareness, brand leadership, and brand image. In addition, Shiau
(2014) indicated that innovation had a significnat effect on brand image. Similarly, Hanaysha et al.
2014) demonstrated that product innovation had a significant effect on brand image. Based on the
mentioned empirical evidences above, it is expected that:

H1: Innovation has a significant relationship with overall brand equity.

H1a: Product innovation has a significant relationship with overall brand equity.

H1b: Process innovation has a significant relationship with overall brand equity.

H1c: Service innovation has a significant relationship with overall brand equity.

H1d: Administrative innovation has a significant relationship with overall brand equity.
H1e: Marketing innovation has a significant relationship with overall brand equity.

3. METHODOLOGY

This study was designed to investigate the impacts of innovation types on overall brand equity in
the medical tourism industry of Jordan in Amman city. More than 100, 000 medical tourists were
treated in Jordan in year 2015, according to Private Hospitals Association. Therefore, following the
suggestion of Krejcie and Morgan (1970), 3884 questionnaires were distributed to the medical
tourists at top five largest and private hospitals. The systematic sampling method was conducted
whereby every 4th treated foreign patients were approached at the different care units of selected
private hospitals. However, 839 questionnaires were valid for data analysis.

The measurements of the constructs were occupied from previous studies. In particular, six product
innovation items were occupied from the study of Hanaysha et al. (2014) and Shaiu (2014). To
measure process innovation and administrative innovation, three items and four items were
occupied from Wu and Hsieh (2015), respectively. Moreover, four items of marketing innovation
were taken from Lin ef al. (2010). For service innovation measurement scales, 6-items were used, 5-
items were occupied from Lin ef al. (2010) and one item was self-developed. Furthermore, overall
brand equity was measured based on 11-items. Of these, 10-items were taken from
Vatjanasaregagul (2007) and one item was self-developed. All of the structured measurements were
used a 7-Point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).

In regards to data analysis, the valid data were analyzed using SPSS 21 to describe respondents’
characteristics and output Cronbach’s alpha values. Then, the measurement model through
confirmatory factor analysis (CFFA) using structural equation modeling on AMOS 18 was calculated
in order to ensure the proper of the factor loading. After that, the structural model was drawn in
order to test the research hypotheses based on the regression outputs. The subsequent section
highlights the results of this research, discussion, and conclusion.

4. DATA ANALYSIS

Out of 384 surveyed questionnaires, only 806 were getting back producing 79.69% of the response
rate. The demographic file found out that of 306 participants, 170 (55.6%) were male and 136
(44.4%) were female. With respect to age, the majority of the respondents (28.8%) were between 36-
45 years, while the minority producing 13.4% were less than 25 years old. Most of the respondents
(66.7%) are married; while 20.9% are single, 6.9% divorced, 4.2% widowed, and 1.83% separated. On
the education grade, 8.5% have a high school grade, 23.9% have diploma, 48.0% have bachelor
certificate, and 19.6% have postgraduate certificate. In addition, the majority of the respondents
(52.9%) indicated that their monthly income is below than USD 1000, where the minority of them
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(5.2%) earns above USD 3001. With regard to country of origin, a proportion of (29.7%) of the all
participants were originated from Yemen, 7.8% from Gulf Countries, 20.3% from Libya, 7.5% from
Algeria, and 34.7% from other countries.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to verify the construct validity and to confirm the
goodness of the final measurement model. According to Hair et al. (2010), items with weak factor
loadings < 0.05 must be deleted. In addition, despite the value of Chi-square ()}?) at p = 0.05 (Khine,
2013), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) < 0.08, Goodness of Fit index
(GFI) > 0.8, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > 0.9, Average Goodness of Fit index (AGFI) > 0.8, and
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) > 0.9 were used to confirm the goodness of the measurement model.
Based on that, the outcomes of the CFA analysis of the measurement model indicated that eight
items were deleted (factor loadings less than 0.05) and the final measurement model adequately
fitted the data since the overall goodness-of fit indexes were above the minimum requirements. For
instance, the value of Chi-square (}*) recorded 664.655 (p=0.000), RMSEA < 0.08 = 0.060, GFI >
0.8 =0.878, CFI > 0.9 = 0.952, AGFI > 0.8 = 0.849, and TLI > 0.9 = 0.945. In addition, the results
showed that the factor loadings of the remained items were above 0.5, ranged between 0.602 and
0.967 and this enhances the convergent validity and construct validity assumptions (Hair et al,
2010).

On the other hand, the reliability test was performed on study constructs to identify their internal
consistency. In general, the findings showed that Cronbach’s alpha values were greater than 0.70,
supporting their reliability (Hair ef al, 2010). For example, overall brand equity reported
Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.952. Similarly, the types of innovation showed convenient internal
consistency (reliability) with Cronbach’s alpha values of higher than 0.7; product innovation (0.926),
process innovation (0.875), service innovation (0.913), administrative innovation (0.793), and
marketing innovation (0.738). Besides, to test the discriminant validity, the average variance
extracted (AVE) was computed, provides acceptable values above 0.50, ranged between 0.538 and
0.785. Thus, discriminant validity was supported (Byrne, 2013). Moreover, the measurement model
results showed that the multicollinearity issue does not exist in the data because the correlation
matrix between any two predictors were less than 0.90 as recommended by (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2001).

After ensuring the fit of the measurement model, a structural model was drawn to estimate the
direct path between innovation capabilities and overall brand equity. The proposed model has
represented a good model fit. For example, the value of Chi-square ()*) recorded 692.125 (p=0.000).
Other fit indices (RMSEA = 0.061, GFI = 0.873, CFI = 0.949, AGFI = 0.848, and TLI = 0.944)
were also indicated that the model has fitted the data well.

In order to test the study hypotheses, the regression table generated from the structural model
revealed that only four hypotheses were supported as shown in Table 1. The findings exhibited that
overall innovation has a significant effect with overall brand equity (B= 1.217, CR= 11.208, p=
<0.05), thus H1 is approved. The influence of product innovation on overall brand equity is also
significant (B= 0.809, CR= 2.531, p= <0.05), thus Hla is also approved. Moreover, the findings
revealed that process innovation has also a significant relationship with overall brand equity (p=
0.092, CR= 2.021, p= <0.05), hence, H1b is also confirmed. Besides, service innovation has a
significant effect on overall brand equity (B= 0.318, CR= 2.741, p= <0.05), which indicates that H1c
is supported.

Differently, administrative innovation has insignificant effect on overall brand equity (B= -0.042,
CR= -0.772, p > 0.05), thus, H1d is rejected. In addition, marketing innovation has also an
insignificant effect on overall brand equity; therefore, H1e is also rejected.
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Table-1. Results of regression analysis

Hypothesis Estimate | S.E. C.R. P
I ration h ignificant relationship with
1 nnovation has a significant relationship wi e 0109 | 11.208 | ***
overall brand equity.
Product innovation has a significant relationship
Hia . . 0.309 0.120 2.531 0.011
with overall brand equity.
H1 | Process innovation has a significant relationship
. . 0.092 0.046 2.021 0.043
b | with overall brand equity.
Service innovation has a significant relationship
Hic . . 0.314 0.115 2.741 0.006
with overall brand equity.
H1 | Administrative innovation has a significant
. . . . -0.042 0.055 -0.772 0.440
d | relationship with overall brand equity.
Marketing innovation has a significant
Hile feting mow R 0208 | 0.117 | 178 | 0.075
relationship with overall brand equity.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Innovation significantly affected brand equity. Moreover, this study also indicated that product
innovation has a significant impact on overall brand equity, and it supports the belief that product
innovation precisely is one of the most effective driving forces of the brand equity success (Han &
Hyun, 2015). Similarly, the result of this study was confirmed by Hanaysha et al. (2014) and Nemati
et al. (2010), who revealed that innovative products had a significant effect on brand equity.

The results also indicated that process innovation has a significant influence on overall brand
equity. The finding is in line with Reguia (2014), who indicated that the establishment of process
innovation has a direct link to competitive advantage and brand equity building. Moreover, this
research offers an empirical evidence for the significant effect of service innovation on overall brand
equity and it was enhanced previously by Jalali and Sardari (2015), who indicated that the service
innovation is directly related to organizational superior organizational performance (e.g., brand

equity).

Contradictory, the effect of administrative innovation on overall brand equity is insignificant. This
finding can be due to the negative medical tourist experience towards administrative innovation.
Simon and Yaya (2012) indicated that the willingness to be innovative did not necessarily generate
positive results. Likewise, marketing innovation has also an insignificant influence on overall brand
equity. This result is in line with Shiau (2014), who found that marketing innovation insignificantly
affected brand equity. A matter of fact, that some marketing innovation activities may diminish
brand equity building (Yoo et al., 2000) and thus, marketers should be caution when implementing
their marketing activities.

Overall, this paper presents a valuable insight into innovation-brand equity building efforts in
medical tourism industry. It is more efficient for the management of marketing to invest their
innovative efforts on technological health products, ease of operational processes, and service
activities toward positive perceptions that attract medical tourists to select Jordan in their medical
travel decisions. This as a fact could foster brand equity.

However, this empirical study contains some limitations that should overcome by future research.
First, this study investigates only the direct effect of innovation capabilities on overall brand equity.
Hopefully, future works investigate the indirect effect of innovation on brand equity building. This
may include customer relationship management, service quality, and word of mouth. Second, the
generalization of this study is limited to a single industry from a single perspective and therefore,
future works may survey other industries and other perspectives. Third, this study is limited to
customer-based brand equity building; future studies may investigate the effect of innovation on
financial performance, this includes return on equity and return on assets. A fourth limitation, this
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study relied on overall brand equity. Therefore, future work is recommended to focus on brand
equity assets.

Funding: To conduct this research, author(s) bore all expenses by his/her/their own.
Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Acknowledgement: Both authors contributed equally to the conception and design of the
study.

REFERENCES

Aaker, D. A. (1991). Managing brand equity. New York: Free Press.

Adams, R., Bessant, J.,, & Phelps, R. (2006). Innovation management measurement: A review.
International Journal of Management Reviews, 8(1), 21-47.

Atalay, M., Anafarta, N., & Sarvan, F. (20138). The relationship between innovation and firm
performance: An empirical evidence from Turkish automotive supplier industry. Procedia-
Social and Behavioral Sciences, 75, 226-235.

Brunello, A. (2014). Customer-based brand equity—an innovative approach. The yearbook of the “GH.
Zane” Institute of Economic Researches, 23(1), 73-81.

Byrne, B. M. (2013). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepls, applications, and
programming. Routledge.

Carmen, I. M., & Ciochina, I. (2014). Tourism brand-the premise of a positive image for a tourist
destination. study case: Romania. International Journal of Information, Business and
Management, 6(3), 218.

Chang, H. H., Hsu, C. H., & Chung, S. H. (2008). The antecedents and consequences of brand equity
in service markets. Asza Pacific Management Review, 13(3), 601-624..

Damanpour, F., & Schneider, M. (2006). Phases of the adoption of innovation in organizations:
Effects of environment, organization and top Managersl. British journal of Management,
17(3), 215-236.

Du Plessis, M. (2007). The role of knowledge management in innovation. Journal of knowledge
management, 11(4), 20-29.

Farjam, S., & Hongyi, X. (2016). Reviewing the Concept of Brand Equity and Evaluating
Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) Models. Risk, 0.

Guiry, M., Scott, J. J., & Vequist IV, D. G. (20138). Experienced and potential medical tourists'
service quality expectations. International Journal of Health Care Quality Assurance, 26(5), 433-
446.

Hair, J. F., Jr., Black, W. C,, Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (2010). Multivariate data
analyisis (7th ed.) NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall.

Hakimi, W. B, Triki, A., & Hammami, S. M. (2014). Developing a customer knowledge-based
measure for innovation management. European Journal of Innovation Management, 17(3), 349-
374

Han, H., & Hyun, S. S. (2015). Customer retention in the medical tourism industry: Impact of
quality, satisfaction, trust, and price reasonableness. Tourism Management, 46, 20-29.

Hanaysha, J., & Hilman, H. (2015). Product innovation as a key success factor to build sustainable
brand equity. Management Science Letters, 5(6), 567-576.

Hanaysha, J., Hilman, H., & Abdul-Ghani, N. H. (2014). Direct and indirect effects of product
innovation and product quality on brand image: Empirical evidence from automotive
industry. International Journal of Scientific and Research Publications, 4(11), 1-7.

Jalali, S. M., & Sardari, M. (2015). Study the Effect of Different Aspects of Customer Relationship
Management (CRM) on Innovation Capabilities with Mediator Role of Knowledge
Management (Case Study: Mahram Company). Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 6(6
SG), 343-860.

Reller, K. L. (1993). Conceptualizing, measuring, and managing customer-based brand equity.
Journal of Marketing, 57, 1-22.

182
© 2016 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved.



Journal of Asian Business Strategy, 2016, 6(8): 176-184

KRhine, M. S. (Ed.). (2018). Application of structural equation modeling in educational research and practice.
Sense Publishers.

Kim, K. H,, Kim, K. S,, Kim, D. Y., Kim, J. H,, & Kang, S. H. (2008). Brand equity in hospital
marketing. Journal of Business Research, 61(1), 75-82.

Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size for research activities. Educational
and Psychological Measurement, 30, 607-610.

Liao, S., & Cheng, C. C. (2014). Brand equity and the exacerbating factors of product innovation
failure evaluations: A communication effect perspective. Journal of Business Research, 67(1),
2919-2925.

Lin, C. Y. Y., & Chen, M. Y. C. (2007). Does innovation lead to performance? An empirical study of
SMEs in Taiwan. Management Research News, 30(2), 115-132.

Lin, R. J,, Chen, R. H., & Chiu, K. K. S. (2010). Customer relationship management and innovation
capability: an empirical study. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 110(1), 111-1383.
Mostafa, R. H. (2015). The impact of country of origin and country of manufacture of a brand on

overall brand equity. International Journal of Marketing Studies, 7(2), 70-83.

Motameni, R., & Shahrokhi, M. (1998). Brand equity valuation: A global perspective. Journal of
Product & Brand Management, 7(4), 275-290.

Nemati, A. R, Khan, K., & Iftikhar, M. (2010). Impact of innovation on customer satisfaction and
brand loyalty, a study of mobile phones users in Pakistan. European Journal of Social Sciences,
16(2), 299-306.

Norskov, S., Chrysochou, P., & Milenkova, M. (2015). The impact of product innovation attributes
on brand equity. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 32(4), 245-254.

OCDE (2005). The measurement of scientific and technological activities: proposed guidelines for collecting
and interpreting technological innovation data: 3rd ed., Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development Eurostat, Paris.

Osakwe, C. N., Chovancova, M., & Ogbonna, B. U. (2016). Linking SMEs profitability to brand
orientation and market-sensing capability: A service sector evidence. Periodica Polytechnica.
Social and Management Sciences, 24(1), 34-40.

Reguia, C. (2014). Product innovation and the competitive advantage. European Scientific Journal, 2,
140-157.

Rogers, E.M. (2003). Diffusion of innovations (5th ed.). New York: Free Press.

Shiau, H. C. (2014). The impact of product innovation on behavior intention: The measurement of
the mediating effect of the brand image of Japanese Anime Dolls. Anthropologist, 17(3), 777-
788.

Simon, A., & Yaya, L. H. P. (2012). Improving innovation and customer satisfaction through
systems integration. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 112(7), 1026-1043.

Simon, C. J.,, & Sullivan, M. W. (1993). The measurement and determinants of brand equity: A
financial approach. Marketing Science, 12(1), 28-52.

Smith, R. D., Chanda, R., & Tangcharoensathien, V. (2009). Trade in health-related services. The
Lancet, 373(9663), 593-601.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using multivariate analysis. California State University
Northridge: Harper Collins College Publishers.

Toma, M., Mihoreanu, L., & Ionescu, A. (2014). Innovation capability and customer relationship
management: a review. Economics, Management and Financial Markets, 9(4), 323-331.

Tuominen, P. (1999). Managing brand equity. Lta, 1(99), 65-100.

Van de Ven, A. H. (1986). Central problems in the management of innovation. Management Science,
39(5), 590-607.

Van Doorn, J., & Leeflang, P. S. (2014). Does the importance of value, brand and relationship equity
for customer loyalty differ between Eastern and Western cultures?. Infernational Business
Review, 23(1), 284-292.

Vatjanasaregagul, L. (2007). The Relationship of service quality, consumer decision factor and brand equity.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Nova southeastern University, U.S.

183
© 2016 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved.



Journal of Asian Business Strategy, 2016, 6(8): 176-184

Wood, L. (2000). Brands and brand equity: definition and management. Management decision, 38(9),
662-669.

Whu, I. L., & Hsieh, P. J. (2015). Hospital innovation and its impact on customer-perceived quality of
care: a process-based evaluation approach. Total Quality Management & Business Excellence,
26(1-2), 46-61.

Yoo, B.,, Donthu, N., & Lee, S. (2000). An examination of selected marketing mix elements and
brand equity. Journal of the academy of marketing science, 28(2), 195-211.

Zahra, S. A., & Covin, J. G. (1994). The financial implications of fit between competitive strategy
and innovation types and sources. The Journal of High Technology Management Research, 5(2),

183-211.
Zhang, H., Ko, E., & Lee, E. (2013). Moderating effects of nationality and product category on the
relationship between innovation and customer equity in Korea and China. Journal of Product

Innovation Management, 30(1), 110-122.

Views and opinions expressed in this article are the views and opinions of the author(s), Journal of Asian Business Strategy shall not be
responsible or answerable for any loss, damage or liability etc. caused in relation to/arising out of the use of the content.

184
© 2016 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved.



