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ABSTRACT

Purpose of the research. The primary aim of this study was to develop a comprehensive model that investi-
gates the relationships between selected Brand Positioning Efforts—namely Price, Place, and Promotion—and
the development of Brand Equity. The research focused on assessing the mediating role of three key dimen-
sions of Brand Equity: Perceived Quality, Brand Loyalty, and Brand Awareness/Image, in establishing a con-
nection between the independent and dependent variables.

Methodology. The study was conducted within the restaurant market in Almaty, Kazakhstan, using data
collected from online questionnaires distributed to customers who had recently visited a restaurant in the city.
The sample data were analyzed through a structural equation modeling approach to test twelve hypotheses that
posited positive relationships among the variables.

Originality/Value of the research. This research provides significant insights into the factors that influence
Brand Equity in a developing market context. By highlighting the importance of Place and Price over Promo-
tion in building Brand Equity, the study offers practical implications for marketers within the restaurant indus-
try and beyond, contributing to the body of knowledge on strategic brand positioning.

Findings. The findings indicated that Place and Price play critical roles in the process of building Brand
Equity in the Kazakhstani restaurant market, while Promotion did not exhibit a significant influence. Place
demonstrated the strongest positive impact on Perceived Quality, Brand Loyalty, and Brand Awareness/Image,
followed by Price. The results emphasize that restaurants in Almaty should prioritize physical location and
pricing strategies to effectively build Brand Equity.

Keywords: Brand Equity, Brand Positioning Efforts, Place, Price, Promotion.

INTRODUCTION

Research Background. In today's fiercely competitive market, product differentiation based on materials,
structure, or composition is no longer sufficient. Instead, products are compared with those of competitors,
and companies must use positioning strategies to stand out in customers' minds [1]. This study focuses on the
restaurant market in Almaty and examines how Brand Positioning Efforts (Price, Place, and Promotion) influ-
ence overall brand assets through their dimensions (perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand awareness/
brand image).

Purpose and Significance of the Study. This study investigates how Brand Positioning Efforts, including
Price, Place, and Promotion, impact brand asset value in Almaty's restaurant industry. Brand assets are cru-
cial in competitive markets, comprising perceived quality, loyalty, awareness, and image [2]. The study aims
to understand how marketing activities influence these dimensions and overall brand assets. It addresses the
lack of information on such influences in the restaurant industry, highlighting the potential benefits of strong
branding, like increased loyalty and profitability [1]. By examining the effects on perceived quality, loyalty,
and awareness/image, the study aims to guide restaurant managers in crafting effective brand strategies for
competitive advantage.

Research Question. The research question of this study is, "How do Brand Positioning Efforts influence
the brand assets of restaurants in Almaty?" The study hypothesizes that Price has a positive impact on per-
ceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand awareness/brand image, thereby positively affecting overall brand as-

ISSN 2789-4398 Central Asian
e-ISSN 2789-4401 112 Economic Review




HAIIMOHAJIbHA A1 DKOHOMUKA: BEKTOPBI PA3BBUTUA
NATIONAL ECONOMY: DEVELOPMENT VECTORS

sets. Similarly, the study hypothesizes that Place and Promotion have positive effects on the three dimensions
of brand assets and overall brand assets.

Methodology. This study adopts a quantitative research design and collects data using structured question-
naires administered to customers of selected restaurants in Almaty. The questionnaire measures the four ele-
ments of brand assets and the marketing mix of price, location, and promotion. Structural equation modeling
(SEM) is used to analyze the data and test the research hypotheses. The findings of the study will contribute to
existing literature on brand assets and their determinants and provide valuable insights for developing success-
ful brand strategies in the restaurant industry in Almaty, Kazakhstan.

Domestic and International Research Status. The restaurant industry, pivotal for global economies, has
evolved remarkably in the 21st century [3,4], offering diverse dietary choices from primitive origins to modern
complexities [5]. In this competitive landscape, establishments vie for distinction through superior service and
quality [6]. Brand positioning, crucial for differentiation, enhances loyalty, awareness, and sales [7]. Previous
research underscores the mediating role of brand assets—perceived quality, loyalty, and awareness/image—
linking brand positioning to overall brand value [§].

Abroad, extensive research emphasizes effective brand positioning's significance in brand building [9],
stressing factors like product quality, price, and promotion's impact on brand assets.

In Kazakhstan, research on brand positioning's impact on brand assets is scant, particularly within the res-
taurant sector. Almaty's restaurant market, divided into high-end, mid-range, and low-end/fast-food segments,
reflects diverse consumer preferences and economic realities. The high-end segment caters to a niche clientele,
while mid-range restaurants thrive on events and business lunches. Low-end/fast-food outlets dominate, at-
tracting a youthful demographic [10].

Amidst growing competition, brand positioning is paramount for Almaty's restaurants to distinguish them-
selves and bolster brand assets. Cuisine specialization shapes target markets, pricing, and promotions, driving
differentiation [10].

Main Contents of the Study. This study investigates the impact of price, location, and promotion on res-
taurant brand assets in Almaty. Hypotheses explore the positive influence of price positioning. Additionally, it
examines how location and promotional efforts shape brand assets [11].

This research fills a gap in Kazakhstani literature, offering insights to aid Almaty's restaurants in optimizing
brand positioning and enhancing brand assets. Key areas include pricing, location selection, and promotional
strategies to sustain demand and competitiveness.

Hypotheses

This study examines how marketing mix elements — specifically Price, Place, and Promotion—affect Over-
all Brand Equity, which is a combination of Perceived Quality, Brand Loyalty, Brand Awareness, and Brand
Image (see figure 1). These components are critical for a company’s performance, as strengthening them en-
hances Overall Brand Equity. The model used in this study draws from the work of Yoo et al. [9] and Kim [8],
emphasizing the impact of marketing efforts on Brand Equity, despite differences in terminology.

. Perceived

Price Quality
Brand
Place Brand Loyalty qulit\'

~—
Brand
Promotion Awareness/
Brand Image

Figure 1 — Structural model: positioning efforts and brand equity
Note — drawn by the authors
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Positioning Activities and Brand Equity Elements. Various scholars, including Aaker [2], Keller [12],
and Yoo et al. [9], argue that almost every marketing effort, whether successful or not, aims to create, manage,
and leverage brand equity. The marketing mix, traditionally composed of the four Ps — Product, Price, Place,
and Promotion — has been modified in this study to exclude Product, focusing instead on the other three ele-
ments.

Price. Research suggests a positive correlation between higher prices and higher perceived quality, sup-
porting the idea that as prices increase, so does the perceived quality of a brand [13,14]. This leads to the first
hypothesis:

Hypothesis la: There is a positive relationship between Price and Perceived Quality.

While Yoo et al. [9] found no significant relationship between price and brand loyalty or awareness, this
study proposes testing the effect of price on brand loyalty and awareness [15,16], hypothesizing:

Hypothesis 1b: There is a positive relationship between Price and Brand Loyalty.

Hypothesis Ic: There is a positive relationship between Price and Brand Awareness/Brand Image.

Place. In the marketing mix, Place refers to product positioning and ensuring timely, undamaged delivery
to customers. In a restaurant setting, this includes ambiance, service quality, and food delivery. A positive
store image is correlated with perceived quality [13,17], suggesting that a good location can enhance customer
satisfaction and brand loyalty [14], leading to the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2a: There is a positive relationship between Place and Perceived Quality.

Hypothesis 2b: There is a positive relationship between Place and Brand Loyalty.

Hypothesis 2c: There is a positive relationship between Place and Brand Awareness/Brand Image.

Promotion. Promotion encompasses activities like advertising, personal selling, and public relations. Pre-
vious studies have shown that while advertising positively impacts brand equity, promotion does not [18].
However, heavy investment in advertising often signals product quality to consumers [18], leading to the fol-
lowing hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3a: There is a positive relationship between Promotion and Perceived Quality.

Hypothesis 3b: There is a positive relationship between Promotion and Brand Loyalty.

Hypothesis 3c: There is a positive relationship between Promotion and Brand Awareness/Brand Image.

Brand Equity Elements and Overall Brand Equity. Brand Equity, defined as the incremental value
added to a product by its brand name, results from its four dimensions: Perceived Quality, Brand Loyalty,
Brand Awareness, and Brand Image. Each of these dimensions positively influences Overall Brand Equity [9].

Perceived Quality. Perceived quality is an individual’s judgment of a product’s overall superiority [19].
High perceived quality indicates long-term positive experiences with the brand, leading to the following hy-
pothesis:

Hypothesis 4. There is a positive relationship between Perceived Quality and Brand Equity.

Brand Loyalty. Brand loyalty reflects a customer’s attachment to a brand [2], driving repeat purchases and
resistance to switching. Thus, it contributes significantly to brand equity:

Hypothesis 5. There is a positive relationship between Brand Loyalty and Brand Equity.

Brand Awareness and Brand Image. Brand awareness and brand image, often combined in models,
reflect the associations and recognition consumers have of a brand. Positive brand associations simplify con-
sumer decision-making, leading to the final hypothesis:

Hypothesis 6. There is a positive relationship between Brand Awareness/Brand Image and Brand Equity.

MAIN BODY

Materials and Methods

Scale Development. Based on the literature reviews of Yoo et al. [9], Kim [1], and Kim and Hyun [8],
seven scale items were developed. Table 1 lists all the scale items used in the survey and their sources. All
items were measured using a Likert-type five-point scale, where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree.

Positioning efforts in this study refer to consumers' perceptions of marketing efforts, including price, place,
and promotion. Price, measured by two items, reflects subjective customer perceptions [20]. Location, as-
sessed by two items, gauges subjective responses to the restaurant's setting and service quality [8]. Promotion,
measured by two items, reflects marketing efforts [8].
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Figure 2 illustrates the structural relationships among positioning mix efforts and Brand Equity, as analyzed
using Smart PLS. Brand asset elements - perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand awareness or image - are
considered. Perceived quality, measured by three items, captures customers' overall perceptions of restaurant
quality [1]. Brand loyalty, assessed by three criteria, reflects commitment to a specific restaurant [1].

[ |[ s |

Figure 2 — Structural relationships among positioning mix efforts and Brand Equity

Note — drawn from Smart PLS analysis

Table 1 — Scale items for survey

Scale item Author
Positioning efforts
Price scale
PR1. The prices in this restaurant are reasonable for quality of the product Kim and Hyun (2011)
PR2. The prices in this restaurant are low Kim and Hyun (2011)
Place scale:
PL1. Food is served fast and correct Kim and Hyun (2011)
PL2. The restaurant has a convenient location Kim and Hyun (2011)
Promotion scale:
PM1. The ad campaigns of this restaurant are seen frequently Kim and Hyun (2011)
PM2. Its web site provides enough information Kim and Hyun (2011)
Elements of Brand Equity and Overall Brand Equity
Perceived Quality scale:
PQ1. The quality of products in this restaurant is credible Kim and Hyun (2011)
PQ2. Serving ordered food accurately Kim (2004)
PQ3. Well-trained, experienced personnel Kim (2004)
Brand Loyalty scale:
BLI1. I regularly visit this restaurant Kim (2004)
BL2. I usually use this restaurant as my first choice compared to other restaurants Kim (2004)
BL3. I would recommend this restaurant to others Kim (2004)
Brand Awareness/Brand Image scale:
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BAL. It has a differentiated image from other restaurant brands Kim (2004)
BA2. It has a cheerful atmosphere Kim (2004)
Overall Brand Equity scale:

OBE]1. It makes sense to dine in this restaurant instead of any other, even if they are similar Yoo et al. (2000)
OBE?2. Even if another restaurant has same features as X, I would prefer to have my meal in X Yoo et al. (2000)
OBES3. If there is another brand as good as X, I prefer to dine in X Yoo et al. (2000)

Note — drafted by the authors

To measure Brand Awareness with Brand Image I used two scale-items, both drawn from previous research
made by Kim. They are used to evaluate simple brand associations that incorporate brand recognition.

Finally, the Overall Brand Equity is measured by three items. Those items are drawn from Yoo et al. [9].
First, the questionnaire asks respondents to write down the name of the restaurant that comes first to their
minds when they want to eat out. Then the rest of the questions are answered around the chosen restaurant.

Questionnaire. To collect data for the research project, a quantitative method survey was conducted. This
survey aimed to investigate the impact of positioning on restaurant brand assets in the Almaty dining market.
The survey was conducted online using a non-probability convenience sample.

The self-administered questionnaire consisted of 21 questions and began with an introduction to the re-
search purpose. Then, respondents were asked to provide basic demographic information such as their age and
gender. Additionally, they were questioned about their dining habits and the name of their favorite restaurant
that comes to mind first.

The survey measured the restaurant's positioning efforts, such as pricing, location, and promotional activi-
ties, and assessed brand asset dimensions, including perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand awareness, and
brand image. Respondents' opinions on these dimensions were recorded on a 5-point Likert scale. Finally, an
assessment of the overall brand assets of the restaurant was conducted.

This survey was conducted online using Google Forms, and the data collection process lasted for about
two weeks. Measures were taken throughout the data collection process to ensure its effective and systematic
execution, ensuring the reliability and validity of the collected data.

Sampling and Data collection. To have a credible and sustainable database, a considerable number of
people needed to answer the survey questionnaire. That's why the minimum sample size for this study was
chosen as 70.

The scope of the study was limited to local residents, tourists, and a mixed ethnic group capable of answer-
ing the questionnaire online in the Almaty region. To increase the number of respondents, the questionnaire
was distributed to urban student groups on social media platforms such as Facebook, WhatsApp, and Insta-
gram. Approximately 50 respondents answered the questionnaire in the first week, with the remainder re-
sponding in the second week. The survey ended on March 7th, with a total of 73 respondents, of which 54.8 %
were female and 45.2 % were male. The survey was primarily conducted among university students and their
families and friends. The majority (78.1%) of respondents were aged between 18 and 22. Students aged 23 to
27 accounted for 12.3 %, those under 18 accounted for 6.8 %, and those over 31 accounted for only 2.7 %. The
frequency of dining out was as follows: 38.4 % of respondents dined out 1-2 times a week; 32.9 % dined out
less than once a week; 23.3 % dined out 3-5 times a week; finally, 5.5 % dined out more than 6 times a week.

The survey collected data on respondents' favorite restaurants, finding that Burger King, KFC, Kaganat,
Samurai Sushi, Donerci, Paradise, Tarym, Tomato, Shipudim, Asian Barbeque, Gippo, Hardee’s, Ozyurt,
Dastarkhan Foods, Rumi, and Pinta were the most frequently mentioned restaurants.

RESEARCH RESULTS

The key objective of this research was to identify the relationships between research constructs as they are
perceived by customers. The individual brands mentioned in the survey were ignored. Only customers’ per-
ceived relationships and attitudes toward constructs were taken into consideration.
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Measurement Model. In this study I am using Partial Least Squares approach to Structural Equation Mod-
eling (SEM) using Smart PLS because the sample size is small. It is also more convenient for this research
because PLS-SEM is usually exploited for marketing, behavioral sciences, business strategy etc. [21].

There are seven latent variables: Price (PRICE), Place (PLACE), Promotion (PROMO), Perceived Quality
(PERCQ), Brand Loyalty (BRLOYAL), Brand Awareness and Brand Image (BRAWARE), and Overall Brand
Equity (OBE).

All indicators in this study are reflective — they are interchangeable.

The PLS-SEM output. Explanation of target endogenous variable variance. The R*2 of OBE is 0.608.
This means that the three latent variables PERCQ, BRLOYAL, and BRAWARE moderately explain 60.8 %
of the variance in OBE because R*2 > 0.50 is considered moderate in market research. Figure 3 presents the
results of the structural equation modeling and illustrates these relationships.

The R*2 of PERCQ is 0.457, which is close to a moderate coefficient of determination. PRICE, PLACE,
and PROMO explain 38.7 % of the variance in BRLOY AL, which is below moderate variance (R"2 > 0.50) but
above weak variance (R"2 > 0.25). Lastly, for substantial variance (R"2 > (0.75) in BRAWARE, R"*2 is 0.787.

Inner model path coefficient sizes and significance. The internal model indicates that the hypothesized
paths between PERCQ and OBE (0.456), BRLOYAL and OBE (0.328), BRAWARE and OBE (0.103) are all
statistically significant, as the standardized path coefficients are above p > 0.05.

Hypothesized paths between marketing activities and brand asset elements are as follows: PRICE and PER-
CQ (0.312), PRICE and BRLOYAL (0.243), PRICE and BRAWARE (0.063), PLACE and PERCQ (0.482),
PLACE and BRLOYAL (0.629), PLACE and BRAWARE (0.873) all have statistical significance (p > 0.05).
This implies that PRICE and PLACE are moderate predictors of all three brand asset elements (PERCQ, BR-
LOYAL, BRAWARE).

However, PROMO only has one statistically significant relationship with PERCQ (0.180), while the other
two are not statistically significant: PROMO and BRLOYAL (-0.162), PROMO and BRAWARE (-0.010). In
other words, PROMO cannot directly predict BRLOYAL and BRAWARE.

Outer model loadings. In this study, the number of iterations is 9. This means that the algorithm converged
after only 9 iterations instead of 300, so the estimates are good.

Lra J[ 2 J[ pas |

Figure 3 — Results of the structural equation modeling
Note — drawn from Smart PLS analysis

Indicator reliability. To find the indicator reliability, we need to square each of the outer loadings. Table 2
below shows the loadings of all indicators and their squares. All of the indicators in this model are higher than
the minimum acceptable level of 0.4, and close to the 0.7, which is the preferred level.
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Internal consistency reliability. The fifth column in the table 2 indicates Composite Reliability. It is used
as a replacement of Cronbach’s alpha. Values should be higher than 0.6 to be reliable. Table 2 shows that all
of the values presented are higher than 0.6, therefore all seven variables show high level of internal reliability
consistency.

Convergent validity. To check convergent validity, we need to evaluate each variable’s Average Variance
Extracted (AVE). Convergent validity is confirmed if each latent variable’s AVE is higher than 0.5. Table 2
indicates that all values in the last column (AVE) are higher than 0.5.

Table 2 — Results Summary

Latent Variable Indicators Loadings Indicator Reliability IC{::?;;:;IS::; AVE

BRAWARE BA1 0,8349 0,69706 0,8762 0,7802
BA2 0,9291 0,86323

BRLOYAL BLI 0,6529 0,42628 0,8009 0,5751
BL2 0,7993 0,63888
BL3 0,8124 0,65999

OBE OBEI1 0,8808 0,77581 0,9216 0,7967
OBE2 0,8888 0,78997
OBE3 0,908 0,82446

PERCQ PQI 0,7679 0,58967 0,8438 0,6433
PQ2 0,8413 0,70779
PQ3 0,7954 0,63266

PLACE PLI 0,7351 0,54037 0,8274 0,7086
PL2 0,9364 0,87684

PRICE PR1 0,9654 0,932 0,9508 0,9061
PR2 0,9382 0,88022

PROMO PM1 0,6954 0,48358 0,8312 0,7167
PM2 0,9746 0,94985

Note — drawn from Smart PLS analysis

Discriminant validity. To check the discriminant validity, we need to take square roots of AVE of each
variable and write them down manually to the table 3. This table is drawn from “Latent Variable Correlation”
section of the default report and shows the correlation between latent variables. Square roots of AVE are cal-
culated and written on the diagonal of the table. They need to be higher than other correlation values among
the latent variables. The square root of AVE of PERCQ (0.802) is higher than (0.7103, 0.5917, and 0.7239) in
the row of PERCQ and (0.6133, 0.3885, and 0.2501) in the column of PERCQ.

Table 3 — Checking Discriminant Validity

BRAWARE BRLOYAL OBE PERCQ PLACE PRICE PROMO
BRAWARE 0,8832
BRLOYAL 0,5459 0,7583
ISSN 2789-4398 Central Asian
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OBE 0,6066 0,6547 0,8925

PERCQ 0,7103 0,5917 0,7239 0,802

PLACE 0,8498 0,5313 0,5713 0,6133 0,8417

PRICE 0,2762 0,4113 0,3814 0,3885 0,2413 0,9518

PROMO 0,2807 -0,037 0,1523 0,2501 0,3509 -0,2518 0,8465
Note — drawn from Smart PLS analysis

Checking structural path significance. T-statistics in this study were calculated using two-tailed t-test with

significance level of 5% by the “Bootstrapping” procedure in Smart PLS (figure 4).

Figure 4 — Results of the Bootstrapping procedure
Note — drawn from Smart PLS analysis

The path coefficient is significant if it is higher than 1.96. The table 4 below shows the values of T-statistics
for inner model. All path coefficients in the inner model are significant except for PROMO -> BRAWARE
(0.289), which is less than 1.96.

Table 4 — T-statistics of Path Coefficients — Inner model

Ne 5 (158)

T-statistics

BRAWARE -> OBE 2,057
BRLOYAL -> OBE 7,303
PERCQ -> OBE 9,969
PLACE -> BRAWARE 47,431
PLACE -> BRLOYAL 11,679
PLACE -> PERCQ 13,026
PRICE -> BRAWARE 2,657
PRICE -> BRLOYAL 5,698
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PRICE -> PERCQ 8,475
PROMO -> BRAWARE 0,289
PROMO -> BRLOYAL 3,168
PROMO -> PERCQ 3,647
Note — Drawn from the Smart PLS report

T-statistics for outer model are shown in table 5. All values are higher than 1.96, thus outer model loadings
are highly significant.

Table 5 — T-statistics of Path Coefficients — Outer model

T-statistics
BA1 <- BRAWARE 35,289
BA2 <- BRAWARE 215,758
BL1 <- BRLOYAL 11,517
BL2 <- BRLOYAL 30,955
BL3 <- BRLOYAL 50,623
OBEI <- OBE 106,553
OBE2 <- OBE 83,032
OBE3 <- OBE 112,637
PL1 <- PLACE 21,290
PL2 <- PLACE 154,386
PM1 <- PROMO 5,955
PM2 <- PROMO 20,675
PQI <- PERCQ 37,232
PQ2 <- PERCQ 48,267
PQ3 <- PERCQ 35,325
PR1 <- PRICE 297,018
PR2 <- PRICE 123,628
Note — Drawn from the Smart PLS report

Structural Model. The model consists of three exogenous constructs, which are positioning efforts (PRICE,
PLACE, PROMO). The exogenous constructs are related to three endogenous mediating constructs (dimen-
sions of Brand Equity: PERCQ, BRLOYAL, BRAWARE), which are related to the last endogenous construct
— overall brand equity (OBE).

Relationships between Positioning activities and Brand Equity elements. Hla, H1b, Hlc, H2a, H2b,
H2c, H3a are accepted while H3b and H3c are not accepted (Table 6). Price has a positive relationship with
Perceived Quality of the restaurant, Brand Loyalty and Brand Awareness with Brand Image. Place also has a
positive impact on all three elements of Brand Equity. However, Promotion has a positive relationship only
with Perceived Quality. H3b and H3c are not supported, which means that there is no positive relationship be-
tween Promotion and Brand Loyalty and between Promotion and Brand Awareness/Brand Image. The t values
for the hypothesized paths, except for H3b and H3c, ranged from 2.6 to 48.8, with the weakest supported path
(2.6) from price to brand awareness/brand image.

Relationships between Brand Equity elements and Overall Brand Equity. As hypothesized, the rela-
tionships of the overall value of brand equity with the three dimensions of brand equity (Perceived Quality,
Brand Loyalty, Brand Awareness/Brand Image) are all positive and significant (H4, H5, H6). The relationships
of Brand Awareness/Brand Image (0,103; t value=2,05) were much weaker than the relationships of Perceived
Quality (0,456; t value=9,969) and Brand Loyalty (0,328; t value=7,303) to Overall Brand Equity.
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Table 6 — Results of hypotheses testing

Hypothesized relationships Standardized loadings T-statistics Conclusion
(p<0.05)
Relationships between Positioning activities and Brand Equity
elements

Hla: Price -> Perceived Quality 0,312 8,475 Supported
H1b: Price -> Brand Loyalty 0,243 5,698 Supported
Hlc: Price -> Brand Awareness/Brand Image 0,063 2,657 Supported
H2a: Place -> Perceived Quality 0,482 13,026 Supported
H2b: Place -> Brand Loyalty 0,180 11,679 Supported
H2c: Place -> Brand Awareness/Brand Image 0,873 47,431 Supported
H3a: Promotion -> Perceived Quality 0,180 3,647 Supported
H3b:Promotion -> Brand Loyalty -0,162 3,168 Not Supported
H3c: Promotion -> Brand Awareness/Brand Image -0,010 0,289 Not Supported
Relationships between Brand Equity elements and Overall Brand
Equity
H4: Perceived Quality -> Overall Brand Equity 0,456 9,969 Supported
HS: Brand Loyalty -> Overall Brand Equity 0328 7303 Supported
H6: Brand Awareness/Brand Image -> Overall Brand Equity 0,103 2,05 Supported
Note — drafted by the authors

Managerial implications. The present study delves into the interplay between Positioning efforts, Brand
Equity elements, and Brand Equity within the realm of the restaurant industry in Kazakhstan. Employing struc-
tural equation modeling, the research scrutinizes the relational dynamics between three Positioning efforts and
Overall Brand Equity, with a focus on the mediating role of three Brand Equity dimensions.

The findings indicate that Perceived Quality (0.456) has the most substantial influence on Overall Brand
Equity, followed by Brand Loyalty (0.328) and Brand Awareness/Brand Image (0.103), collectively explain-
ing 60.8% of the variance in Overall Brand Equity.

Perceived Quality, largely shaped by Place (0.482), underscores the imperative of an accessible location and
efficient service delivery. Enhancing perceived quality necessitates meticulous attention to expedient and ac-
curate food service, alongside optimizing the restaurant's accessibility through strategic location enhancements.

Upon tallying the responses from the survey, Burger King emerged as the top choice with 10 respondents,
followed closely by KFC with 9 respondents. Additionally, notable mentions included Kaganat, Samurai Su-
shi, Tomato, Tarym, Paradise, and Donerci, each garnering 6 to 5 responses. Conversely, establishments such
as Shipudim, Asian Barbeque, Rumi, Dastarkhan food, Ozyurt, Pinta, Gippo, and Hardee’s were mentioned
only once or twice. Notably, the majority of the popular choices are not standalone restaurants but are part of
restaurant chains. Specifically, there are 12 Burger King outlets, 17 KFC branches, 24 Kaganat locations, 2
Samurai Sushi establishments, and 4 each of Tomato, Donerci, and Shipudim, among others. This observa-
tion underscores the convenience factor associated with restaurants having multiple locations within the city,
making them more accessible to a larger segment of the population. Consequently, to bolster Brand Equity,
managers should prioritize expanding their restaurant chain's presence with a focus on convenient locations
and maintaining high-quality service standards.

Perceived Quality is also influenced by Price (0.312). When restaurant prices align with the perceived qual-
ity of the food, the Brand Equity of the establishment tends to be perceived as higher. Price has long been em-
ployed as a positioning tool to differentiate products. Previous research by Yoo et al. demonstrates a positive
relationship between Price and Brand Equity. Essentially, if consumers perceive a product's price to be low,
they may infer that costs have been cut, potentially lowering product quality. Therefore, as advised by Yoo et
al., managers should exercise caution against frequent price cuts and a low-price strategy, as such actions could
diminish perceived quality and tarnish the brand image [9].

Additionally, findings from this study reveal a positive relationship between promotion (PROMO) and
perceived quality (0.180). However, promotion's impact on perceived quality is less significant compared to
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PRICE and PLACE. Notably, most of the surveyed restaurants exhibited minimal to no promotional activities,
resulting in low ratings for PROMO indicators. These indicators encompass inquiries about the frequency of
restaurant advertisements across various platforms and the adequacy of information provided on the restau-
rant's website. Contrary to expectations, promotion does not positively influence brand loyalty (-0.162) or
brand awareness/brand image (-0.010). Although previous research by Yoo et al. underscores the influence of
advertising on product awareness, image, and perceived quality, their findings were not specific to the restau-
rant industry but rather to sectors such as IT software and various product categories like shoes, cameras, and
TVs. Given that the surveyed restaurants in Kazakhstan exhibit minimal promotional activities, the perceived
impact of promotion on brand loyalty and awareness/image is negligible.

The second major dimension of Overall Brand Equity is Brand Loyalty (0,328). In this study Brand Loyalty
is measured by three indicators — whether the respondent visits this restaurant regularly, whether this restaurant
is the first choice compared to other restaurants, and whether he or she would recommend this restaurant to
their friends and family. It is interesting that findings show that customers are loyal to some restaurants because
of their location and the quality and speed of service (0,529). Price (0,243) has a matter only after location. So,
if managers want to increase the Overall Brand Equity, they need to attract and retain more loyal customers
who live near the restaurant.

In contrast, Brand Awareness with Brand Image (0.103) exerts a lesser influence on Overall Brand Equity
compared to Perceived Quality and Brand Loyalty. Indicators of BRAWARE encompass perceptions of the
restaurant's distinct image and its ambiance. Once again, Place (0.873) emerges as a pivotal factor in shaping
the restaurant's image and its recognition among consumers. While Brand Awareness/Brand Image demon-
strates weak sensitivity to prices (0.063) and negative sensitivity to promotion (-0.010), managers seeking to
augment Brand Equity through Brand Awareness should focus on optimizing the restaurant's location and
fostering a favorable atmosphere within its premises.

Conclusion. This study highlights the importance and role of brand positioning efforts in creating strong
brand assets for restaurants in Almaty city.

The research question was, " How Brand Positioning efforts affect Brand Equity?" There were 9 hypotheses
regarding whether brand positioning efforts positively influence brand equity elements, and 12 hypotheses re-
garding whether brand asset elements positively influence overall brand equity. All hypotheses were accepted
except two — Promotion does not have a positive influence on Brand Loyalty and Brand Awareness/Brand
Image.

Brand Positioning efforts in the face of Price, Place, and Promotion affect Brand Equity through the Brand
Equity dimensions — Perceived Quality, Brand Loyalty, Brand Awareness/Brand Image. Findings show that
Perceived Quality explains the biggest part of Overall Brand Equity. It is followed by Brand Loyalty; and the
least influence is caused by Brand Awareness/Brand Image.

In turn, Perceived quality is affected mostly by location of the restaurant and the speed and accuracy of food
service. Price also influences the quality that consumers perceive — if they perceive prices in restaurant to be
high, then quality is perceived to be high too. Consequently, if customers perceive that prices in the restaurant
are reasonable for the quality of the product, then Overall Brand Equity is strong. Promotion also has an influ-
ence on Perceived Quality.

Brand Loyalty is influenced positively by the Price and Place. In other words, customers become loyal to
the restaurant, if they find its location convenient and if there is reasonable price-quality equivalent. However,
when customers see ad campaigns of the restaurant frequently, they do not become loyal to the restaurant.

Brand Awareness with Brand Image also have positive effect from the Price and Place, however there is no
positive effect from Promotion. It means that, customers of particular restaurant became aware of it and have
its image in the mind, not because of promotions, but because of restaurants location and ambience, and prices.

Finally, the managerial implications of this study can mainly focus on the following three aspects.

First, place has a significant influence on all of three elements of Brand Equity. It means that if restaurant
managers want to enhance Brand Equity, they need to pay a huge attention on their PLACE. As mentioned in
the literature review, PLACE element of marketing mix for the restaurant includes such factors as the location
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in the city, closeness to the roads, infrastructure, convenient parking, visible and attractive entrance, exterior
and interior, ambience (atmosphere), convenience of chairs or sofas, the time needed to prepare a dish, the
speed and accuracy of served food, delivery etc. In other words, PLACE includes everything needed for a final
product (dish) to get to the customer’s mouth. In this study I have chosen two indicators of PLACE — loca-
tion and the speed and accuracy of served food. Therefore, when positioning a restaurant, managers should
emphasize the convenience of the restaurant’s location to the people and the fact that food in the restaurant is
served fast and correct.

Second, Perceived Quality has strong direct impact on the Brand Equity. Thus, any positioning activity
that will enhance the Perceived Quality of the restaurant will reinforce the Overall Brand Equity. It means
that managers should position their restaurants as a qualified in all aspects, because Perceived Quality is the
perception of a customer that a given restaurant has a superior quality and is differentiated from other brands.
Perceived Quality can be increased after long term relations or experiences and preferences of a customer.

Third, positioning by the Price and Place plays a big role in creating value for Brand Equity. Both Price
and Place influence all three dimensions of Brand Equity significantly. Therefore, in order to reinforce Overall
Brand Equity, managers have to position their restaurants as those with convenient location and prices that are
reasonable for the quality of the dishes and service.

Overall, restaurant managers should capitalize on the strengths of all dimensions of Brand Equity.
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KA3AKCTAHJAFBI MEHPAMXAHAJIAPJIBIH GPEHITEPIH OPHAJIACTBIPY 9IICTEPI

T. b. llyraesa ", /I. b. Kanararosa >
Tlanxai Yausepcurteri, [llanxaii, Kprrait
’K.U. CorbaeB atbiniarbl Kazak yITThIK TEXHUKAIIBIK 3epTTEY YHUBEpCUTETI, Anmatel, Kazakcran

AHJIATIIA

3epmmey maxcamol. byn 3eprrey Tawmanran bpennrti Opnanacteipy Opekerrepi (bara, OpbiH jkoHE
Keupkeity) MeH bpenn KanuTansia Kypy apacklHaarsl OaiIaHbICThI 3ePTTEUTIH KEIISH A1 MOETbII 931pieyre
OarpITTa]FaH. ATam alTKaHJa, 3epTTey TOYeJNCi3 KOHE TOyellal alHbIMANbIIap apachlHIAFbl OailIaHBICTHI
opHaTyaarel bpena KanurtanblHblH yiI eseMiHiH, conbiH iminze KaObuimanatein Camanbid, Bpenmike
AnanneikThiH skoHe bpena Typanbl XabapaapablKTbiH/ IMHIDKTIH JeIaIbIK POJIIH 3epTTeyre OarbITTaFaH.

Odicuamacwl. 3eprrey KazakcTaHHBIH AJNMaThl KaJlachIHIaFbl MeipaMxaHalap HapbIFbl YIIiH KYpri3iii,
OHJIa OHJIAHH cayalHamalap/AaH JepekTep KuHaipl. CayamHaMara >KaKblH YaKbITTa KaJlaJarbl MeiipaMxaHara
OapraH TYTBIHYIIBUIAD KATBICTHI. AWHBIMAJIBUIAP apachlHAaFbl OH OalTaHBICTHl OOHKAHTBIH 12 TUMOTE3aHbI
TEKCepy YIIiH KYPBUTBIMABIK TEHACY MOJIEII KOJIAaHbLIJIBI.

3epmmeyoiy Oipezetinici / KyHObLIblebl. 3ePTTEY MeWpaMxaHa WHIYCTPHUSICHIHAA JKYMBIC ICTCHTIH
MapKeToJIorTap yIiliH, confaii-ak bpenari Opnanacteipy BoiibiHia THiMai 9peKeTTep i JaMbITyFa YMThUIATHIH
Oacka cayajapjarbl MapKeTOJIOITap YIIiH KYHbI aknapaT Oepezi. bpennrin Menuikti KanuraibiHa bIKman
eTeTiH (akTopiapAbl TYCIHY apKbUIbI MapKeTOJOTTap 3 OpeHHiH TYThIHYIIBUIAPJBIH CaHACBIHIA THIMI
OpHAJIACTBIPATHIH CTPATErHsIap/Abl d3ipIiel, )Ky3ere achlpa anabl.

3epmmey namuoicenepi. Hormxenep Opbia MeH bara Kazakcrannsik Meiipamxananap HapbiFrbiHaa bpenn
Kamuransi Kypy NporeciniH MaHbI3Ab! (haKTopiaapbl OOJIBI Ta0BLIATHIHBIH, &l JKBIKBITY OFaH alTapIibIKTal
ocep ermneiTiHIH kepcerTi. Atan aitkanma, OpbiH KaOwsuianran Canara, BpeHaTiH AaijibIFbIHA JKOHE
Bpenn Typansr Xabapaapibikka, ojiaH Keliin barara eH KyIITI OH ocep eTeTiHl aHBIKTaJIbl. byl HoTHX)KEIep
AnMateiiarsl Meiipamxananap bpennrin kymri KanurtansiH Kypy yiriH (GU3UKaIbIK OpHajlacybl MeH Oara
CTpaTerusIapbiH d3ipJieyre Ha3ap aynapybl KEPEK SKEHIH KOpCeTe/Il.

Tyuin coe30ep: bpenn Kanuransl, bpenari Opnanacteipy Opekerrepi, OpHbl, baracsl, JKbUKbITY.
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METO/bI IOSUIIUOHUPOBAHUS BPEHIOB PECTOPAHOB B KASAXCTAHE

T. b. Iyraesa', /. b. Kanaratosa?
NMauxatickuit Yausepcrurer, [llanxaii, Knrait
?Ka3axCKuif HallMOHAIBHBIN UCCIEI0BATENBCKUM TeXHuueckuit yuuBepcuter uM. K.M. Carmaesa,
Amnmartsel, Kazaxcran

AHHOTALIMUA

Llenv uccnedosanus. JlanHoe uccrnenoBanue ObUTO HANpPaBIeHO Ha pa3pabOTKy KOMIUIEKCHOM MOJEH,
M3yYaroIiel B3anMOCBSI3b MEXIY OTIENBbHBIMH YCHIIMSMH IO TIO3WIIMOHUPOBAHMIO OpeHsa (IieHa, MecTo u
MIPOJBIKEHNE) U CO3aHNEeM KamuTana Operna. B gactHOCTH, HccienoBanre OBIIIO HAIPaBICHO HA U3YYEHHE
TTOCPETHUYIECKOH poJu Tpex m3Meperuit Kamnran Opena, Bkirrodas BocpuanMaemMoe KauecTBo, JIOSUTBHOCTE
K Openny n OcBenomiienHoCcTh/ UMUK OpeH/a, B yCTAHOBICHHUH CBI3H MEX/Ty HE3aBUCHMBIMH M 3aBUCUMBIMU
TIepEeMEHHBIMH.

Memooonozusa. VccnenoBanne MPOBOAMIOCH B KOHTEKCTE PECTOpAaHHOTO phiHKa Anmatel, Kasaxcraw,
I/ie TaHHBbIe OBIIM COOpaHBI C TIOMOIIBI0 OHJIAWH-OIIPOCHUKOB. BBIOOpKa cOCTOsAA M3 KIIMEHTOB, HEAABHO
MTOCETUBIINX OJIMH W3 PECTOPAHOB ropoza. /s mpoBepkn IBEHAANIATH TUIIOTE3 ObLIA MCIOIB30BaHA MOJIENh
CTPYKTYPHBIX YPaBHEHHUH, KOTOpas MpeAIoIaraia MoJ0KUTEIbHYIO CBI3b MEKIY TIepeMEHHBIMH.

Opuzunansrocms / yeHHoCmb ucciedosarus. JlaHaoe HccaeT0BaHue IPE0CTABISIET IIEHHYI0 HHPOPMAIIHAIO
JUTI MapKETOJIOTOB, pabOTarOMKX B PECTOpPaHHOM OM3HECE, a TaKkKe TSI MapKETOJIOTOB JAPYTHUX OTpPACIei,
KOTOPBIE CTPEMSTCS pa3padoTaTh 3G GeKTUBHBIC YCHUIIHUS 110 MIO3UITMOHUPOBaHMIO OpeHna. [lonnMas ¢hakTopsl,
KOTOpBIE CIIOCOOCTBYIOT YKPEIUICHNIO KaruTana OpeH/a, MapKeTOJIOTH MOTYT pa3pabaThIBaTh M pean30BHIBAThH
CTpaTeruu, KOTOpbie Y(h(PEKTUBHO MO3UITMOHUPYIOT UX OPEHIT B CO3HAHUHN TTOTPEOUTEICH.

Pesynomamor uccredosanus. PesymbTaThl moKazamu, uro Mecto u lleHa SBISIOTCS KPUTHYCCKUMH
(hakropamu B miporiecce popmupoBanmst Kamuran OpeH/ia Ha Ka3aXCTaHCKOM PECTOPAHHOM PhIHKE, B TO BPEMS
kak [IponBrmkeHne HE OKa3bIBAET HA HETO 3HAYUTENIHLHOTO BIUSHHA. B dacTHOCTH, OBIIO YCTaHOBIIEHO, YTO
MECTO OKa3bIBa€T HanOOJee CHIFHOE TTOJ0KHUTEIHHOE BIUSHIE HA BOCTIPUHUMAEeMOe KadecTBO, JIOSITHOCTh
K OpeHAy W OCBEIOMIICHHOCTH/MMHIDK OpeHIa, 3a KOTOpPHIM ciefyeT meHa. [lomydeHHBIE pe3yibTaThl
CBUETEIBCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO PECTOPAHBI AJIMATHI TOJKHBI COCPENOTOYUTHCS HA PAa3BUTHH CBOMX (PH3UIECKHUX
MECT | [IEHOBBIX CTpaTeruii sl co3nanus cuipHoro Kammrama 6penya.

Krrouesvie cnosa: Kanmran 6penna, Y cHiTis 1Mo MMO3UIIMOHUPOBaHMIO OpeHaa, Mecro, Llena, [Iponsmkenue.
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