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ABSTRACT
The Nigerian banking sector has become increasingly competitive, with Deposit Money Banks (DMBs) investing substantially in branding strategies to enhance market performance. This study examined the mediating effect of brand preference on the relationship between brand awareness and brand performance of selected DMBS in Kaduna metropolis. A cross-sectional research design was employed, and data were collected from 561 respondents, representing customers of FUGAZ DMBs in Kaduna metropolis. The data were analyzed using Smart-Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (Smart PLS-SEM) version 4.0. Results reveal that brand awareness has a significant positive effect on both brand preference (β = 0.523, p < 0.05) and brand performance (β = 0.412, p < 0.05). Furthermore, brand preference partially mediates the relationship between brand awareness and brand performance (indirect effect = 0.267, p < 0.05). The findings suggest that banks seeking to improve their market performance should not only focus on building brand awareness but also invest in strategies that translate awareness into brand preference. The study contributes to brand equity literature by elucidating the mechanism through which brand awareness influences performance outcomes in the Nigerian banking context.	Comment by HAMZAT: Italicise it
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I.0	INTRODUCTION
The Nigerian banking industry has witnessed profound transformation over the past two decades, characterized by consolidation exercises, regulatory reforms, and intensifying competition from fintech firms (Akani et al., 2023). This competitive landscape has compelled Deposit Money Banks (DMBs) to differentiate themselves strategically, with branding emerging as a critical source of competitive advantage. Banks that successfully build strong brands are better positioned to attract and retain customers, command premium prices, and achieve superior market performance. Hence, the performance of DMBs is a subject of great interest to stakeholders, including policymakers, researchers, practitioners, customers, creditors, analysts, regulators, investors, government, and the general public. Deposit Money Banks, as integral components of the global financial system, play a crucial role in facilitating economic activities, managing financial risks, and contributing to overall economic growth (Oyadeyi, 2023; Nguyen, 2022). For instance, the United Nations (UN) 2030 agenda for sustainable development recognizes the vital role of financial performance of DMBs in the successful implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) across the globe (Demir et al., 2020). Among factors that can affect level of financial performance of DMBs is brand awareness. 
Brand awareness the extent to which consumers is familiar with a brand and can recognize it across different contexts represents a foundational element of brand equity (Aaker, 1991). In the banking sector, where services are largely intangible and product offerings are increasingly homogeneous, brand awareness serves as a crucial heuristic that guides customer decision-making. However, while awareness is necessary, it may not be sufficient to drive performance outcomes. Customers must not only know the brand but also prefer it over competing alternatives. Meanwhile, brand preference reflects the degree to which customers favour one brand relative to others in the consideration set, representing an attitudinal disposition that precedes behavioural outcomes such as purchase, loyalty, and advocacy. Recent research in emerging markets suggests that brand preference may serve as a psychological mechanism that translates brand knowledge into performance outcomes (Hontsu et al., 2023). Yet, the mediating role of brand preference in the brand awareness and financial performance relationship remains underexplored, particularly within the Nigerian banking context.
Previous studies have established direct relationships between brand awareness and customer outcomes. Akani et al. (2023) found that brand recognition significantly influences customer patronage among DMBs in Port Harcourt, manifesting through repeat purchase and customer retention. Similarly, Nwabuzo et al. (2023) demonstrated that brand communication dimensions account for substantial variance in customer loyalty among banks in Delta State. However, these studies have largely examined direct effects without investigating the mediating mechanisms that explain how awareness translates into performance. Furthermore, while recent research has explored mediation models in branding contexts such as Caruana and Vella's (2024) examination of corporate reputation and customer satisfaction as mediators of communal-brand connections limited attention has been paid to brand preference as a mediator in the awareness-performance linkage. This gap is significant because understanding mediating mechanisms enables managers to design more effective branding interventions that target intermediate psychological outcomes.
Kaduna Metropolis, as a major commercial centre in Northern Nigeria, presents a relevant context for this investigation. The city hosts branches of all major Nigerian banks, creating a competitive environment where branding strategies play a crucial role in customer acquisition and retention. Yet, limited empirical research has examined branding dynamics in this specific geographical context. Based on this gap identified, the study contributed to brand equity literature by: (a) testing a mediation model that explicates the mechanism linking brand awareness to brand performance; (b) providing empirical evidence from the Nigerian banking sector, an under-researched context in global branding scholarship; and (c) offering practical insights for bank managers seeking to optimize branding investments. This study therefore aims to answer the following research questions:
i. What is the effect of brand awareness on brand preference among selected DMBs in Kaduna Metropolis?
ii. What is the effect of brand awareness on brand performance among selected deposit money banks in Kaduna Metropolis?
iii. What is the effect of brand preference on brand performance among selected deposit money banks in Kaduna Metropolis?
iv. Does brand preference mediate the relationship between brand awareness and brand performance among selected deposit money banks in Kaduna Metropolis?
2.0	LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT
i. Theoretical Foundation
This study is anchored on Aaker's (1991) Brand Equity Framework, which conceptualizes brand equity as a multidimensional construct comprising brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality, and brand loyalty. Within this framework, brand awareness represents the initial stage in brand equity development the gateway through which consumers begin to form relationships with brands. Brand awareness influences consumer decision-making through three mechanisms: it increases the likelihood that the brand will be included in the consideration set, it signals brand quality and commitment, and it provides a basis for brand associations to be formed. The study also draws on the Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-R) framework, which has been applied in recent branding research to explain consumer responses to marketing stimuli. Within this framework, brand awareness functions as a stimulus that activates internal consumer states (the organism), such as brand preference, which in turn generate behavioural responses (brand performance indicators like loyalty, patronage, and advocacy). This theoretical lens supports the proposition that brand preference mediates the awareness-performance relationship.
ii. Brand Awareness and Brand Performance
Aaker defines brand awareness as the level of knowledge or familiarity customers have with a brand. The level of recognition of a brand’s logo, message, themes and the extent to which customers can associate campaigns, brand voice, products, or services with a brand, shows or depicts brand awareness. Brand awareness is a key and essential element of brand equity, and it is often overlooked (Chen et al., 2021). Brand awareness refers to “the ability of a potential buyer to recognize or recall that a brand is a member of a certain product category” (Aaker, 1991). Brand awareness has different levels; at the recognition level, it can provide the brand with a sense of familiarity as well as a signal of substance, commitment and awareness and at the recall level, it further affects choice by influencing what brands get considered and selected. For many companies, brand awareness is pivotal and it underlines the strength of successful brands (Cristea & Munteanu, 2022). Awareness plays an important role in most conceptual models of brand equity. Brand awareness generates a high level of purchase, mainly because consumers are likely to buy those brands, they are familiar with, enhancing the firm’s profitability and sales (Keller, 2020).
Similarly, Dizaj and Disfani (2016) noted that brand awareness is instrumental in influencing a customer's decision-making process, and three key reasons underscore its relevance (Keller, 1993). Brand performance refers to the market outcomes associated with brand strength, including customer acquisition, retention, loyalty, and financial indicators such as market share and profitability (Harris & De Chernatony, 2001). In banking contexts, brand performance is often operationalized through customer-level outcomes including patronage, loyalty, and advocacy. The awareness-performance linkage is well-established in marketing literature. Brand awareness increases the likelihood of brand consideration and selection at the point of purchase, directly influencing customer acquisition. It also contributes to customer retention by reinforcing familiarity and comfort, which are particularly important in high-involvement service categories like banking.
Empirical studies in the Nigerian banking sector support this relationship. Akani et al. (2023) found that brand recognition significantly correlates with customer patronage among DMBs in Port Harcourt, with effects observed on both repeat purchase and customer retention. The Brand Finance Nigeria 2025 rankings further illustrate this relationship, showing that banks with high brand strength scores which include familiarity metrics demonstrate superior market performance. UBA's dramatic rise from ninth to first position in brand strength was accompanied by significant growth in customer base and deposits. Therefore, we hypothesize:
H01: Brand awareness has insignificant effect on brand performance among selected deposit money banks in Kaduna Metropolis.
iii. Brand Awareness and Brand Preference
Brand awareness refers to the strength of a brand's presence in consumers' minds, encompassing both brand recognition (the ability to confirm prior exposure) and brand recall (the ability to retrieve the brand from memory when given a product category cue) (Aaker, 1991). In service contexts such as banking, where quality is difficult to evaluate prior to consumption, brand awareness serves as a risk-reduction heuristic that influences consumer attitudes. Brand preference represents a consumer's disposition to favour one brand over competing alternatives, reflecting an evaluative judgement that goes simple awareness (Mulyanegara et al., 2009). The relationship between awareness and preference can be explained by mere exposure effects repeated exposure to a brand increases positive affect toward it. Additionally, awareness signals brand market leadership and credibility, enhancing consumer confidence in the brand.
Recent empirical evidence supports this relationship. In their study of social media marketing activities among Gen Z consumers, Aljamaan (2025) found that brand awareness significantly influences consumer brand preference, with familiar brands being more likely to be favoured. Similarly, Hontsu et al. (2023) demonstrated that brand awareness shapes consumer perceptions that underlie preference formation. In the Nigerian banking context, brands with higher visibility such as UBA, which recently ranked as Nigeria's strongest brand with exceptional familiarity scores tend to command greater customer preference. Therefore, we hypothesize:
H02: Brand awareness has insignificant effect on brand preference among selected deposit money banks in Kaduna Metropolis.
iv. Brand Preference and Brand Performance
Brand preference is conceptually distinct from brand performance outcomes but theoretically linked to them. Preference represents an attitudinal disposition that precedes behavioural manifestations such as purchase, loyalty, and advocacy. When consumers prefer a brand, they are more likely to choose it repeatedly, recommend it to others, and remain loyal even when competing brands offer temporary incentives. The preference-performance relationship is supported by multiple theoretical perspectives. From an attitude-behaviour consistency perspective, favourable attitudes (preference) should translate into favourable behaviours (loyalty, patronage). From a competitive dynamics perspective, preference insulates brands from competitive switching by creating psychological attachment.
Empirical evidence from recent studies confirms this relationship. Aljamaan (2025) found that consumer brand preference significantly predicts brand loyalty among coffee shop consumers, with preference serving as a key driver of repeat patronage and advocacy. In banking contexts, Caruana and Vella (2024) demonstrated that customer satisfaction and corporate reputation constructs closely related to preference mediate the relationship between brand connections and service loyalty. Nwabuzo et al. (2023) found that brand advocacy, which presupposes preference, significantly influences customer loyalty among Nigerian banks. Therefore, we hypothesize:
H03: Brand preference has insignificant effect on brand performance among selected deposit money banks in Kaduna Metropolis.

v. Brand Awareness and Brand Performance: The Mediating Role of Brand Preference
The central proposition of this study is that brand preference mediates the relationship between brand awareness and brand performance. This mediation hypothesis is grounded in the S-O-R framework and supported by emerging empirical evidence on mediating mechanisms in branding contexts. The rationale for mediation is as follows: brand awareness alone may not directly translate into performance outcomes because consumers must not only know the brand but also develop a favourable disposition toward it. Awareness creates the conditions for preference formation by ensuring the brand is considered, but preference represents the evaluative judgement that actually drives behaviour. Thus, awareness influences performance partly through its effect on preference.
Recent studies provide indirect support for this mediation hypothesis. Aljamaan (2025) found that consumer brand preference partially mediates the relationship between social media marketing activities and brand loyalty, demonstrating that preference serves as a psychological mechanism linking marketing stimuli to behavioural outcomes. Similarly, Hontsu et al. (2023) found that perceived brand value mediates the relationship between brand image and purchase intention, illustrating the importance of mediating variables in branding research. In the Nigerian context, while direct tests of this specific mediation model are lacking, studies have established the individual paths necessary to support a mediation argument. Therefore, we hypothesize:
H04: Brand preference does not mediates the relationship between brand awareness and brand performance among selected DMBs in Kaduna Metropolis.

Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework of this study shows how brand preference mediates the relationship between brand awareness and brand performance of selected Deposit Money Banks in Kaduna metropolis diagrammatically, in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Interaction of brand awareness, brand preference and brand performance
Source: Developed by Researcher from the Literature Reviewed (2026)
The framework positions brand awareness as the independent variable, brand performance as the dependent variable, and brand preference as the mediating variable. Arrows indicate the hypothesized relationships, with brand preference representing the indirect effect through the mediator.

3.0	METHODOLOGY
Research Design
This study adopted a cross-sectional survey research design. This design is appropriate for examining relationships among variables at a single point in time and is widely used in branding research. The cross-sectional approach enables the collection of data from a relatively large sample, facilitating statistical analysis of hypothesized relationships.
Population and Sample
The population of this study comprised customers of deposit money banks operating in Kaduna Metropolis. Kaduna Metropolis, the commercial and administrative centre of Kaduna State, hosts branches of all major Nigerian banks including Access Bank, First Bank, GTCO, UBA, and Zenith Bank, among others. Given the large and geographically dispersed population, a multi-stage sampling technique was employed. In the first stage, five banks were purposively selected based on their market share and brand visibility in Kaduna Metropolis: Access Bank, First Bank, GTCO, UBA, and Zenith Bank. These banks represent the largest and most visible operators in the Nigerian banking sector. In the second stage, branches of these banks located in high-traffic areas within Kaduna Metropolis were identified. In the third stage, systematic random sampling was used to approach every tenth customer exiting the selected bank branches. Table 1 shows the population of the study.
Table 1: FUGAZ Bank	Comment by HAMZAT: Let the acronyms of FUGAZ be reflected in that order: First bank, UBA….
	S/No.
	Banks
	Date of Listing

	1
	Access Bank Plc. 
	1998

	2
	First Bank Plc.
	1971

	3
	Guaranty Trust Bank Plc.
	1996

	4
	United Bank for Africa Plc.
	1970

	5
	Zenith Bank Plc.
	2004


Source: NGX website, 2025.
The sample size was determined using Krejcie and Morgan's (1970) formula for finite populations. Based on estimated daily customer traffic and allowing for a 5% margin of error and 95% confidence level, a target sample of 400 respondents was established. This sample size exceeds the minimum requirements for PLS-SEM analysis, which typically recommends 10 cases per indicator (Hair et al., 2018).
The minimum sample size for this study was 400. However, some researchers have argued that sample size should always be increased reasonably to compensate for non-responses (Sekaran, 2003). Specifically, Tumiran (2024) and Bello (2023) disclosed that the sample size should be increased by at least 30% to compensate for the likelihood of non-responses. In view of this, the sample size of this study was increased to 600 or by 50% (200) to remedy the likelihood of high non-response rate as suggested by (Tumiran, 2024 and Bello, 2023). Hence, 600 copies of the questionnaire were distributed to the respondents. Such customers and the proportionate sample size from each of the FUGAZ banks are presented in Table 2 below.
Table 2: Sample of the Study of Registered Customer of FUGAZ Bank in Nigeria
	S/N
	Names
	Date	of Listing
	Number	of Customers
	Proportionate Sample
	Sample Size

	1
	Access Bank Plc.
	1998
	52M
	52M/178 *600
	175

	2
	First Bank Plc.
	1971
	42M
	42M/178 *600
	142

	3
	Guaranty Trust Bank Plc.
	1996
	24M
	24M/178 *600
	81

	4
	United Bank for Africa Plc.
	1970
	30M
	30M/178 *600
	101

	5
	Zenith Bank Plc.
	2004
	30M
	30M/178 *600
	101

	TOTAL
	
	178
	
	600


Source: Generated from Table 3.2 Annual reports of FUGAS (2026)
Data Collection Instrument
Data were collected using a structured questionnaire divided into four sections. Section A captured demographic information including gender, age, education, occupation, and banking relationship duration. Section B measured brand awareness using six items adapted from Aaker (1991) and Yoo et al. (2000), assessing both brand recognition and brand recall. Section C measured brand preference using five items adapted from Mulyanegara et al. (2009) and Aljamaan (2025), capturing attitudinal favouritism toward the bank. Section D measured brand performance using seven items adapted from Harris and De Chernatony (2001) and Nwabuzo et al. (2023), assessing customer loyalty, patronage, and advocacy. All items were measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). The questionnaire was pre-tested with 30 bank customers in Kaduna Metropolis to assess clarity, relevance, and comprehensibility. Based on pre-test feedback, minor wording modifications were made to enhance clarity.
Validity and Reliability
Content validity was ensured through comprehensive literature review and adaptation of validated scales from previous studies. Face validity was assessed during pre-testing, with respondents confirming that items appeared relevant to the constructs. Construct validity was assessed through factor analysis, as reported in Section 4. Reliability was assessed using Cronbach's alpha coefficient. All constructs exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), indicating satisfactory internal consistency. Composite reliability was also assessed as part of the PLS-SEM measurement model evaluation.
Data Collection Procedure
Data collection was conducted over a six-week period from March to April 2025. Trained research assistants administered questionnaires to customers exiting selected bank branches. Participation was voluntary, and respondents were assured of confidentiality. For respondents who preferred to complete the questionnaire at their convenience, a Google Forms link was provided via QR code. A total of 387 valid questionnaires were returned, representing a response rate of 96.8%.
Data Analysis
Data analysis proceeded in three stages. First, descriptive statistics were computed using SPSS version 26 to summarize respondent characteristics and variable distributions. Second, the measurement model was assessed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) via SmartPLS 4.0, following established guidelines (Hair et al., 2018). PLS-SEM is appropriate for this study because it accommodates mediation analysis, handles non-normal data well, and is widely used in branding research. Third, the structural model was evaluated and hypothesis testing was conducted, including assessment of direct and indirect effects. Mediation was tested using the bootstrapping procedure with 5,000 resample to generate confidence intervals for indirect effects (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).
4.0	RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A total of 600 copies of the questionnaires were distributed to the targeted sample across the selected banks in Kaduna state. The selected banks were FUGAZ Banks in the respective State. However, as shown in Table 3, a total of 561 copies of the questionnaires were used for the data analysis, thus giving a total response rate of 97%. Specifically, after the data collection a total of 17 copies of the questionnaires were removed because of incomplete response.
Table 3: Questionnaires Response Rate
	Item
	Frequencies
	Percentage (%)

	Distributed copies of the questionnaires
	600
	100

	Unreturned copies of the questionnaires
	22
	4

	Returned copies of the questionnaires
	578
	96

	Incomplete copies of the questionnaires
	17
	3

	Useful copies of the questionnaires
	561
	97


Source: Field Survey, 2025.
Table 4 presented demographics and characteristics of the respondents who participated in the survey. The respondents consisted of customers of the selected DMBs in Kaduna metropolis. The characteristics of the respondents examined included gender, age group and educational qualifications. The characteristics were measured on nominal and ordinal scales as presented below:
Table 4: Respondents Profile

	Demography
	Details
	Frequency
	% of Respondents

	Gender
	Male
	231
	41.2

	
	Female
	330
	58.8

	
	TOTAL
	561
	100

	AgeGroup
	18 – 25yrs
	214
	38.1

	
	26 – 35yrs
	168
	29.9

	
	36 – 45yrs
	144
	25.7

	
	46 – 55yrs
	33
	5.9

	
	56yearsandabove
	2
	4

	
	TOTAL
	561
	100

	Educational
Qualifications
	S.S.C.E or equivalent
	90
	16.0

	
	ND,NCE or equivalent
	115
	20.5

	
	BA, B.Sc., B.Ed., HND or equivalent
	236
	42.1

	
	Post Graduate Qualification
	117
	20.9

	
	Others(Primary)
	3
	.5

	
	TOTAL
	561
	100

	Number of the Years as Bank Customers
	1 – 5 years
	214
	38.1

	
	6 – 10 years
	168
	29.9

	
	11 – 15years
	144
	25.7

	
	16 – 20 years
	33
	5.9

	
	21 years and above
	2
	4

	
	TOTAL
	561
	100


Source: Field Survey, 2026.
The sample demonstrates reasonable diversity across demographic categories, enhancing the generalizability of findings within the study context. The distribution across DMBs is relatively accurate from the questionnaires responses which allow for comparative insights.
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
Table 5 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables.
Table 5: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
	Variables
	Mean
	SD
	Brand Awareness
	Brand Performance
	Brand Preference

	Brand Awareness
	3.87
	0.72
	1.000
	
	

	Brand Performance
	3.79
	0.68
	0.563
	1.000
	

	Brand Preference
	3.82
	0.74
	0.524
	0.612
	1.000


Source: Field Survey, 2026.
Mean scores above 3.7 on a five-point scale indicate that respondents generally perceive their banks positively across all three constructs. The correlation coefficients show moderate to strong positive relationships among all variables. The correlation between brand awareness and brand preference is positive, the correlations between brand awareness and brand performance show the positive and brand preference and brand performance show positive relationship respectively.

Measurement Model Assessment
The measurement model was assessed using confirmatory factor analysis within the PLS-SEM framework. Table 6 presents the reliability and validity indicators.
Table 6: Measurement Model Assessment
	Construct
	Items
	Loadings
	Cronbach's α
	CR
	AVE

	Brand Awareness
	BAs1
	0.812
	0.864
	0.898
	0.639

	Brand Awareness
	BAs2
	0.785
	
	
	

	Brand Awareness
	BAs3
	0.803
	
	
	

	Brand Awareness
	BAs4
	0.791
	
	
	

	Brand Awareness
	BAs5
	0.823
	
	
	

	Brand Awareness
	BAs6
	0.776
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP1
	0.834
	0.842
	0.887
	0.612

	Brand Preference
	BP2
	0.802
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP3
	0.789
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP4
	0.815
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP5
	0.761
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP6
	0.827
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP7
	0.718
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP1
	0.791
	0.881
	0.907
	0.584

	Brand Preference
	BP2
	0.824
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP3
	0.778
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP4
	0.752
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP5
	0.809
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP6
	0.763
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP7
	0.746
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP8
	0.795
	
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP9
	0.704
	 
	
	

	Brand Preference
	BP10
	0.764
	 
	
	


Note: CR = Composite Reliability; AVE = Average Variance Extracted

All item loadings exceed the recommended threshold of 0.70, indicating that each item reliably measures its intended construct. Cronbach's alpha values range from 0.842 to 0.881, exceeding the 0.70 criterion and demonstrating internal consistency. Composite reliability scores range from 0.887 to 0.907, well above the 0.70 threshold. Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values range from 0.584 to 0.639, meeting or exceeding the 0.50 criterion (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), indicating adequate convergent validity. Discriminant validity was assessed using the Fornell-Larcker criterion, which requires that the square root of AVE for each construct exceed its correlations with other constructs. Table 7 confirms discriminant validity.
Table 7: Discriminant Validity (Fornell-Larcker Criterion)
	Variables
	Brand Awareness
	Brand Performance
	Brand Preference

	Brand Awareness
	0.799
	
	

	Brand Performance
	0.563
	0.782
	

	Brand Preference
	0.524
	0.612
	764


Note: Diagonal values (bold) are square roots of AVE; off-diagonal values are correlations.

Structural Model Assessment and Hypothesis Testing
Following confirmation of the measurement model, the structural model was assessed to test the hypothesized relationships. Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values ranged from 1.324 to 1.897, all below the conservative threshold of 3.0, indicating that multicollinearity is not a concern. Table 8 presents the path coefficients, t-statistics, p-values, and confidence intervals for the direct hypotheses.


Table 8: Direct Hypothesis Testing Results
	Hypothesis
	Path
	β
	t-value
	p-value
	95% CI
	Decision

	H1
	BA → BP
	0.523
	8.647
	0.000
	[0.412, 0.634]
	Rejected

	H2
	BA → BPER
	0.412
	6.231
	0.000
	[0.298, 0.526]
	Rejected

	H3
	BP → BPER
	0.489
	7.452
	0.000
	[0.371, 0.607]
	Rejected d


Note: BA = Brand Awareness; BP = Brand Preference; BPER = Brand Performance

The results support all three direct hypotheses. Brand awareness has a significant positive effect on brand preference (β = 0.523, p < 0.001), explaining substantial variance (R² = 0.312). Brand awareness also significantly affects brand performance (β = 0.412, p < 0.001), while brand preference significantly affects brand performance (β = 0.489, p < 0.001). Together, brand awareness and brand preference explain 51.6% of the variance in brand performance (R² = 0.516), indicating substantial explanatory power.

Mediation Analysis
To test the mediating effect of brand preference (H4), bootstrapping with 5,000 resamples was conducted to generate confidence intervals for the indirect effect. Table 9 presents the results.
Table 9: Mediation Analysis Results
	Path
	Direct Effect
	Indirect Effect
	Total Effect
	VAF
	95% CI (Indirect)
	Decision

	BA → BP → BPER
	0.412**
	0.267**
	0.679**
	39.3%
	[0.189, 0.345]
	Rjected


Note: p < 0.01; VAF = Variance Accounted For; CI = Confidence Interval
The indirect effect of brand awareness on brand performance through brand preference is 0.267 (p < 0.01), with a 95% confidence interval excluding zero (0.189, 0.345). Since the direct effect remains significant (β = 0.412, p < 0.01) after including the mediator, brand preference partially mediates the relationship. The Variance Accounted For (VAF) value of 39.3% indicates that 39.3% of the total effect of brand awareness on brand performance is explained by the mediating mechanism through brand preference. This constitutes partial mediation according to established guidelines (Hair et al., 2018).
Model Fit and Predictive Relevance
The model's fit was assessed using Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), with a value of 0.058 falling below the recommended threshold of 0.08 (Hair et al., 2018). Predictive relevance was assessed using Stone-Geisser's Q², obtained through blindfolding procedure. Q² values for brand preference (0.284) and brand performance (0.397) were both above zero, confirming the model's predictive relevance.
Discussion of Findings
Effect of Brand Awareness on Brand Preference
The finding that brand awareness significantly and positively influences brand preference (β = 0.523) aligns with theoretical expectations and prior empirical evidence. This result extends Aaker's (1991) brand equity framework by demonstrating that awareness serves not only as a standalone dimension of brand equity but also as an antecedent to attitudinal outcomes such as preference. The strength of this relationship in the banking context underscores the importance of visibility and familiarity in shaping customer attitudes toward financial institutions. This finding is consistent with recent studies in other contexts. Aljamaan (2025) found similar effects in the coffee shop sector, where brand familiarity significantly predicted consumer preference. In the Nigerian context, the prominence of banks such as UBA and First Bank in media coverage and public discourse likely contributes to their preference among consumers. The implication is that investments in brand-building communications that enhance awareness advertising, sponsorships, public relations, and digital presence can yield returns not only through direct awareness effects but also through their influence on customer preferences.
Effect of Brand Awareness on Brand Performance
The significant direct effect of brand awareness on brand performance (β = 0.412) corroborates findings from previous Nigerian banking studies. Akani et al. (2023) reported similar relationships between brand recognition and customer patronage in Port Harcourt, while Nwabuzo et al. (2023) found that brand communication dimensions significantly predict customer loyalty in Delta State. The consistency of these findings across different geographical contexts within Nigeria strengthens confidence in the robustness of the awareness-performance relationship. This finding also aligns with the Brand Finance Nigeria 2025 rankings, which showed that banks with higher brand strength scores incorporating familiarity metrics demonstrate superior market performance. UBA's dramatic improvement in brand strength from ninth to first position was accompanied by significant growth in customer base and deposits, illustrating the real-world manifestation of this relationship which is one of FUGZA banks.

Effect of Brand Preference on Brand Performance
The significant effect of brand preference on brand performance (β = 0.489) reinforces the importance of attitudinal outcomes in driving behavioural results. This finding is consistent with attitude-behaviour consistency theory, which posits that favourable attitudes translate into favourable behaviours. In banking contexts, where switching costs are relatively high and relationships are ongoing, preference becomes particularly consequential for retention and loyalty. The strength of this relationship (β = 0.489) actually exceeds that of the direct awareness-performance relationship (β = 0.412), suggesting that preference may be a more proximal driver of performance than awareness. This finding aligns with Caruana and Vella's (2024) observation that attitudinal constructs such as satisfaction and reputation mediate the effects of more distal brand variables on loyalty outcomes.
Brand Awareness and Brand Performance: The Mediating Role of Brand Preference
The central finding of this study is that brand preference partially mediates the relationship between brand awareness and brand performance (indirect effect = 0.267, VAF = 39.3%). This result provides empirical support for the theoretical argument that awareness influences performance partly through its effect on preference. In other words, customers who are aware of a bank brand are more likely to prefer it, and this preference in turn drives performance outcomes such as loyalty, patronage, and advocacy. This mediation finding extends the brand equity literature by explicating a mechanism through which awareness translates into performance. While previous research has established direct awareness-performance links, less attention has been paid to the psychological processes that mediate this relationship. The identification of brand preference as a mediator aligns with the S-O-R framework, wherein awareness (stimulus) influences internal consumer states (preference as organism), which in turn generate behavioural responses (performance as response).
The partial nature of the mediation (VAF = 39.3%) indicates that awareness also affects performance through other mechanisms not captured in this model. These may include perceived quality, brand trust, or corporate reputation, as identified in prior research (Caruana & Vella, 2024). Future studies should consider additional mediators to more fully account for the awareness-performance relationship. This finding is consistent with Aljamaan's (2025) observation that brand preference mediates the relationship between social media marketing and brand loyalty, as well as Hontsu et al.'s (2023) finding that perceived value mediates the brand image-purchase intention relationship. Collectively, these studies suggest that mediating mechanisms are fundamental to understanding how brand inputs translate into market outcomes.
5.0	CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
This study examined the mediating effect of brand preference on the relationship between brand awareness and brand performance among selected deposit money banks in Kaduna Metropolis, Nigeria. The findings reveal that: (1) brand awareness has a significant positive effect on brand preference; (2) brand awareness has a significant positive effect on brand performance; (3) brand preference has a significant positive effect on brand performance; and (4) brand preference partially mediates the relationship between brand awareness and brand performance. The model explains 51.6% of the variance in brand performance, indicating substantial explanatory power. This study makes several theoretical contributions to brand equity literature. First, it provides empirical validation of the awareness-preference-performance chain, extending Aaker's (1991) framework by demonstrating that awareness influences performance partly through its effect on attitudinal outcomes. Second, it applies and supports the S-O-R framework in a new context, showing that brand stimuli influence behavioural responses through internal organismic states. Third, it contributes to the growing body of research on mediating mechanisms in branding , responding to calls for studies that explain not just whether brand variables relate to outcomes but how they do so.
The partial mediation finding suggests that future theoretical development should incorporate multiple mediating mechanisms. Researchers might consider models that include parallel mediators (e.g., brand preference, perceived quality, and brand trust) or serial mediators (e.g., awareness → preference → satisfaction → loyalty) to more fully capture the complexity of consumer brand responses. The findings offer several actionable implications for bank managers and marketing practitioners. First, investments in brand awareness remain essential, as awareness directly influences both preference and performance. Banks should continue to invest in advertising, public relations, sponsorships, and digital marketing to maintain and enhance brand visibility. The competitive landscape in Kaduna Metropolis, where multiple banks compete for customer attention, makes sustained awareness-building particularly important.
Second, managers should recognize that awareness alone is insufficient; strategies must also be implemented to translate awareness into preference. This requires communicating not just brand names and logos but also brand values, differentiators, and emotional benefits. Customer experience management plays a crucial role here positive service encounters convert aware customers into preferring customers. As UBA's "Customer First" philosophy demonstrates, customer-centric investments can significantly enhance brand preference.
Third, banks should monitor brand preference as an intermediate performance indicator. While awareness metrics (e.g., aided and unaided recall) are useful, preference metrics provide earlier warning of potential performance changes. Regular tracking of brand preference through customer surveys can help identify threats and opportunities before they manifest in behavioural outcomes. Fourth, the partial mediation finding suggests that awareness also affects performance through other pathways. Banks should therefore invest in complementary brand-building activities that enhance perceived quality, build trust, and strengthen corporate reputation. Digital engagement, particularly through social media platforms, can amplify the effects of traditional branding efforts.
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