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ABSTRACT 

 

Brand loyalty is a foundational concept in marketing, which has attracted the attention of 

academics and practitioners for over three decades. To date, however, the lion’s share of 

previous research in the consumer and branding literatures has focused on examining the 

antecedents and the outcomes of brand loyalty, whilst little is known about which brand 

constructs are more effective in developing and enhancing brand loyalty (attitudinal and 

behavioural) and under what conditions different precursors come into play.  

This study is amongst the first in filling this gap by proposing and examining different 

functional and experiential routes to behavioural intentions (i.e. brand loyalty, word-of-mouth, 

and willingness to pay a price premium) and actual behaviours (i.e. Facebook behaviours). The 

functional routes are represented by perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction, whereas 

the experiential routes are represented by brand experience and brand love. Another important 

gap addressed in this research is related to the effects of the interactions between the functional 

and the experiential antecedents and their influence on behavioural intentions and actual 

Facebook behaviours. To advance understanding on the relationships between brand 

satisfaction and brand loyalty as well as brand love and brand loyalty, this study explores the 

moderating roles of self-esteem, public self-consciousness, and product involvement on these 

links.   

Building on solid theoretical groundings, a nomological model of brand loyalty, its 

relationships, mediators, and moderators was conceptualised and evaluated in the fashion 

context following a quantitative research approach. An online questionnaire was conducted in 

the UK by a market research agency, achieving a total sample of 440 questionnaires. A series 

of meticulous statistical analyses of the data was undertaken through SPSS. Subsequently, the 

conceptual model was assessed using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) with Mplus 

software. In accordance with conventional SEM procedures, the key findings disclosed the 

outperformance of brand experience and brand love (i.e. experiential brand constructs) in 

fostering behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours over the functional constructs (i.e. 

perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction). Furthermore, self-esteem was found a 

significant moderator of brand satisfaction-brand loyalty and brand love-brand loyalty 

relationships, whereas public self-consciousness was identified a significant moderator of 

brand satisfaction-WOM and brand love-WOM relationships. Both moderators had a positive 

influence on the indicated relationships. Unexpectedly, the moderating effect of product 

involvement was nonsignificant. Drawing on these findings, this research advances theoretical, 

methodological, and managerial implications, and offers fruitful avenues for future research 

along the discussion of the limitations.  

 

Key words: brand loyalty, consumer-brand relationship, brand experience, brand love, brand 

satisfaction, perceived brand quality.   
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

1.0 Introduction  

 

The first chapter of this thesis gives an overview of the importance of brand loyalty’s concept 

in the consumer-brand relationship domain and subsequently, highlights the importance of 

conducting this research by comparing it with previous studies in the field. Throughout 

Sections 1.1 and 1.3, the gaps are revealed and then, listed more explicitly in Section 1.5, which 

identifies the main research’s aims and objectives along with the expected contributions. 

Following on this, Section 1.4 explains the context of this study, the fashion sector in the UK. 

Finally, an overview of the structure of the thesis is offered (Section 1.5).   

 

1.1 Brand Loyalty in the Consumer-Brand Relationship Domain 

 

The new marketing approaches sharply consider marketing as a collaborating process in a 

social setting where building and maintaining relationships is a crucial cornerstone. This 

paradigm shift, designated as ‘relationship marketing’, has been largely discussed in the 

marketing literature over the past three decades (Grönroos, 1997, 2006, 2017; Reichheld, 1996; 

Sheth, 2017; Steinhoff et al., 2019). In the bulk of textbooks and in much of the ongoing 

marketing research this paradigm is still strong. In fact, the key focus of today’s companies is 

moving from activities that attract new customers to activities that retain existing ones through 

building long-lasting relationships with them (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Ravald and Grönroos, 

1996; Grönroos, 2017). Christian Grönroos (1997), amongst the experts in this domain, defines 

the concept as follows (p. 322): “Marketing is to establish, maintain, and enhance relationships 
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with customers and other partners, at a profit, so that the objectives of the parties involved are 

met. This is achieved by a mutual exchange and fulfilment of promises.” 

A vital element in this definition is the ‘promise’ notion which has been firmly accentuated. 

According to Grönroos (2017), the responsibilities of marketing goes beyond offering promises 

and convincing customers. Relying solely on giving promises direct firms to attract new 

customers. Nevertheless, failure in fulfilling the promises unquestionably results in a rupture 

of the relationships. Reichheld (1996) argues that firms capable of fulfilling the promises 

achieve larger, loyal customer base and thus ensures higher profitability in the long run 

(Bonchek, 2015; Reichheld, 1996; Reichheld, Markey and Hopton, 2000). Correspondingly, 

Reichheld (1993) discerns that “building a highly loyal customer base cannot be done as an 

add-on. It must be integral to a company’s basic business strategy” (p. 64). Following this 

paradigm shift, businesses, whether offline or online, have become increasingly consumer 

focused, constantly striving to meet consumers’ expectations and needs. Hence, fostering 

loyalty is becoming an imperative rule integrated in any marketing strategy. For instance, as 

online shopping has become a trend, it has been found that companies succeeding in the virtual 

world are following ‘the golden rule’ which is the same offline loyalty principle as conceived 

by Reichheld et al. (2000). In this setting, Steinhoff et al. (2019) point out on the similarity 

between online and offline relationships arguing that online relationships can hold the same 

emotional value compared to offline relational exchanges. Reichheld (2001) considers loyal 

consumers to be a ‘competitive asset’ to firms. In truth, Aaker (1991; 1993) rightly asserts that 

a loyal customer base constitutes a foundation for the premium prices and a solid boundary to 

competitive market entry.  

In the period of the evolution of relationship marketing, and with the rising concept of the 

brand, noteworthy scholars (Aaker and Fournier, 1995; Aaker, 1997; Alvarez and Fournier, 

2016; Fetscherin et al., 2019; Fournier, 1998, Fournier and Avery, 2011; Fournier and Alvarez, 
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2012) have shown concern in understanding the core construct implicated to these 

relationships. Fournier (1998) has considerably provided a grounded framework which helped 

in understanding the relationships between brands and consumers in more depth. The 

conceptual foundation of portraying the brand as a dynamic partner of the relationship has 

flourished in Fournier’s empirical work. In this context, an alarming call by Fournier, Dobscha 

and Mick (1998) and Fournier (2008) followed the concept of humanizing the brand to better 

understand the true meaning of being a partner in a relationship and act upon it because bonds 

can be hastily destroyed. Fournier (1998) has distinctly pointed out on the concept of brand 

loyalty, as a vital basis for a deeper understanding of consumer-brands interactions in addition 

to breathing new theoretical perspectives in this realm. Hence, following the redefinition of 

marketing with respect to the relationship terminologies, the necessity for building and 

sustaining consumer brand loyalty is certainly supreme.  

Brand loyalty is one of the fundamental concepts of marketing, on both, theoretical and 

practical levels. The concept has been associated with numerous benefits such as increased 

market efficiency and high profitability (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; Hem and Iversen, 

2003; Watson et al., 2015). Marketing managers have acknowledged that the best kind of 

loyalty is brand loyalty; it is neither price loyalty nor bargain loyalty as contended by Kapferer 

(2012). Following the seminal paper by Fournier (1998), marketing scholars showed a surge 

of interest in developing concepts that ponder the different types of bonds between consumer 

and brands such as brand satisfaction (Oliver, 1993), brand trust (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 

2001), brand commitment (Fullerton, 2005), self-brand connection (Escalas and Bettman, 

2003), brand emotional attachment (Thomson et al., 2005), brand experience (Brakus, Schmitt 

and Zarantonello, 2009), brand love (Albert, Merunka and Valette-Florence, 2008; 2009; Batra, 

Ahuvia and Bagozzi, 2012), brand passion (Albert, Merunka and Valette-Florence, 2013; 

Bauer, Daniel and Isabelle, 2007), brand hate (Zarantonello et al., 2016) and brand coolness 
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(Warren et al., 2019). Consequently, this has led to a proliferation of studies that investigated 

the links between different brand concepts and consumers’ behaviours with a particular focus 

on brand loyalty (Albert and Merunka, 2013; Albert et al., 2013; Bairrada, Coelho and Coelho, 

2018; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán, 2001; Fetscherin, 

2019; Iglesias, Singh and Batista-Foguet, 2011; Swinberghe, Astakhova and Wooldridge, 

2014; Syed Alwi et al., 2016; Zarantonello and Schmitt, 2010). Results from earlier studies 

demonstrate a strong and consistent association between several brand concepts and brand 

loyalty except brand hate given that it negatively affects consumers’ behaviours (Fetscherin, 

2019; Hegner, Fetscherin and van Delzen, 2017). Nonetheless, most of the conducted research 

lacks clarity regarding which brand concepts are more effective in predicting and enhancing 

brand loyalty and in the presence of which constructs different brand concepts have perhaps 

superior influence. Calls for relevant theoretical perspectives that can shed new light into the 

relationships between brand loyalty and other brand antecedents have been raised (Delgado-

Ballester and Sabiote, 2015; Khamitov, Whang and Thomson, 2019). Therefore, this research 

seeks to enlighten and fill this gap by critically examining and comparing different routes that 

lead to brand loyalty (attitudinal and behavioural). The proposed routes in the current 

conceptual model are designated by functional and experiential, wherein the functional routes 

are represented by perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction (i.e. functional antecedents) 

and the experiential routes are represented by brand experience and brand love (i.e. experiential 

antecedents). The “consumer-psychology-of-brands” model by Schmitt (2012) underlines the 

importance of brand equity as it resides in consumers’ minds based on brand image, brand 

quality and brand awareness, which are core constructs in the measurement of brand equity 

from consumers’ perspectives. In a recent reassessment of branding research, Swaminathan et 

al. (2020) maintain that mental representations involve affect and emotions, drawing attention 

to other key brand constructs that fall under the psychological approach, including emotional 
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brand attachment (Thomson, MacInnis and Park, 2005),  brand love (Batra et al., 2012) and 

brand experience (Brakus et al., 2009). Therefore, when examining the relationships between 

consumers and brands through psychological lens, it is crucial to disclose both the functional 

and the experiential/emotional brand facets.  

In a recent meta-analysis study, Khamitov et al. (2019) assess the links between five brand 

relationships and customer brand loyalty, specifically, brand attachment, brand love, self-brand 

connection, brand identification and brand trust. Through a comparison of 290 studies, their 

meta-analysis reveals that the positive impact of brand relationships on customer brand loyalty 

is greater in more recent (vs. earlier) years, for non-status (vs. status) and publicly (vs. 

privately) consumed brands, while brand relationship elasticities are, mostly, found greater for 

brand attachment and brand love. Additionally, the findings of their study indicate that self-

brand connection has a higher effect on behavioural loyalty compared to both brand trust and 

brand love among older consumers. Despite the significant implications of their meta-analysis, 

Khamitov and his co-authors (2019) have only involved five relational brand constructs, 

mentioned earlier, considering that these are the essence in the consumer-brand relationship 

realm. The importance of the five brand constructs in terms of their positive influence on brand 

loyalty is indisputable; however, it is believed that the consideration of other influential brand 

constructs could further contribute to a sharper understanding of brand loyalty’s relationships 

with its antecedents and an enhanced clarification on the differences in the extent to which 

diverse antecedents prompt brand loyalty, such as brand experience (Brakus et al, 2009), brand 

quality (Batra et al., 2012) and brand satisfaction (Oliver, 1993) besides brand love (Batra et 

al., 2012). Khamitov et al.’s (2019) study has not given much attention to the functional brand 

constructs (e.g. perceived brand quality). Although perceived brand quality is not sufficient, by 

itself, for the success of a brand (Buil, de Chernatony and Martínez, 2013), it is recommended 

not to completely disregard it because evaluating the quality of a brand is a part of purchase 
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decision making and it affects consumers’ loyalty towards brands regardless of its minor 

influence (Buil et al., 2013; Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote, 2015; Holbrook and Hirschman, 

1982; Zarantonello, Jedidi and Schmitt, 2013). For example, Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote 

(2015) found that brand functional value has a more influential impact on positive WOM than 

brand experiential value. In a study conducted in the advertising setting, Zarantonello et al. 

(2013) demonstrated that the functional route through the functional aspects of an ad and 

cognition, is a more important precursor of persuasion in emerging markets. There is a 

considerable body of literature that recognises the importance of perceived quality in evoking 

customer satisfaction and in turn fostering loyalty (Cronin, Brady and Hult, 2000; Harris and 

Goode, 2004; Han et al., 2018; Hult et al., 2019). Moreover, perceived brand quality has been 

recently identified as an antecedent to brand love (Batra et al., 2012; Rauschnabel and Ahuvia, 

2014). In principal, when investigating consumer-brand relationships, Fournier (1998) 

discerned six relationships from which brand partner quality is an apparent relational type. 

With respect to brand satisfaction, Khamitov et al. (2019) call future research to consider it in 

the consumer-brand relationships context because it has, exceedingly, emerged as a major 

contributor to brand loyalty in the literature, specifically, a focus on its relationship with the 

quality of a brand is needed. Hence, the present research responds to this need by proposing 

the functional routes, represented by perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction to 

behavioural intentions (i.e. attitudinal loyalty). 

On the other hand, brand experience plays a pivotal role in the development and maintenance 

of consumer-brand relationships (Andreini et al., 2018; Batat, 2019; Chang and Chieng, 2006; 

Fournier, 1998; Kumar and Kaushik, 2020) and it is well-established as an influential predictor 

of brand loyalty (Brakus et al., 2009; de Oliveira Santini et al., 2018; Iglesias et al., 2011; 

Ramaseshan and Stein, 2014); thereby, its inclusion in the framework of brand loyalty’s 

relationships is foremost. Besides the greater focus placed upon brand love within the branding 
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literature, the concept is, particularly, depicted in the present framework because it reflects 

consumers’ deep and passionate emotions toward a brand (Albert et al., 2009; Batra et al., 

2012; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006). According to Kotler, Kartajaya and Setiawan (2019), the 

decision to repurchase and be loyal to a brand is largely affected by emotions. Therefore, 

positive emotional bonds created throughout the brand consumption experience, offline and 

online, have a strong influence on consumers’ loyalty toward brands (Batat, 2019). Along these 

lines, the concept of brand love promises new insights in this context due to its powerful effect 

on brand loyalty (Albert and Merunka, 2013; Bairrada et al., 2018; Batra et al., 2012; Carroll 

and Ahuvi, 2006; Coelho et al., 2019; Fetscherin et al., 2014). Moreover, evidence suggests 

that brand love is elicited by positive experiences with the brand (Huang, 2017; Roy, Eshghi 

and Sarkar, 2013). It is important to note that there is a disagreement regarding the emotional 

constructs respectively, brand emotional attachment, brand love and brand passion. For 

instance, Bagozzi, Batra and Ahuvia (2017) and Batra et al. (2012) propose that ‘emotional 

attachment’ is a determinant of brand love, which clearly appears in their developed scales. In 

addition, ‘passion’ appears as one of the main dimensions of emotional attachment (Carroll 

and Ahuvia, 2006; Thomson et al., 2005) as well as brand love (Bagozzi et al., 2017; Batra et 

al., 2012; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006). For example, Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) developed ‘I am 

passionate about this brand’ as a measure of their brand love scale. Thus, focusing exclusively 

on brand love is recommended to avoid interactions between the different emotional variables. 

In short, this research frames the functional and experiential precursors to attitudinal and 

behavioural loyalty in the aim of revealing the dissimilarities between their effects on both 

facets of loyalty, in addition to the effects of their interactions (i.e. the effects of the interaction 

between functional vs. experiential antecedents on attitudinal and behavioural loyalty). 

Khamitov et al. (2019) encourage further research to include additional measures that better 

capture brand loyalty’s conceptualisation suggesting word-of-mouth and self-reported attitudes 
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and evaluations. Accordingly, this study attempts to measure attitudinal loyalty through 

behavioural intentions namely, brand loyalty (repurchase intention), word-of-mouth (WOM) 

and willingness to pay a price premium (WTP), while behavioural loyalty is measured by 

consumers’ actual Facebook behaviours (i.e. self-reported measures: number of likes and 

comments done on photos related to their favourite brand). Besides responding to Khamitov 

and his colleague’s (2019) call, this research provides an opportunity to expand the knowledge 

of marketing academicians on behavioural loyalty’s measures. A detailed discussion of the 

present conceptual model and the proposed hypotheses is presented in Chapter 3. It is 

noteworthy that, although other brand constructs have been linked to brand loyalty in the 

literature, this study excludes them for certain reasons. First, to capture the proposition of the 

functional and experiential routes, specific functional (e.g. perceived brand quality and brand 

satisfaction) and experiential antecedents (e.g. brand experience and brand love) are, 

intentionally, included in the present model. Second, based on the earlier discussion, the 

emotional constructs (e.g. brand emotional attachment, brand love and brand passion) may 

possibly overlap. Moreover, some constructs such as brand commitment might be theoretically 

close to the dependent variables that reflect brand loyalty mainly behavioural intentions (i.e. 

brand loyalty, WOM and WTP) given that they represent attitudinal loyalty in the present 

study.   

 

1.3 Functional and Experiential Perspectives  

When explaining customer loyalty programs in his book “The Loyalty Leap: Turning Customer 

Information into Customer Intimacy”, Bryan Pearson (2012), talks about the three “R’s” of 

loyalty. The first “R” designates rewards, and which is the tangible exchange of value between 

the company and the customer. The second “R” represents recognition and refers to the way a 
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brand communicates with its customers regarding the value they add to the company. Finally, 

the third “R” is relevance. According to Pearson (2012), when companies attract customers and 

obtain relevant information about them, they move to the phase where they work on delivering 

positive and pertinent experiences to their customers. During this stage, customers become 

more emotionally attached to the brand and subsequently, develop higher levels of loyalty 

towards it.  

Reflecting on Pearson’s three R’s, one can conceive that they are drawn from the famous 

hierarchy of needs by the psychologist Abraham Maslow (1943). The reward exchange, similar 

to Maslow’s first level, represents the functional loyalty that deliver value and fair prices in 

order to meet customers’ expectations. Recognition is like the second level, where the company 

differentiate its position in relation to its peers. For example, when a consumer achieves a 

platinum or gold status, he/she develops a greater commitment to the brand. Lastly, relevance 

is when the company focuses on delivering a superior experience and hence one of its central 

aims is to fulfil consumers’ underlying needs. In this sense, the relationship between the 

consumer and the brand becomes stronger and the consumer is considered a brand loyalist and 

more likely to become a brand evangelist as described by Pearson.  

Pearson’s (2012) interpretation of the loyalty’s three R’s is valuable for understanding that 

brand loyalty is achieved through two different routes. The first route is functional, which is 

related to brand image and illustrated by the functional/utilitarian attributes of a brand such as 

quality of features and design, reliability, favourability, efficiency and price (Kapferer, 2012; 

Keller, 1993a) whereas, the second route is experiential and is represented by the fantasies, 

feelings and fun evoked in the consumption process that the experiential authors have called 

for more research considering this phenomenon (Holbrook, 2000; 2007; Holbrook and 

Hirschman, 1982). Dapena-Baron et al.’s (2020) recent work is consistent with Pearson’s 

reasoning, given that the authors identified three types of loyalty: head (i.e. cognitive), heart 
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(i.e. affective) and hand (i.e. behavioural). The functional and experiential routes proposed in 

this study can be, reasonably, linked to the ‘head’ and ‘heart’ loyalty types indicated by 

Dapena-Baron et al. (2020). Accordingly, ‘head’ loyalty relationship is based on a 

functional/utilitarian motivation for purchasing the brand through which consumers evaluate 

the functional attributes of a brand and reach a decision that their favourite brand performs 

better than the rival brands. In this setting, Dapena-Baron et al. (2020) argue that a head loyal 

consumer can effortlessly defect. For instance, a head loyal consumer to a fashion brand for its 

superior quality, may likely switch to another fashion brand if he/she is convinced that the 

competing brand has a better quality. Along these lines, it is conceived that the functional routes 

to brand loyalty are not sufficient to guarantee long-term bonds between consumers and brands, 

regardless of their prevailing effects. Contrary to the head loyalty, ‘heart’ loyalty is established 

on heightened emotional connections with brands. As such, the experiential routes are 

considered more powerful in maintaining strong brand loyalty relationship.  

In fact, two divergent schools of thoughts dominate the literature on human needs and 

motivations for consumption behaviour. Features and benefits were the centre of attention of 

traditional marketing. In the past, marketers presumed that customers value functional features 

and select the product or the brand with the superior overall quality and efficacy. Accordingly, 

Kotler and Keller (2016) define features as the “characteristics that supplement the product’s 

basic function”. Presuming that customers select products and brand based on features, these 

features are considered an essential element for a company’s differentiation. Substantially, this 

utilitarian school or the so-called “information processing model” (Bettman, 1970) considers 

consumers as logical thinkers and problem solvers who go through several cognitive stages in 

the decision-making process. According to this school, consumers are rational in nature which 

means they purchase brands according to their utilitarian functions based on objective attributes 

(Katz, 1960). Their purchase decision-making involves various steps: evaluating the quality of 
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each feature in a brand, gathering information about rival brands, assessing the quality of 

features in rival brands, and lastly making judgmental evaluations to decide on a choice brand. 

Traditionally, a brand was defined as ‘a set of mental associations, held by the consumer, which 

add to the perceived value of a product or a service’ (Keller, 1998, p. 300). Clearly, two issues 

underlie this definition. First, it emphasises the benefit of the perceived value produced by the 

brand. Second, it focuses primarily on cognitions, which is not sufficient given that the 

emotional component resides deeply in strong brands (Kapferer, 2012). In fact, previous studies 

have demonstrated that the functional attributes of a brand (e.g. quality), do not ensure its 

success (e.g. Buil et al., 2013).  

The thoughts of the functional school have been opposed mainly for their disregard to the 

influential phenomena that underlie consumption as declared by many researchers who belong 

to the hedonic school of thoughts (Batat, 2019; Holbrook, 2000; 2007; Holbrook and 

Hirschman, 1982; 2015; Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982; Schmitt, 1999; Schmitt and 

Zarantonello, 2013). This school, commonly identified by the “experiential view”, believes 

that consumers are emotional in nature and thus, they purchase products or brands that satisfy 

their emotive needs. In an influential paper, entitled “The Experiential Aspects of 

Consumption: Consumer Fantasies, Feelings and Fun”, Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) 

introduce the concept of experiential marketing which has caused a notable transformation in 

the academic research movement on experience. One of the pivotal thoughts of this concept is 

that value resides in the hedonic and experiential functions surrounding the product or brand, 

in addition to the experience of consumption itself and not solely in the utilitarian and 

functional benefits. Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) work is clearly positioned in opposition 

to the functional/utilitarian school or the information processing model.  
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The authors confidently comment that “by focusing single mindedly on the consumer as 

information processor, recent consumer research has tended to neglect the equally important 

experiential aspects of consumption, thereby limiting our understanding of consumer 

behaviour. Future research should work toward redressing this imbalance by broadening our 

area of study to include some consideration of consumer fantasies, feelings and fun” (p. 139). 

In another theoretical paper published in 1982, Hirschman and Holbrook define hedonic 

consumption as “those facets of consumer behaviour that relate to the multisensory, fantasy 

and emotive aspects of one’s experience with products” (p. 92). Therefore, the authors perceive 

consumption as a phenomenon enclosing fantasies, feelings and fun involving sensations, 

pleasures, daydreams, imagery and an array of emotions such as love, hate, fear, joy, boredom, 

anxiety, pride, anger, disgust, sadness, sympathy, lust, ecstasy, greed, guilt, elation, shame and 

awe. Contrary to the functional/utilitarian view which focuses on the objective attributes and 

utilitarian functions only, the experiential view underlines the symbolic meanings and hedonic 

responses arising from the consumption process. Accordingly, the consequences of 

consumption emerge in the fun and enjoyment that consumers receive from a product or brand 

and the feeling of pleasure that it stimulates. This new experiential approach has produced a 

paradigm shift, principally, in the branding literature. Previously, brand scholars have dealt 

with brands as identifiers whereas today’s brand strategists treat brands as an experience; 

thereby they give more importance to the essence of a brand which holds sensory, affective, 

and cognitive associations. What the new millennium customers strive for is brands and 

marketing communications that ‘dazzle their senses, touch their hearts and stimulate their 

minds’ as affirmed by Schmitt (1999). In essence, this radical shift has stimulated brand 

managers to enhance their brands in socio-psychological and aesthetic ways, reflected by a 

change from brand function relationships and purchase satisfaction towards post-purchase 

relationships tied to experiential amusement (Golob et al., 2020). This is more evident with the 
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exponential growth of the digital technology, which urges brands to develop and offer deep 

emotions besides content and service, in the virtual landscape (Kapferer, 2012).   

According to the experiential advocates, neither the utilitarian nor the experiential perspectives 

can be neglected in consumer behaviour research (Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982; 2015). 

Correspondingly, the conceptual model of this study considers different routes to loyalty 

intentions and behaviours. Following Holbrook’s transformative papers (Holbrook and 

Hirschman, 1982; Holbrook, 2000; 2007), which released the experiential research, the 

consideration of cognitive and affective aspects in consumer and branding research has grown 

in importance (Agarwal and Malhotra, 2005; Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2002; Da Silva and 

Syed Alwi, 2008; Syed Alwi and Kitchen, 2014; Xie, Bagozzi and Grønhaug, 2019). For 

example, in the context of public universities, Syed Alwi and Kitchen (2014) showed that 

affective brand attributes are more associated with corporate brand image and loyalty than 

cognitive brand attributes. More recently, Xie et al. (2019) argue, in an empirical study 

conducted on corporate social responsibility, that both cognitive and affective processes are 

important in moral judgement and demonstrate their positive influence on brand advocacy 

behaviours. In the interpersonal relationship realm, recent consumer research evaluates the 

difference between experiential and material gifts on nurturing these relationships (e.g. Chan 

and Mogilner, 2017; Goodman and Lim, 2018). While Chang and Mogilner (2017) confirmed 

that experiential gifts have a stronger effect on relationships than material gifts because they 

elicit more intense emotions, Goodman and Lim (2018) found that individuals are inclined to 

give material gifts over experiential considering that they are more in line with social norms.  

Nevertheless, limited research has examined the influence of both functional and experiential 

dimensions of a brand, particularly, on the consumer-brand relationship (Broyles et al., 2009; 

Chang and Chieng, 2006; Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote, 2015; Zarantonello et al., 2013).  
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In a research carried-out on Chinese and Taiwanese consumers, Chang and Chieng (2006) 

evaluate the effect of functional and experiential elements on the relationship with the brand 

and found that individual and shared experiences have a higher impact on brand relationship 

compared to brand association and brand image. In a cross-cultural setting, Broyles et al. 

(2009), employing a sample of American and Chinese respondents, demonstrate that perceived 

performance of a brand has more significant impact in the Asian culture than the American 

culture. In addition, they did find a positive impact of resonance and imagery (experiential 

elements) in either cultures. Another study conducted by Zarantonello et al. (2013), in the 

advertising context, consider both functional and experiential aspects of an ad in affecting the 

persuasion process. Their findings indicate that the experiential route, represented by the 

experiential aspects of an ad and affect, is more influential in driving purchase intention for 

developed markets, while the functional route, represented by the functional aspects of an ad 

and cognition, has a greater effect on purchase intention in emerging markets. With a focus on 

the consumer-brand relationship domain, Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote (2015) assessed the 

impact of brand functional and experiential values in building brand equity, consumer-brand 

identification, and positive word-of-mouth (i.e. WOM). Their study revealed that brand 

experiential value has a greater influence on brand equity and consumer-brand identification 

than brand functional value, while positive WOM is more affected by brand functional value. 

Despite the contributions of the previously mentioned studies, they have not considered the 

impact of different functional and experiential antecedents on attitudinal and behavioural 

loyalty. Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote (2015) focused on WOM as a brand outcome rather 

than capturing both facets of loyalty.  

This study builds upon and expands on Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote’s (2015) work in several 

ways. First, it is proposed that both functional and experiential routes are important not only to 

attitudinal loyalty (i.e. behavioural intentions) but also to behavioural loyalty (i.e. Facebook 
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behaviours). Besides WOM, brand loyalty (i.e. repurchase intention) and willingness to pay a 

price premium are also included in the measurement of attitudinal loyalty. In this fashion, it is 

recommended to include both attitudinal and behavioural dimensions of loyalty to reveal 

consumers’ desire and ability to promote the brand (Watson et al., 2015). In addition, Khamitov 

et al. (2019) indicate that brand relationship elasticities are greater for attitudinal brand loyalty; 

thereby, the authors stress the importance of decomposing brand loyalty into attitudinal and 

behavioural measures. It is also suggested that brand satisfaction mediates the functional routes 

whereas brand love mediates the experiential routes. By including both constructs as mediators 

in a single model, the researcher aims to provide a stronger evaluation of both than when either 

is examined alone. More importantly, interactions between the functional and the experiential 

constructs are also proposed, which delivers a more comprehensive model that explains, in 

more depth, the dissimilarities between the interaction effects of different brand constructs on 

attitudinal and behavioural loyalty.  

A summary of the studies that examined the functional and experiential aspects of a brand 

along with the present research, is presented in Table 1.1.  
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Table 1. 1 Summary of the functional vs. experiential consumer-brand relationships 

studies based on the literature  

Author (s) and 

Journal 

Context Aim(s) of the study  Findings 

Chang and Chieng 

(2006) 

Psychology & 

Marketing  

Consumer-brand 

relationship context 

Chinese and 

Taiwanese 

consumers  

 

Evaluate the effect of 

functional and experiential 

elements on the relationship 

with the brand. 

 

Individual and shared 

experiences have a 

higher impact on brand 

relationship compared 

to brand association 

and brand image. 

 
Broyles et al. 

(2009) 

International 

Business Research 

 

Cross-cultural 

setting  

American and 

Chinese consumers  

 

Examine the effect of 

functional and experiential 

elements on the relationship 

with the brand. 

 

Perceived performance 

of a brand has more 

significant impact in 

the Asian culture than 

the American culture. 

Zarantonello et al. 

(2013) 

International 

Journal of 

Research in 

Marketing  

Advertising context 

23 countries  

Explore both functional and 

experiential aspects of an ad 

in affecting the persuasion 

process. 

The experiential route 

is more influential in 

driving purchase 

intention for developed 

markets, while the 

functional route has a 

greater effect on 

purchase intention in 

emerging markets. 

 
Delgado-Ballester 

and Sabiote (2015) 

European Journal 

of Marketing  

Consumer-brand 

relationships  

Assess the impact of brand 

functional and experiential 

values in building brand 

equity, consumer-brand 

identification, and positive 

word-of-mouth. 

 

Brand experiential 

value has a greater 

influence on brand 

equity and consumer-

brand identification 

than brand functional 

value, while positive 

WOM is more affected 

by brand functional 

value. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This study 

Consumer-brand 

relationships 

domain 

Fashion sector  

British consumers 

-Examine the impact of the 

functional (perceived brand 

quality and brand 

satisfaction) and experiential 

(brand experience and brand 

love) antecedents on 

behavioural intentions (i.e. 

brand loyalty, WOM and 

WTP) and consumers’ actual 

Facebook behaviours, in 

addition to the interactions 

between both routes.  

 

 

Findings to be 

confirmed in Chapter 6 

(Source: this study) 
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1.4 Moderators: Self-esteem, Public Self-Consciousness, and Product Involvement  

The current model extends on Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote’s (2015) as well as Khamitov et 

al.’s studies (2019) by incorporating new moderators on the relationships between brand 

satisfaction → behavioural intentions and brand love → behavioural intentions. Delgado-

Ballester and Sabiote employed ‘age’ as a moderator to investigate the influence of functional 

and experiential brand values on brand equity, consumer brand identification and WOM. 

Khamitov et al. (2019) have considered a wider list of moderators including time, non-status 

vs. status brands, privately vs. publicly consumed brands, utilitarian vs. hedonic brands, 

material vs. experiential brands, foreign vs. domestic and attitudinal vs. behavioural customer 

brand loyalty on the link between brand relationship and customer brand loyalty. On one side, 

marketing scholars have shown that the relationship between customer satisfaction and loyalty 

is complex and that the effect of satisfaction is higher on loyalty in the presence of moderators 

as well as mediators (e.g. Kumar, Pozza and Ganesh, 2013; Seiders et al., 2005). Various 

moderators have been examined by previous research including demographic variables such as 

gender, age, and income (Homburg and Giering, 2001; Walsh, Evanschitzky and Wunderlich, 

2008), value (Agustin and Singh, 2005), convenience (Sieders et al., 2005), commitment 

(Brown et al., 2005), need for cognition (Hansen et al., 2013), risk (Casidy and Wymer (2016) 

and online vs. offline (Riquelme, Román and Iacobucci, 2016). On the other side, although that 

the concept of brand love is in vogue, research on its relationships with brand loyalty and other 

relational constructs is still in its infancy. Limited studies examined the influence of some 

moderators on the link between brand love and brand loyalty: experience and price (Karjaluoto, 

Mannukka and Kiuru, 2016), product/service category (Kaufmann, Loureiro and Manarioti, 

2016), customer’s perception of service provider’s relationship marketing orientation (Sarkar, 

Sarkar and Bhat, 2019) in addition to age, publicly consumed brands and status brands 

(Khamitov et al., 2019). In a forthcoming paper, Bagozzi et al. (2021) stress the traditional and 
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vital role of psychology in branding and consumer research. Accordingly, the authors argue 

that ‘people create personal identities by relating to functional and symbolic characteristics of 

brands’ (p. 8). Besides being perceived as having personality traits, brands become part of the 

representation of the self under specific circumstances. More importantly, Bagozzi and his co-

authors (2021) prompt future research to examine the role of basic emotions, self-conscious 

emotions, and positive emotions in the consumer-brand relationship domain. Therefore, 

responding to Bagozzi et al.’s (2021) call and in the aim of extending marketing scholars’ 

knowledge on the complex relationship between brand satisfaction and brand loyalty and 

enlarging the list of moderatos on the link between brand love and brand loyalty, this study 

aims to explore the moderating effects of self-esteem, public self-consciousness and product 

involvement on brand satisfaction → behavioural intentions and brand love → behavioural 

intentions relationships. 

Self-esteem refers to an individual’s overall evaluation of his/her worth as a human being 

(Rosenberg, 1979). Individuals high in self-esteem value and accept themselves the way they 

are. By nature, people are strongly motivated by the need to preserve and promote a positive 

self-esteem (Malär et al., 2011). Thus, in the present context, fashion brands can be used to 

enhance consumers’ self-esteem, which is expected to affect their loyalty towards brands. The 

second moderator, public self-consciousness is delineated as the awareness of the self as a 

social object or the awareness that others are aware of the self (Fenigstein, Scheier, and Buss, 

1975). Hence, individuals high in public self-consciousness are more concerned about the 

impression they make in their social relationships and care about their self-presentations to get 

confirmation from others (Doherty and Carver, 1991). Previous consumer research has 

employed public self-consciousness to evaluate consumers’ awareness of and interest in their 

physical appearances (Kaufmann et al., 2016; Lo, Tsarenko and Tojib, 2019; Malär et al., 

2011). This research assumes that public self-consciousness is relevant to the current context, 
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given that fashion brands serve as a mean for consumers to express and present themselves to 

others. This study proposes, specifically, that public self-consciousness will moderate brand 

satisfaction → WOM and brand love → WOM relationships. Malär et al. (2011) and her 

colleagues define product involvement as “the personal relevance of the product, which is 

determined by the extent to which the product is interesting and important to the consumer” (p. 

37). Besides its valuable implications for the success of different marketing tactics (Malär et 

al., 2011), product involvement has been increasingly used as an important moderator of the 

intensity of the relationship between attitudes and behavioural intentions (Assael, 1998). 

Therefore, it is assumed that this construct will moderate the relationships between brand 

satisfaction and WTP as well as brand love and WTP.  

In short, this study provides the first extensive examination of the moderating effects of self-

esteem, public self-consciousness, and product involvement on the links between brand 

satisfaction and behavioural intentions as well as the links between brand love and behavioural 

intentions.   

 

1.5 Context of the Research 

The fashion industry contributes to £28 billion to the UK GDP (British Fashion Council, 

2016/2017) making it UK’s largest creative industry. In a recent interview with Evening 

Standard, Caroline Rush, British Fashion Council CEO, announced the booming growth of the 

fashion industry, as its value to the UK economy increased to reach £32 billion in 2018. A 

research conducted by Mintel (October, 2018) reveals that consumer spending on fashion 

(clothing and accessories) is expected to increase to £87.8 billion in 2023, with demand for 

fashion continue to grow in spite of the uncertainty invading UK’s economy (see Figure 1.1). 

Branding, particularly, plays a pivotal role in the UK fashion sector. Accordingly, a study 
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conducted by Oxford Economics (2009) reported that the images and associations UK 

consumers have of fashion products and brands are essential regarding their purchase decision 

making as well as to the enjoyment they receive from these purchases. In the last decade, 

research on branding in the fashion retailing context has become an area of interest for 

numerous marketing scholars and practitioners. Okonkwo (2016, p. 9) defines a brand as 

follows: 

‘A brand is a name, term, sign, symbol, design, or a combination of these that is intended to 

identify the product of a seller and to differentiate it from those of competitors. It is an 

identifiable entity of a company’s total offerings that makes specific and consistent promises 

of value, which results in an overall experience for the consumer or anyone who comes n 

contact with the brand.’   

Okonkwo (2016) indicates a fashion brand as the sum of all experiences which leads to a 

distinctive image in consumers’ minds based on its perceived functional and emotional 

attributes. It is evident that the creation of a unique value to both the consumer and the owner 

of the brand is the basic benefit of a brand. From a consumer viewpoint, it is the promise of 

fulfilling and satisfying his/her rational needs and the delivery of a positive and memorable 

experience in order to maintain a long-term relationship with the brand and thereby become a 

brand loyalist. In this spirit, it is imperative for fashion retailers to enhance their understanding 

on the mechanisms and circumstances under which consumers develop greater levels of loyalty 

towards fashion brands, become brand advocates and price tolerant through both functionality 

and brand experience. Accordingly, the fashion industry is considered an appropriate context 

to test the current conceptual model given that fashion brands involve both 

functional/utilitarian and experiential/hedonic as well as symbolic aspects. While some fashion 

brands are functional (e.g. non-luxury brands such as Zara), other brands are more experiential 

(e.g. luxury brands such as Dior).  
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On the other side, the digital age has procreated a brilliant array of advanced consumer 

relationship-building means from Web sites, blogs to online brand communities and the 

dominant social media including Facebook, Twitter, Instagram and Pinterest which allow 

customers to engage instantly anywhere and anytime through mobile phones, laptops, tablets 

and many other devices. It appears, nearly everyone is checking-in and chatting on Facebook, 

‘tweeting’ on Twitter, tuning up the most updated videos on YouTube, pinning boards on 

Pinterest or liking and sharing photos and snapshots including hash tags and location tags with 

Instagram and Snapchat. Social media is becoming more and more an effective tool for fashion 

retailers, especially as UK consumers are privileging social media platforms given the easy 

access to the latest fashion trends. On the other side, the digital age has procreated a brilliant 

array of advanced consumer relationship-building means from Web sites, blogs to online brand 

communities and the dominant social media including Facebook, Twitter, Instagram and 

Pinterest which allow customers to engage instantly anywhere and anytime through mobile 

phones, laptops, tablets and many other devices. It appears, nearly everyone is checking-in and 

chatting on Facebook, ‘tweeting’ on Twitter, tuning up the most updated videos on YouTube, 

pinning boards on Pinterest or liking and sharing photos and snapshots including hash tags and 

location tags with Instagram and Snapchat. Social media is becoming more and more an 

effective tool for fashion retailers, especially as UK consumers are privileging social media 

platforms given the easy access to the latest fashion trends. According to a recent report by 

Mintel ‘Social and Media Networks: Inc Impact of COVID-19 – UK’ (July, 2020), 86% of the 

population have used social media last April, May and June 2020, with Facebook remaining 

the most popular digital platform reporting 69% usage (see Figure 1.2). In fact, this report 

indicates that following the spread of Covid-19, Facebook has increased in popularity 

worldwide, mainly for rapidly introducing new features to exploit on the changing lifestyles. 

For instance, the platform has developed a new video calling feature allowing people to 
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communicate with each other simultaneously. Hence, fashion brand managers are called to take 

advantage of this new social media marketing trend and become proficient in understanding 

consumers’ medium behaviours towards fashion brands to improve their target strategies, 

involve and retain loyal consumers more profoundly and dynamically. 

Despite the importance of fashion to the British population, the fashion industry has seen a 

remarkable decline due to the Covid-19 pandemic, mainly in-stores sales have considerably 

dropped. Correspondingly, uncertainty invades the fashion sector at this time; however, some 

possible benefits could be gained. For instance, based on Mintel report ‘Fashion & 

Sustainability: Inc Impact of COVID-19 – UK’ (September, 2020), it was found that people are 

purchasing less goods because they are working from home, yet 46% reported that they are 

willing to pay more for superior quality products, which particularly boost the sustainable 

fashion segment. In accordance with this trend, fashion retailers could potentially work on and 

enhance their product development strategies to offer their consumers better quality fashion 

items. While several fashion retailers have closed some of their physical stores (e.g. H&M), 

other retailers that have an online presence (e.g. ASOS and Next), maintained a good 

performance throughout the pandemic (Mintel, September 2020). Moreover, according to 

Mintel’s Trend Driver Technology (September 2020), it is expected that the short-term online 

behaviours adopted by consumers, throughout the pandemic, will remain for a long period 

following the ending of the restricted measures. Therefore, online fashion retailers are called 

to benefit from social media platforms to strengthen their virtual presence by involving with 

their consumers through innovative ways in the aim of building strong bonds with them.  
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   Figure 1. 1 Consumer spending on clothing and accessories, 2013-23 

 

(Source: ONS/Mintel) 

 

Figure 1. 2 Use of social media platforms, 19-30 March 2020 

 

 

(Source: Lightspeed/Mintel) 
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1.6 Research Objectives and Expected Contributions 

This research aims to deliver an empirically validated and comprehensive conceptual model of 

brand loyalty, its relationships, mediators and moderators, of use for both marketing 

researchers and practitioners in quest for an enhanced understanding of the dissimilarities 

between the influence of functional (i.e. perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction) and 

experiential (i.e. brand experience and brand love) brand constructs. The conceptual 

framework, presented later in Chapter 3, expects to improve the performance of fashion 

retailers, which could be generalised to other areas.  

The main objectives of this research, followed on the uncovered gaps, are outlined as follows: 

1. To provide a holistic, extended model of brand loyalty (attitudinal and behavioural 

loyalty), its relationships with other brand constructs, mediators, and moderators.  

2. To examine the difference between the effects of the functional (i.e. perceived brand 

quality and brand satisfaction) and the experiential (i.e. brand experience and brand 

love) brand constructs on behavioural intentions (i.e. brand loyalty, WOM and WTP) 

and actual Facebook behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty).  

3. To investigate the different interactions between the functional and experiential brand 

constructs and their influence on behavioural intentions and actual Facebook 

behaviours.  

4. To explore the moderating roles of self-esteem, public self-consciousness, and product 

involvement on brand satisfaction → behavioural intentions and brand love → 

behavioural intentions relationships.  
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The achievement of these objectives is important for several reasons. As discussed in Section 

1.1, brand loyalty is a foundational construct in marketing that is linked to valuable benefits. 

Therefore, this study aims to contribute to this growing area of research by offering an extended 

model of brand loyalty that entails its relationships with potential functional and experiential 

brand constructs. Previous limited research failed to capture both routes to attitudinal and 

behavioural loyalty (Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote, 2015).  Given its importance in the 

consumer-brand relationships realm, particularly for fashion retailers, relatively little is known 

about which brand constructs are most successful in fostering brand loyalty and under which 

conditions specific drivers perform better or have a stronger influence. As such, the empirical 

findings in this research will be able to provide insights into this avenue by uncovering the 

differences between the effects of functional and experiential brand constructs on behavioural 

intentions and actual Facebook behaviours. Furthermore, the results of this study will help fill 

a gap in the literature concerning the most influential antecedents of brand loyalty, and further 

marketing academics’ understanding of the interaction between the functional and the 

experiential antecedents and the different influences exerted on behavioural intentions and 

actual Facebook behaviours. As discussed in Section 1.4, the complexity of the link between 

brand satisfaction and behavioural intentions in the branding domain, still needs further 

examination through the inclusion of potential moderators that have not been considered in 

previous research. In terms of the relationship between brand love and behavioural intentions, 

it is still relatively recent; thereby, considering more moderators is essential to further 

understand the impact of brand love on brand loyalty. Hence, this research seeks to provide 

new insights into the interplay of self-esteem, public self-consciousness and product 

involvement with brand satisfaction and brand love and their roles in predicting consumers’ 

behavioural intentions.  
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Managerially, there are also practical advantages to be acquired from this research. Perhaps the 

most considerable of these concerns the dissimilarities between the functional and the 

experiential brand constructs’ effects on brand loyalty (i.e. attitudinal and behavioural). 

Assuming that the experiential routes are more influential in stimulating brand loyalty, fashion 

retailers may be able to use this as a brand management strategic tool to create positive brand 

experiences; hence, being successful in building and maintaining long-term relationships 

between consumers and brands. The results from this research may also be useful for fashion 

retailers who intend to build strong emotional bonds with their consumers. The findings related 

to the powerful role of brand love may inspire and assist fashion brand managers in their brand 

experience cocreation strategies in the aim of arousing brand love and thus, developing greater 

loyalty towards brands. Similarly, the findings regarding actual Facebook behaviours, which 

represent behavioural loyalty, could be beneficial for fashion retailers, first, in maintaining and 

increasing their online presence on Facebook in order to promote WOM from their brand 

loyalists and second, in better understanding their consumers’ behaviours on this digital 

platform through the likes and comments they make on posts related to their favourite brands. 

Moreover, the results of the moderating effects of self-esteem, public self-consciousness and 

product involvement may be potentially valuable in reconsidering or developing enhanced 

brand segmentation, targeting, and positioning tactics.   
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1.7 Outline of Thesis Structure  

The thesis is composed of 7 chapters (including the present chapter). The structure of the 

thesis is illustrated in Figure 1.3.  

 

Figure 1. 3 Structure of the Thesis  
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1.8 Summary of the Chapter  

This chapter introduced the research topic by giving an overview of the importance of the brand 

loyalty concept in the consumer-brand relationships domain. Next, the functional and 

experiential perspectives were discussed simultaneously by offering a glimpse on the limited 

studies in the literature that examined the effects of both routes on other constructs and in 

different contexts. The context of the present research was then explained accompanied by 

some statistics based on recent Mintel reports. Subsequently, the research objectives are 

explicitly presented along with the expected theoretical and managerial contributions. Finally, 

an overview of the structure of the thesis was provided.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.0 Introduction  

 

The aim of this chapter is to offer a literature-based assessment of brand loyalty’s concept, in 

terms of the evolution of its conceptualisation and its relationships with key antecedents 

examined in previously and recently. The first section (Section 2.1) provides a holistic 

overview of the different conceptualisations of brand loyalty in the marketing literature starting 

with early studies (e.g. Dick and Basu, 1994; Jacoby, 1971) to more recent ones (e.g. Dapena-

Baron et al., 2020; Kabiraj and Shanmugan, 2011). Section 2.2 delve into the review of brand 

loyalty with key antecedents including the constructs used in the present conceptual model: 

perceived brand quality, brand satisfaction, brand experience and brand love, in addition to 

other drivers such as brand trust, brand commitment, brand emotional attachment and brand 

passion. Subsequently, a review of the moderators self-esteem, public self-consciousness and 

product involvement is presented in Section 2.3 along with a review summarising previous 

studies that examined other moderators on the relationships between brand satisfaction and 

brand loyalty as well as brand love and brand loyalty. Following on this, the ‘cognitive-

affective-conative-action framework’ is explained within the consumer-brand relationship 

realm and introducing the main model in this study (Section 2.4). Finally, a summary of the 

chapter is presented in Section 2.5.  
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2.1 Conceptualisations of Brand Loyalty  

Before juxtaposing the concept of brand loyalty in the consumer and branding literatures in 

collision with related academic work carried out previously on its antecedents, it is worthy 

having a perceptive glance at the background of the evolution of brand loyalty’s 

conceptualisations.   

The concept of brand loyalty has been discoursed decades ago in different disciplines namely 

in philosophy and psychology and has afterwards bloomed in the business field particularly in 

the marketing realm. Loyalty is a powerful word that determines the edges of relationships by 

delimiting who is in and who is out. George Fletcher (1995), argues in his book, entitled 

Loyalty: An Essay on the Morality of Relationships, that loyalty is primary rooted in the inner 

historical self and is associated with individuals’ identities. According to the Greek philosopher 

Aristotle, loyalty evolves in the setting of public relationships and mutual life experiences and 

demands great attention and caring. For marketing researchers and practitioners, loyalty has 

become analogous to brand loyalty which is affiliated to positive feeling, cognition, and repeat 

purchase behaviour (Jacoby and Chestnut, 1975; 1978; Oliver, 1999).  

Research on brand loyalty in the marketing context has gone through substantial growth with 

three main school of thoughts invading the field. The first school of thoughts is nominated as 

stochastic view (i.e. behaviour-based perspective) and classifies brand loyalty under the 

division of behaviour. In other words, the consumer who purchases the same brand regularly 

is believed to show high levels of loyalty toward that brand (Odin, Odin and Valette-Florence, 

2001). In this setting, Sheth (1968) defines brand loyalty as “a function of a brand’s relative 

frequency of purchase in time-independent situations, and it is a function of relative frequency 

and purchase pattern for a brand in time dependent situations” (p. 398). One of the primary 

disadvantages of this view is that it does not offer a clear explanation of loyalty. In other words, 
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the factors or the reasons that affect the repeat purchase and thus, lead to loyalty are not 

identified.  

The second school of thought is dominated by the deterministic view or the attitude-based 

perspective. Neglecting the behavioural aspect of loyalty and focusing more on the consumer’s 

psychological commitment in the purchase process, the deterministic disciples treat loyalty as 

an attitude (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; Jacoby, 1971). Both, the stochastic and 

deterministic point of views have received some criticism. For instance, Sheth and Park (1974) 

argue that it is conceivable for a consumer to develop certain level of loyalty toward a brand 

without purchasing it through the experience of learning and consumption rather than buying. 

Consequently, they define brand loyalty based on emotive, evaluative, and behavioural 

dimensions. The emotive depicts the emotional connection with the brand, the evaluative 

constitutes the functional evaluation of the brand, and the behavioural indicates the intensity of 

a low-involvement occurrence of repurchase behaviour.  

Adapting the two divergent perspectives, Jacoby (1971) was among the first marketing authors 

who recommended the combination of the two views within a single conceptual definition. His 

definition is formulated by a series of six distinct circumstances reflecting both behavioural 

and attitudinal aspects of loyalty. Jacoby (1971) claims that repeat purchase behaviour is an 

essential yet insufficient condition for brand loyalty. Jacoby and Kyner (1973) posit that repeat 

purchase behaviour is functionally different than brand loyalty and both phenomena are shaped 

by distinct dynamics. Correspondingly, Jacoby and Kyner (1973) delineates brand loyalty as 

“(1) the biased (i.e., non-random), (2) behavioural response (i.e., purchase), (3) expressed over 

time, (4) by some decision-making unit, (5) with respect to one or more alternative brands out 

of a set of such brands, and (6) is a function of psychological (decision making, evaluative) 

processes” (p. 1973). This complex delineation indicates the necessity of examining the causal 

reasons of the repeat purchase instead of the number of the repeat buyers of the brand (Jacoby 
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and Kyner, 1973). Influenced by Jacoby and Kyner (1973), Engel, Kollat and Blackwell (1978) 

described brand loyalty as the preferential, attitudinal, and behavioural response toward one or 

more brands in a product category expressed over time by a consumer.  Similarly, Assael (1992, 

p.87) illustrated brand loyalty as “a favourable attitude toward a brand resulting in consistent 

purchase of the brand over time.” These conceptualisations were reinforced by Keller (1993) 

who believed that loyalty is the outcome of positive attitudes toward a brand established in 

repeat purchase behaviour.  

Moving away from the technical definitions of loyalty, Dick and Basu (1994) provided a richer 

conceptualisation by perceiving customer loyalty as the strength of the relationship between a 

customer’s attitude towards an entity (brand, service, store, or vendor) and repeat purchase. 

The loyalty framework proposed by Dick and Basu (1994) involves the strength of the attitude 

and the behavioural response of the consumer toward a brand. In their proposition, the authors 

identified cognitive, affective, and conative as precursors of attitudes that lead to loyalty. Dick 

and Basu (1994), distinguished four loyalty conditions, instead of loyalty types: true loyalty, 

spurious loyalty, latent loyalty, and no loyalty. Previously, Aaker (1991) has suggested that 

brand loyalty comprises certain degree of commitment toward a brand. Without disregarding 

the behavioural facet of brand loyalty, Amine (1998) shows his consistency with the attitudinal 

view. He believes that attitudes tend to be more appropriate in explaining true brand loyalty 

through the concept of commitment.  

Fournier (1998) locates brand loyalty within the relationship domain and argue that relying on 

repeat purchase behaviour does not predict loyalty; however, she considers it as a reflection of 

inertia. Following this ideology, Oliver (1999) perceives a need to analyse ‘true’ brand loyalty 

by evaluating consumers’ beliefs, emotions and intentions. Therefore, Oliver (1999) defines 

brand loyalty as “…a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a preferred 

product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand or same 
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brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential 

to cause switching behaviour” (p. 34). This conceptualisation of loyalty is the strongest given 

that it clearly sharpens the two distinct aspects of brand loyalty – attitudinal and behavioural 

that have been depicted by previous researchers (Amine, 1998; Fournier and Yao, 1997; Jacoby 

and Chestnust, 1978). Oliver (1999) posits that that customer loyalty is developed in four 

stages, starting with cognitive, affective, conative, and finally the action stage. Cognitive 

loyalty is formed following a knowledge or experience-based information about a brand. 

Affective loyalty is the phase in which the consumer forms an attitude toward the brand (i.e. 

liking). Conative loyalty involves consumer’s behavioural intentions such as repurchasing the 

brand and recommending it to other. Action loyalty is the stage in which intentions are 

transformed into actual behaviours. Through his conceptual framework, Oliver (1999) shows 

how loyalty is gradually developed from attitude to behaviour.  

Along these lines, loyalty toward a brand is delineated as the outcome of behaviours for a 

specific brand over time in addition to the degree to which a consumer is attached and 

committed to this brand (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001). This is specifically the case when 

expressed within a consumer-brand relationship framework. Likewise, Kabiraj and Shanmugan 

(2011) emphasised on attitudinal and behavioural dimensions and distinguished between 

different categories: no loyalty, spurious, latent, and sustainable. The authors demonstrated that 

spurious loyalty could be caused by the limited choice or low efficiency. More recently, 

Dapena-Baron, Gruen and Guo (2020) proposed that brand loyalty is rather a more complex 

concept involving cognitive, emotional, and behavioural aspects, characterised as head, heart, 

and hand loyalty. First, a ‘head loyal’ (i.e. cognitive) relationship is based on a utilitarian reason 

for purchasing the brand after evaluating its attributes and deciding that the preferred brand 

performs better than the rival brands. This type of relationships is not guaranteed for the long 

run because customers are considered sensitive to competition.  
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On the contrary, ‘heart’ loyalty is grounded on a strong emotional commitment with the brand 

and is the essence of long-term, valuable consumer-brand relationships. ‘Hand’ loyalty is based 

on a constant repurchase of a brand with little or no prior thinking. According to Dapena-Baron 

et al. (2020), ‘hand’ loyal consumers slightly show their emotions toward the brand and are not 

interested in cognitive involvement; however, they have a behavioural relation with the brand. 

It is within the spirit of these deeper definitions resulting from the third school of thoughts that 

the concept of brand loyalty and its relation with other constructs are visualised and developed 

for the present study, taking into account both attitudinal and behavioural dimensions.  

 A summary of the main studies that offered conceptualisations and typologies of loyalty in the 

marketing literature is represented in Table 2.1. 
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Table 2. 1 Summary of the studies offering conceptualisations and typologies of loyalty.  

Author (s) and Journal Conceptualisation/Definition  Typology  

Sheth (1968)  

Journal of Marketing 

Research  

“A function of a brand’s relative frequency of 

purchase in time-independent situations, and it is a 

function of relative frequency and purchase pattern 

for a brand in time dependent situations” (p. 398).  

 

Behavioural   

Jacoby and Kyner (1973) 

 

Journal of Marketing 

Research  

 

“(1) the biased (i.e., non-random), (2) behavioural 

response (i.e., purchase), (3) expressed over time, (4) 

by some decision-making unit, (5) with respect to 

one or more alternative brands out of a set of such 

brands, and (6) is a function of psychological 

(decision making, evaluative) processes” (p. 1973). 

 

Attitudinal and 

behavioural 

Dick and Basu (1994) 

Journal of the Academy 

of Marketing 

The strength of the relationship between a 

customer’s attitude towards an entity (brand, service, 

store, or vendor) and repeat purchase. 

 

True loyalty, 

latent loyalty, 

spurious loyalty, 

no loyalty  
 

Oliver (1999) 

Journal of Marketing 

 

“…a deeply held commitment to rebuy or 

repatronize a preferred product/service consistently 

in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand 

or same brand-set purchasing, despite situational 

influences and marketing efforts having the potential 

to cause switching behaviour” (p. 34) 

 

Cognitive, 

affective, 

conative and 

action loyalty 

Chaudhuri and Holbrook 

(2001) 

 

Journal of Marketing 

The outcome of behaviours for a specific brand over 

time in addition to the degree to which a consumer is 

attached and committed to this brand. 

 

Attitudinal and 

behavioural 

dimensions 

Odin et al. (2001) 

 

Journal of Business 

Research  

“Loyalty is measured directly as a repeat purchasing 

behaviour; however, the repurchase of a brand can 

be considered either as a result of brand commitment 

or a favourable attitude or as an inertia of purchase” 

(p. 77-78).  

 

Attitudinal and 

behavioural 

dimensions  

Kabiraj and Shanmugan 

(2011) 

 

Journal of Brand 

Management  

Loyalty encompasses both attitudinal and 

behavioural dimensions.  

No loyalty, 

spurious, latent, 

and sustainable 

Dapena-Baron et al. 

(2020) 

 

Journal of Brand 

Management  

There are distinct types of loyalty (attitudinal and 

behavioural)  

Head, heart, and 

hand loyalty 

(Source: this study) 
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2.2 Functional and Experiential Precursors of Brand Loyalty 

 

Over the past decade, most research on brand loyalty has emphasised on studying its 

relationships with various brand constructs identified mainly as antecedents. There is a large 

volume of published studies examining the role of different precursors in predicting and 

fostering loyalty toward brands. Yet, much of the current literature, pays particular attention 

on recent brand relational constructs such as brand experience and brand love and seems to 

overlook traditional functional constructs like perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction 

(e.g. Khamitov et al., 2019). The present literature review provides an overview and an 

examination of different brand loyalty’s antecedents: perceived brand quality, brand 

satisfaction, brand trust, brand commitment, brand experience, brand emotional attachment, 

brand love and brand passion. Nevertheless, the focal attention is on perceived brand quality, 

brand satisfaction, brand experience and brand love because first, they have been recognised 

as drivers of brand loyalty and because each is fundamental in the consumer-brand relationship 

realm and most importantly, captures the ideology behind the proposed conceptual model.  

 

2.2.1 Perceived Brand Quality and Brand Satisfaction 

 

The academic literature on the concept of quality has revealed the emergence of several 

definitions suggesting that the concept is complex and multidimensional. One of the early 

definitions provided by Box (1984) portrays perceived quality as “the degree to which a 

product fulfils its functions, given the needs of the consumer” (p. 179). Monroe and Krishman 

(1985) defines perceived product quality as “the perceived ability of a product to provide 

satisfaction relative to the available alternatives” (p. 212). Their definition is consistent with 

that of Box (1984); however, Monroe and Krishman (1985) emphasise strongly on the 

comparative element in the concept. Zeithaml (1988) is among the first academics to consider 
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that perceived quality is a higher-level abstraction and not a specific attribute, which makes it 

distinct from objective quality. In this respect, Netemeyer et al. (2004) clearly distinguished 

between objective quality and perceived quality by maintaining that the latter involves an 

evaluation of a brand, a general evaluation of a brand compared to other brands (Aaker, 1991; 

Keller, 1993). Steenkamp (1990) develops a definition of perceived quality within the value 

context, wherein he suggests that perceived quality entails preference (i.e. an evaluative 

judgement) and resides in the consumption of the product rather than in its acquisition. 

According to Morgan and Rego (2009), perceived quality refers to “the strength of positive 

quality associations for the brands in the firm’s portfolio in the minds of consumers” (p. 61). 

Early research into perceived quality associate it with positive outcomes such as reduced 

consumer risk (Aaker and Keller, 1990), greater financial returns especially for high-quality 

products or brands (Aaker and Jacobson, 1994) and less sensitivity to price increase 

(Sivakumar and Raj, 1997), in addition to satisfaction (e.g. Fornell et al., 1996; Hult et al., 

2019; Oliver, 1997; Olsen, 2002) and brand loyalty (e.g. Buil et al., 2013; Diamantopoulos, 

Herz and Koschate-Fischer, 2017; Fornell, 1992; Olsen, 2002; Pappu and Quester, 2016; 

Shanahan, Tran and Taylor, 2019). The present study focuses on the relationship between 

perceived brand quality → brand satisfaction → behavioural intentions and actual Facebook 

behaviours. Therefore, it is a replication to previous research and further advancement to the 

relationship between perceived brand quality and behavioural loyalty, which is represented by 

the Facebook behaviours on this study. A review of the main studies that have previously and 

recently examined the relationship between perceived quality and loyalty in the literature is 

displayed in Table 2.2.  

 

 



38 
 

For decades, satisfaction, the heart of the marketing concept, has been a primary objective of 

marketing tactics and strategies seeking high profitability. Research on satisfaction construct 

has been “king” for a long time as stated by Oliver (1999). In fact, customer satisfaction has 

been one of the core determinants of consumers’ behaviours. Although there is no common 

agreement on the conceptualisation of satisfaction, few definitions have emerged in the 

marketing literature. Accordingly, Oliver (1997) defines satisfaction as the “consumer’s 

fulfillment response” (p. 13).  Oliver completed this definition by explaining that “a fulfillment, 

and hence a satisfaction judgment, involves at the minimum two stimuli – an outcome and a 

comparison referent” (p. 13). Through an empirical study, Garbarino and Johnson (1999), 

quoted from Anderson, Fornell and Lehmann (1994) delineate overall satisfaction (or 

cumulative satisfaction) as “an overall evaluation based on the total purchase and consumption 

experience with a good or service over time” (p. 54).   

In the virtual circumstances, satisfaction is defined exclusively by Anderson and Srinivasan 

(2003) as the contentment of the customer with respect to his or her prior purchasing experience 

with a given online commercial business. In the same vein, both Szymanski and Hise (2000) 

and Evanschitzky et al. (2004) conceive that satisfaction is customers’ judgment of their online 

retailer experience in comparison to their offline experiences with traditional brick-and-mortar.  

 

Besides defining the concept of satisfaction, several scholars were concerned in exploring the 

antecedents and consequences of this construct in different contexts. Past research (e.g. Oliver, 

1980b; Churchill and Surprenant, 1982) found that expectations, performance, and 

disconformity directly influence satisfaction and identified intention and post purchase attitude 

as its outcomes. In a marketing channel context, Ping (2003) confirms that alternative 

attractiveness, switching cost and relationship investment are antecedents of satisfaction. 

Similarly, in a study conducted on the Internet grocery shopping in UK, Rafiq, Fulford and Lu 
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(2013) confidently propose that online perceived relational investment as well as online trust 

influence relationship satisfaction. Evanschitzky et al. (2004) found that convenience and site 

design are the most influential factors affecting e-satisfaction, whereas, Christodoulides and 

Michaelidou (2011) demonstrate that, in addition to convenience, variety seeking and social 

interaction have a direct impact on satisfaction in the online retailing context. In a recent study, 

using a sample of Indians online bank customers, Khan et al. (2016) posit that online brand 

experience positively affects brand satisfaction. Most of the consumer behaviour literature 

discloses the relationship between satisfaction and loyalty in both the offline and online 

environments. Unquestionably, firms worldwide have extensively spent great amounts of 

resources on customer satisfaction in the aim of fostering loyalty and subsequently increase 

their profits. A number of empirical researches report that satisfaction is one of the elementary 

precursors of brand loyalty (e.g. Bloemer and Lemmink, 1992; Anderson, Fornell and 

Lehmann, 1994; Heskett et al., 1994; Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman, 1996; Oliver, 1997; 

Szymanski and Henard, 2001; Helgesen, 2006). For example, Zeithaml et al. (1996) indicate 

that a satisfied consumer tends to use the service more frequently and to develop high level of 

loyalty compared to an unsatisfied consumer. Picón, Castro and Roldán (2014) point out, in a 

research conducted in the service sector, the more the customer is satisfied with a service 

provider the higher his or her loyalty toward that provider. Yoo and Park (2016) find that 

satisfaction with the customized product considerably affected consumers’ brand loyalty in the 

online luxury retailing setting.  

 

Prominently, the development of the Internet has offered an entirely novel criterion of the 

traditional offline shopping, ultimately affecting the interaction between consumers and the 

company/brand. Such rapid growth has consequently stimulated consumers’ satisfaction and 

loyalty. In particular, Shankar, Smith and Rangaswamy (2003) point out that consumers exhibit 
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higher levels of loyalty when purchasing online, hence asserting that overall satisfaction has a 

greater effect on loyalty online than offline. Along these lines, Kumar, Pozza and Ganesh 

(2013) argue that the efficacy of satisfaction in enhancing loyalty receives more attention in 

the online environment compared to the traditional offline setting. In fact, the importance of 

satisfaction online is due to the competitive nature of the online marketplace and growing 

number of retailers that are rapidly extending their presence online.  

 

Despite the ability of satisfaction in predicting consumer loyalty, several research report that 

the satisfaction-loyalty relationship is complex and not direct depending on the business, the 

nature of the variables and the existence of factors playing the role of moderators and/or 

mediators. As such, Verhoef (2003) showed no determinative influence of satisfaction on 

defection and customer share development. Referring to satisfaction as the emotional state that 

arises from the interplay between the consumer and the company, Verhoef (2003) determines 

affective commitment and loyalty programs as drivers of customer retention. Contrary to 

previous research (e.g. Anderson and Srinivasan, 2003; Evanschitzky et al., 2004), Balabanis, 

Reynolds and Simintiras (2006) proclaim that the link between online satisfaction and online 

loyalty is relatively weak. Similarly, Heskett, Sasser and Schlesinger (1997) find an 

inconstancy in the satisfaction-loyalty relationship but in the service profit chain sector.  

Moreover, academics and practitioners have determined that the relationship between 

satisfaction and loyalty is affected by moderators and mediators (Kumar et al., 2013). For 

instance, Homburg and Giering (2001) find that age, variety seeking, and income have 

moderating impact on satisfaction-loyalty relationship. In a different context, Anderson and 

Srinivasan (2003) show that e-satisfaction has a stronger effect on e-loyalty when trust, 

perceived value, convenience motivation and purchase size are present as moderator variables. 

Although Olsen (2007) affirms that satisfaction and loyalty are positively related, he finds that 
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involvement completely mediates this relationship. Given the previous, it is apparent that 

regardless of its importance, brand satisfaction is not a sufficient factor by itself for predicting 

brand loyalty and remaining successful in the marketplace of the 21st century. In other words, 

satisfaction is not the only path that leads to loyalty. This is well supported by numerous studies 

(e.g. Heskett et al., 1997; Bowman and Narayandas, 2001; Kamakura et al., 2002; Kumar et 

al., 2013). Particularly, Kamakura et al. (2002) have argued that companies are required to 

consider the cost of customer satisfaction before deciding to make an investment in it. Through 

an empirical generalization, Kumar et al. (2013) propose that customer satisfaction is pertinent 

at the early stages of the relationship, whereas other variables namely trust, and commitment 

are considered more important when the relationship becomes stronger. Basically, Kumar et 

al. (2013) proposition is consistent with other research that moved beyond satisfaction to better 

understand consumers’ behaviours and intentions (e.g. Oliver, 1999; Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 

2001; Deldago-Ballester, 2004). Therefore, the present literature review accentuates on the 

revolutionary phase concerning the relationship of brand loyalty with other influential 

variables.  

 

The main studies in the marketing literature on the relationship between satisfaction and loyalty 

are represented in Table 2.3. 
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Table 2. 2 A review of the main studies on perceived quality-loyalty relationship in the 

literature. 

 
Author (s) and 

Journal 

Context/Sample ATT 

LOY* 

BEH 

LOY* 

Both Findings 

Fornell (1992) 

Journal of 

Marketing  

Swedish 

consumers  

 

x 
  Perceived quality has a positive 

influence on customer satisfaction 

which in turn affects customer 

loyalty.  

Anderson and 

Sullivan (1993) 

Marketing 

Science 

 

Swedish 

consumers  

 

x 
  Perceived quality has a greater 

effect on satisfaction and 

repurchase intention.  

Zeithaml et al. 

(1996)  

Journal of 

Marketing 

Business 

customers  

 

Retail chain, 

automobile, and 

life insurers 

 

x 
  The relationship between service 

quality and favourable 

behavioural intentions (say 

positive things, recommend the 

company, remain loyal to 

company, and pay price premium) 

is positive.  

Fornell et al. 

(1996) 

Journal of 

Marketing 

 

American 

consumers  

 

x 
  Perceived quality affects overall 

customer satisfaction positively, 

leading to customer loyalty.  

Rust and Oliver 

(2000) 

Journal of the 

Academy of 

Marketing 

Science 

 

Theoretical 

assumptions 

using a 

mathematical 

model of delight 

  

x 

 Perceived quality is positively 

linked to customer satisfaction 

and repurchase behaviour. 

Olsen (2002) 

Journal of the 

Academy of 

Marketing 

Science 

 

Sea food 

products 

  

x 

 The relationship between 

perceived performance and 

repurchase loyalty is mediated by 

customer satisfaction. 

de Mattos and 

Rossi (2008)  

Journal of the 

Academy of 

Marketing 

Science 

 

Research based 

on 591 studies in 

the literature  

 

 

x 

  Quality has a positive effect on 

WOM activity.  

Nguyen et al. 

(2011)  

Marketing 

Intelligence & 

Planning 

Female from 

Thailand and 

Vietnam  

 

International 

shampoo brands  

 

 

x 

  The relationship between 

perceived quality and brand 

loyalty is positive. 
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Buil et al. (2013) 

Journal of 

Business 

Research 

 

UK consumers   

 

x 

  Perceived quality has a slight 

negative effect on brand loyalty.  

Pappu and 

Quester (2016)  

European 

Journal of 

Marketing 

  

Products: 

Plasma 

television and 

cellphones 

 

 

x 

  Perceived quality directly 

influences brand loyalty, in 

addition, it mediates the 

relationship between brand 

innovativeness and brand loyalty. 

Syed Alwi et al. 

(2016)  

Industrial 

Management & 

Data Systems 

 

HVAC industry 

in Malaysia 

  

 

x 

 The relationship between brand 

performance and brand loyalty is 

partially mediated by brand trust.  

Diamantopoulos 

et al. (2017)  

International 

Marketing 

Review  

Austrian 

consumers  

 

 

x 

  Brand quality has an indirect 

effect on purchase intentions 

through brand affect.  

Hult et al. (2019)  

Journal of 

Retailing 

U.S customers  

 

Online and 

offline contexts  

 

 

 

x 

  Overall quality of the offline 

purchase experience has a strong 

positive influence on customer 

satisfaction which in turn impacts 

customer loyalty. 

Shanahan et al. 

(2019)  

Journal of 

Retailing and 

Consumer 

Services 

Participants 

recruited 

through 

Amazon's 

Mechanical Turk 

 

Advertisements 

of four brands: 

Dell, Nike, 

American 

Airlines, and 

Texas Road 

House. 

 

 

 

x 

  Perceived quality is positively 

associated with brand loyalty. 

 

 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*ATT LOY: Attitudinal Loyalty; *BEH LOY: Behavioural Loyalty 

Note: Most of these studies are further discussed in the conceptual framework chapter (Chapter 3) 

in relation to the proposed hypotheses.  
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Table 2. 3 A review of the main studies on satisfaction-loyalty relationship in the 

literature. 

Author (s) and 

Journal 

Context/Sample ATT 

LOY* 

BEH 

LOY* 

Both Findings 

Bloemer and 

Lemmink  

(1992)  

Journal of 

Marketing 

Management 

 

Automobile 

industry  

 

 

x 

  Satisfaction with the car is a 

major determinant of brand 

loyalty and satisfaction with the 

service (both sales- and after-

sales service) is a major 

determinant of dealer loyalty. 

Anderson and 

Sullivan (1993) 

Marketing 

Science  

 

Swedish 

consumers  

 

 

x 

  Higher satisfaction leads to high 

repurchase intentions. 

Bloemer and de 

Ruyter (1998)  

European 

Journal of 

Marketing  

Swiss consumers  

 

Department store  

 

 

x 

  Satisfaction has a positive 

influence on store loyalty.  

Mittal and 

Kamakura 

(2001)  

Journal of 

Marketing 

Research 

 

Automotive 

industry  

  

 

x 

 Customer satisfaction increases 

return in the case of repurchase 

behaviour.  

Szymanski and 

Henard (2001) 

Journal of the 

Academy of 

Marketing 

Science  

Meta-analysis    

 

x 

 Repeat purchasing is identified 

as an outcome of customer 

satisfaction.  

Homburg and 

Giering (2001) 

Journal of 

Marketing 

 

German 

customers  

 

Car 

manufacturers  

   

 

x 

Satisfaction with the product, 

sales process and after-sale 

service has a positive influence 

on customer loyalty. In addition, 

the satisfaction-loyalty 

relationship is moderated by 

customers’ characteristics.  

Olsen (2002) 

Journal of the 

Academy of 

Marketing 

Science 

Norwegian 

consumers  

 

Food products  

  

 

x 

 Satisfaction positively and 

significantly influences loyalty.  

Anderson and 

Srinivasan 

(2003)  

Psychology & 

Marketing 

E-retailing     

 

x 

E-satisfaction affects e-loyalty 

directly and this relationship is 

enhanced through the 

moderating effects of consumers' 

individual level factors and 

firms' business level factors.  
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Shankar et al. 

(2003) 

International 

Journal of 

Research in 

Marketing  

Online retailing 

 

Hotel and travel 

sectors.   

   

 

x 

The online platform increases 

loyalty by making it easier for 

satisfied customers to choose the 

same hotel again.  

Overall satisfaction positively 

affects attitudinal and 

behavioural loyalty.  

Agustin and 

Singh (2005)  

Journal of 

Marketing 

Research  

American 

consumers  

 

 

x 

  The relationship between 

satisfaction and loyalty is 

mediated by trust, commitment, 

and relational value.  

Brown et al. 

(2005) 

Journal of the 

Academy of 

Marketing 

Science 

Automobile 

dealership  

   

 

x 

Satisfaction has a positive 

influence on WOM intention and 

behaviour. Additionally, the 

relationship between satisfaction 

and WOM (intention/behaviour) 

is mediated and moderated by 

commitment.  

Homburg et al. 

(2005)  

Journal of 

Marketing  

Study 1: 

Restaurant 

context  

 

Study 2: 

Marketing 

German 

university 

students  

 

 

 

 

 

x 

  The relationship between 

customer satisfaction and 

willingness to pay more is 

positive and significant.  

Seiders et al. 

(2005) 

Journal of 

Marketing  

North American 

customers 

 

Women’s 

apparel and 

home furnishings 

   

 

x 

The relationship between 

customer satisfaction and 

repurchase behaviour is 

moderated by convenience, 

competitive intensity, customer 

involvement, and household 

income. 

Olsen (2007) 

Psychology & 

Marketing  

Norwegian high 

school students  

  

x 

 The relationship between 

satisfaction and repurchase 

loyalty is fully mediated by 

involvement.  

Chandrashekaran 

et al. (2007)  

Journal of 

Marketing 

Research  

U.S service 

sector  

   

 

x 

This study demonstrates that 

satisfaction strength plays a 

crucial role in the translation of 

stated satisfaction into loyalty.  

Wangenheim 

and Bayón 

(2007) 

Journal of the 

Academy of 

Marketing 

Science 
 

German 

consumers  

 

 

x 

  Customer satisfaction influences 

customer WOM positively. In 

addition, product involvement 

moderates this relationship.  
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Da Silva and 

Alwi (2008) 

Journal of Brand 

Management  

Online context   

x 

  Loyalty intention is positively 

influenced by customer 

satisfaction in the online setting. 

de Mattos and 

Rossi (2008)  

Journal of the 

Academy of 

Marketing 

Science 

 

Research based 

on 591 studies in 

the literature 

 

 

x 

  The relationship between 

satisfaction and WOM is 

moderated by WOM valence.  

Brakus et al. 

(2009)  

Journal of 

Marketing  

Scale 

development  

 

x 

  Consumer satisfaction has a 

positive effect on consumer 

loyalty.  

Christodoulides 

and Michaelidou 

(2011)  

Journal of 

Marketing 

Management  

Fashion e-tailer  

 

 

   

 

x 

E-loyalty is positively affected 

by e-satisfaction.  

Kuikka and 

Laukkanen 

(2012)  

Journal of 

Product and 

Brand 

Management  

Finnish 

consumers  

 

Product: 

Chocolate  

   

 

x 

Brand satisfaction has a positive 

effect on brand loyalty and its 

influence is the most influential 

compared with brand value, 

brand equity and brand trust.  

Rose et al. 

(2012)  

Journal of 

Retailing  

Online users in 

USA and Europe 

 

Online retailing   

 

x 

  The greater the level of online 

shopping satisfaction, the greater 

the level of online repurchase 

intention. 

Jack and Powers 

(2013)  

Journal of 

Marketing 

Management  

Retail context   

x 

  Females were found to have a 

significantly stronger 

relationship between satisfaction 

and positive word-of-mouth 

than males. 

Kumar et al. 

(2013)  

Journal of 

Retailing  

Empirical 

generalisations 

   

 

x 

The relationship between 

satisfaction and loyalty is 

positive; however, the effect of 

satisfaction on loyalty is stronger 

in the presence of mediators and 

moderators.  

Rafiq et al. 

(2013)  

Journal of 

Marketing 

Management 

UK consumers  

 

Online grocery 

context 

 

x 

  Online relationship satisfaction 

is the main driver of online 

loyalty. 

Picón et al. 

(2014)  

Journal of 

Business 

Research  

Service sector  

 

Insurance 

companies 

   

 

x 

Customer satisfaction is 

positively associated with 

customer loyalty. In addition, 

perceived switching cost is 

found a significant mediator on 

this relationship.  
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Nysveen and 

Pedersen (2014)  

International 

Journal of 

Market Research 

 

Norwegian 

consumers  

 

 

Banking context  

 

 

x 

  Brand satisfaction affects brand 

loyalty positively.  

Casidy and 

Wymer (2016)  

Journal of 

Retailing and 

Consumer 

Services  

U.S consumers  

 

Hotel brand  

 

 

 

x 

  The relationship between 

satisfaction and willingness to 

pay more (WTP) is positively 

moderated by perceived 

performance risk and perceived 

social risk.  

Loyalty mediates the 

relationship between satisfaction 

and WTP in low and high-

performance risk markets.  

Yoo and Park 

(2016) 

Journal of 

Business 

Research  

Korean 

consumers 

 

Online context  

Luxury products  

 

 

x 

  Satisfaction with the customised 

luxury product has a positive 

influence on brand loyalty. 

Atulkar and 

Kesari (2017)  

Journal of 

Retailing and 

Consumer 

Research  

Indian 

consumers  

 

Hypermarket 

retail  

   

 

x 

Customer satisfaction has a 

positive influence on loyalty and 

repatronage intention.  

Kamran-Disfani 

et al. (2017)  

Journal of 

Business 

Research  

Spanish 

consumers  

 

Supermarkets 

and 

hypermarkets 

   

 

x 

Satisfaction affects behavioural 

loyalty through attitudinal 

loyalty.  

The relationship between 

satisfaction and attitudinal 

loyalty is partially mediated by 

trust.  

de Oliveira et al. 

(2018)  

Journal of Brand 

Management  

Meta-analysis   

x 

  Brand satisfaction is positively 

associated with brand loyalty 

and WOM.  

Hult et al. (2019)  

Journal of 

Retailing  

U.S customers  

 

Online and 

offline contexts  

 

 

 

x 

  The effect of customer 

satisfaction on customer loyalty 

is stronger online than offline.  

Syed Alwi et al. 

(2019) 

Qualitative 

Market 

Research: An 

International 

Journal 

 

Malaysian 

university 

students  

 

 

x 

  Social, functional, and emotional 

brand experiences stimulate 

students’ university brand 

image, and consequently, affect 

their satisfaction with the 

University, which in turn, 

influence their loyalty to the 

University (i.e. WOM). 

 

 

*ATT LOY: Attitudinal Loyalty; *BEH LOY: Behavioural Loyalty 

Note: Most of these studies are further discussed in the conceptual framework chapter (Chapter 3) 

in relation to the proposed hypotheses.  
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(Source: this study) 

 

 

2.2.2 Brand Trust  

 

In the marketing setting, trust has been revealed to be an important ingredient primarily for 

building and preserving successful, long-lasting relationships with customers (Moorman, 

Deshpandé and Zaltman 1993; Reichheld and Schefter, 2000; Belly, 1995, 2000; Delgado-

Ballester and Munuera-Alema´n, 2001). According to Pitta, Franzak and Fowler (2006), trust 

is a living element that must be developed in the early stages of the relationship with customers 

and evolved progressively over time.  

Due to the paradigm shift in marketing tactics toward a relational orientation, the concept of 

trust is considered a recent issue arising in the marketing literature (e.g. Morgan and Hunt, 

1994; Ganesan, 1994). Despite a considerable amount of studies conducted around the concept 

of trust there is a lack of sharpness in relation to its explicit delineation. Many marketing 

academicians have accentuated the multidimensional essence of trust (e.g. Morgan and Hunt, 

1994). Some authors have characterized trust in behavioral terminologies (e.g. Ganesan, 1994). 

Stressing on the behavioural aspect, Moorman, Deshpandé, and Zeltman (1993) describe trust 

as a willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has confidence.   Other researchers 

affirm that trust has a cognitive component in its core meaning claiming the relation between 

trust evaluations and behavioural response (Doney and Cannon, 1997; Morgan and Hunt, 

1994). Following this path, Morgan and Hunt (1994) commend that a behavioural intention is 

inferred in the expectation of trust and thus conceive that trust is present when one party has 

confidence in the reliability and integrity of the exchange partner. In the same vein, Doney and 

Cannon (1997) point out in their definition of trust on two distinctive dimensions ‘credibility’ 

and ‘benevolence’ of an exchange partner. In these definitions the value of ‘confidence’ and 

‘reliability’ appears clearly in accordance to trust theory. Accordingly, Sirdeshmukh, Singh 



49 
 

and Sabol (2002) define trust as consumers’ expectations that the service provider is reliable 

and can fulfil its agreements. Furthermore, trust has been conceptualized as risk-taking 

behaviour (McAllister, 1995) creating feelings of vulnerability and uncertainty (Michell, Reast 

and Lynch, 1998; Jevons and Gabbott, 2000). Moreover, Kimery and McCord (2002), cited 

from Rouseau, Sitkin, Burt and Camerer (1998, p. 395) outlined trust as “…a psychological 

state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the 

intentions or behaviour of another.” However, Rouseau et al.’s (1998) definition has been 

judged by Bigley and Pierce (1998) as being exceedingly theoretical and complex.   

 

The rapid development of the Internet has been thoroughly related to the prominent attention 

on the concept of trust (Kim et.al, 2011). In fact, as conceived by Pitta et al. (2006), trust 

continues to be a dominant concern amongst online consumers. However, online trust is 

suggested to be different from offline trust for the reasons including the distance between the 

customer and the retailer and the absence of a sale person (Horppu, Kuivalainen, Tarkiainen 

and Ellonen, 2008). Correspondingly, online trust is defined as “the degree of confidence 

customers, has in online exchanges or in the online exchange channel” (Ribbink et. al, 2004).  

Corbitt et.al (2003) relies on Hosmer’s definition (1995) who believes that trust is the 

expectancy that other actions are the result of commitment and honesty, to accentuate its 

relevance to Internet based business. Since Morgan and Hunt (1994) confirmed that trust is an 

essential factor in the development of successful long-term relationship with customers, this 

concept has evolved to become the centre of interest to many marketing practitioners. Hiscock 

(2001) asserts that creating a strong bond between the consumer and the brand is the definitive 

aim of marketing, and the key element of this bond is trust. However, limited, yet notable, 

definitions of brand trust emerged in accordance with this core concept. In consonance with 

the conception of trust presumed by Moorman et al. (1992), Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) 



50 
 

add to their definition the behavioural intention of ‘willingness’ and conceptualise brand trust 

as “the willingness of the average consumer to rely on the ability of the brand to perform its 

stated function.” Nevertheless, Morgan and Hunt (1994) implied in their definition the notion 

of ‘confidence’ as the behavioral intention.  In other terms, Delgado-Ballester (2004) 

determined brand trust as a consumer’s feeling of security while interacting with the brand, 

expecting the brand in turn to meet his/her consumption needs. Accordingly, Delgado-Ballester 

and Munuera-Aleman (2001) argue that this feeling is based on the perceptions of two 

dimensions: the brand reliability and the brand intentions towards the consumer. In the online 

context, brand trust is defined as “an attitude of confident expectation in an online situation of 

risk that one’s vulnerabilities will not be exploited.” Yoon (2002) argued that the development 

of trust is stimulated by positive online experiences in the past and reinforced by a pleasant 

repetitive experience.  

 

Throughout the literature, trust has been believed to be a crucial antecedent of loyalty 

(Reichheld and Schefter, 2000; Berry, 2000; Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; Smith, 2002).  

Many marketing researchers (e.g. Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001) have affirmed the strong 

relationship between brand trust and brand loyalty showing that the more a consumer trusts in 

the brand the more he/she is loyal to it, purchase repeatedly new products launched under it 

and share the experience with it. Brand trust is accepted to be among the key determinants of 

brand loyalty (Berry, 1995; Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; Delgado-Ballester, 2004) and 

therefore, the remarkable positive impact that brand trust has on brand loyalty seems to be 

evident. According to Reichheld and Schefter (2000), in order to achieve customers’ loyalty, 

companies must primarily earn their trust. Similarly, Taylor, Celuch and Goodwin (2004) 

conceded that brand trust is the most manipulating element of loyalty. To a greater extent, 

brand trust is considered an imperative constituent supporting the development and 
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maintenance of strong and lasting bonds between the consumer and the brand (Fournier, 1998; 

Reichheld and Schefter, 2000). In sum, brand trust has an influence on loyalty’s both 

dimensions behavioural and attitudinal (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; Taylor et al., 2004; 

Kuikka and Laukkanen, 2012). As stated earlier, it has been implied that brand loyalty reflects 

to some extent consumers’ attachment and commitment to a brand (Aaker, 1991). Therefore, 

Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) argue that brand trust conducts to brand loyalty and 

commitment because trust produces deeply valued relationships (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). 

Accordingly, Macintosh and Lockshin (1997) maintained that trust indicates an evolving 

relationship enhancing higher levels of commitment.   

 

 

2.2.3 Brand Commitment 

 

While the stochastic approach lean towards describing and measuring loyalty by consumers’ 

repeat buying of the brand (e.g. Johnson, Herrmann and Huber, 2006), the deterministic 

approach is more concerned in examining the consumer-brand relationship; hence, it aims at 

identifying the different motives underlying the repeat purchase behaviour (e.g. Morgan and 

Hunt, 1994, Oliver, 1999; Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). Considering the attitudinal approach, 

the notion of commitment appears to be pivotal in the process of differentiation between true 

brand loyalty and repeat buying behaviour and therefore better understand the drivers behind 

such behaviour. This thought is in accordance with Jacoby and Kyner (1973) who posit that 

the notion of commitment constitutes the cornerstone for differentiating between brand loyalty 

and repeat buying behaviour. More precisely, they explain that ‘. . . the concept of commitment 

holds promise for assessing the relative degrees of brand loyalty’. Conventionally, marketing 

scholars have linked the construct of commitment to trust in consumer research (e.g. Morgan 

and Hunt, 1994; Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001). Yet, notwithstanding the central role of this 
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dyadic relationship between trust and commitment, predominantly, in the relationship 

marketing realm, this section will first look at the conceptual background of commitment and 

then its relationship with other constructs mainly brand loyalty.   

Conceptualised in several contexts (e.g. social exchange, marriage), commitment has a rich 

research stream in the field of business, primarily established in organizational behaviour and 

more recently applied in marketing studies. Initially, the concept of commitment became 

known in the organizational behaviour literature through a three-component model presented 

by Allen and Meyer (1990), which comprise affective, continuance and normative commitment 

and aims at investigating employees’ commitment to their organization. Due to its high 

importance, specifically, in relational settings, marketing academicians have adopted Allen and 

Meyer’s (1990) model to enhance their knowledge on how consumers develop and maintain 

successful long-term relationships with brands. In fact, commitment has been identified as a 

fundamental element and a key psychological force that influence consumers’ relationship with 

firms (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Bansal, Irving and Taylor, 2004; Fullerton, 2005). Notable yet 

limited definitions of the commitment concept emerge in the literature. Dwyer, Schurr and Oh 

(1987) define commitment as a promise between parties on the endurance of a relationship. 

Moorman, Deshpande and Zaltman (1993) identify commitment as the “enduring desire to 

maintain a valued relationship.” In consonance with Moorman et al. (1993) definition, Morgan 

and Hunt (1994) view commitment as an attached exchange partner having faith in the 

continuity of the relationship by exhibiting supreme effort at sustaining it. Samuelsen and 

Sandvick (1997) point out that loyalty goes beyond the behavioural phenomenon and implies 

commitment, an attitudinal component, which defines consumers’ connections to brands.  

Drawing from these conceptualisations, several researchers distinguished three constituents of 

commitment: affective (emotional), calculative (functional) and normative (social). However, 

more commonly marketing research correlates affective commitment to normative 
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commitment and thus focuses exclusively on affective and calculative components (Amine, 

1998; Bansal et al., 2004; Fullerton, 2005). In the organisational behaviour literature, affective 

commitment is defined by Allen and Meyer (1990) as association with, involvement in and 

emotional attachment to the company. In the context of customer-firm relationship, Basal et al. 

(2004) delineate affective commitment as a desire-based attachment indicating that the sincere 

commitment to the company reflects customer’s feeling of desire. Amine (1998) describes 

affective commitment as ‘the extent to which an individual likes to maintain their relationship 

with a brand on the basis of their affective attachment to and identification with this object’, 

denoting that this type of commitment results from liking and being attached to the brand. In 

addition, Amine (1998) argues that affective committed consumers are less likely to switch to 

another brand. Moreover, Fullerton (2005) confirms that affective commitment is an essential 

basis of the relationships that consumers maintain with brands. In a recent study, Shukla, 

Banerjee and Singh (2016) argue that affective commitment results from previous positive 

experiences which in turn arise in strong relationships between consumers and the brand or the 

organisation.   

While affective commitment reflects the attachment and emotions towards a brand, calculative 

commitment shows a functional relationship between the customer and the company (or brand). 

Allen and Meyer (1990) define calculative commitment as a constraint-based relationship 

created in case the employee is compelled to leave the company. In consumer research, Amine 

(1998) designates that cognitive drivers (e.g. perceived risk) underlie calculative commitment. 

Furthermore, he argues that this functional component preserves consumers’ buying behaviour 

providing that the brand’s benefits surpass the switching cost to other competitive brands. 

According to Bansal et al. (2004), calculative commitment is associated with the feeling of 

having to endure with the organisation resulting from the lack or even the absence of 

substitutes. When consumers undergo calculative commitment, they are attached to their 
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partner realising the difficulty of ending up the relationship or perceiving limited alternatives 

(Fullerton, 2005; Gilliland and Bello, 2002). In this vein, Fulleron (2005) associates calculative 

commitment to brand personality denoting that consumers are more likely to choose brands 

that are consonant with their self-concepts and identities as conceived by Aaker (1997).  

As stated earlier, the third component of commitment, normative commitment is usually 

combined with affective commitment. Disregarding this correlation, it is noteworthy to 

mention it as a distinct construct. In organizational behaviour research, Allen and Meyer (1990) 

outline normative commitment as an obligation towards the company. In this sense, Basal et 

al. (2004) argue that normatively committed customers feel they are obliged to stay with the 

company. In a recent marketing study, Shukla et al. (2016) conceptualise normative 

commitment in the context of luxury brands indicating that consumers who experience 

normative commitment intend to maintain strong relationship with the brand as a mean of 

showing their loyalty and feeling of obligation to fulfill their need for conformity.  

Similar to satisfaction and trust, commitment is acknowledged as a key element in the process 

of maintaining long-term customer relationships (Dwyer, Schurr and Oh, 1987; Morgan and 

Hunt, 1994; Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). Throughout the marketing literature, brand 

commitment construct has been associated and examined in relation to several well-established 

constructs. Some studies explored in general commitment’s relationship with other constructs, 

while others determined different connections to each component of commitment namely, 

affective, calculative and normative. On the whole, a considerable number of scholars have 

investigated, in various contexts, different antecedents of brand commitment such as 

consumption experience (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999); trust (e.g. Morgan and Hunt, 1994; 

Garbarino and Johnson, 1999; Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; Delgado-Ballester and 

Munuera-Aleman, 2001; Albert et al., 2013; Albert and Merunka, 2013); involvement (Beatty, 

Kahle and Homer, 1988); satisfaction (Fullerton, 2005; 2011); loyalty (Morgan and Hunt, 
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1994; Fullerton, 2003); brand affect and relative price (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001); in 

addition to brand love (Albert and Merunka, 2013); brand passion and brand identification 

(Albert et al., 2013) identified in recent researches.  

The focus of this research is on brand loyalty and its conformation with other influential 

constructs. In fact, after realising that repurchase behaviour is not sufficient for determining 

true brand loyalty, marketing scholars have added an attitudinal component to their 

conceptualisation of brand loyalty identified as commitment. In line with Assael (1987, p. 665) 

who designate brand loyalty as “commitment to a certain brand”, Morgan and Hunt (1994) 

view commitment in the same way as brand loyalty. Taking into consideration that trustworthy 

relationships are highly valued and enhance partners’ commitment, Morgan and Hunt (1994) 

argue that brand trust provokes brand loyalty or commitment. According to Moorman, Zaltman 

and Deshpande (1992) commitment is ‘an enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship’. 

Therefore, similar to commitment, loyalty is an essential element for the continuity of a valued 

relationship stimulated by trust. In consistency with Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande (1992) 

and Morgan and Hunt (1994) who demonstrate that trust is a determinant of relationship 

commitment, Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) posit that brand trust leads to behavioural as 

well as attitudinal loyalty denoting that a consumer is expected to purchase more frequently a 

trustworthy brand and develop high levels of commitment toward that brand. Furthermore, 

Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) propose that consumer’s commitment to a brand indicates the 

positive affect created by that brand. Thus, positive affective behaviours reflect strong brand 

commitment. In this sense, it is suggested that the stronger consumer’s emotional feeling 

toward a brand the greater his or her loyalty toward that brand (Dick and Basu, 1994). 

Respectively, Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) argue that consumers’ purchase behaviour and 

attitudinal commitment are enhanced when brands generate high level of positive affect. 



56 
 

Indeed, the influence of brand trust and brand affect on brand loyalty or commitment is 

highlighted in the connections mentioned earlier.  

Despite the notion resembling brand loyalty and commitment (e.g. Morgan and Hunt, 1994), 

Thomson et al. (2005) distinguish between loyalty and commitment elucidating that 

commitment is more associated with consumers’ brand emotional attachments. Based on the 

previous discussion, two types of commitment have been recognised in the literature, the 

emotional type identified as affective commitment and the economic type identified as 

calculative commitment (or continuance). Some researchers showed interest in exploring each 

aspect of commitment in relation to loyalty (e.g. Evanschitzky et al., 2006). Although brand 

loyalty could result from both types of commitment, Evanschitzky et al. (2006), in a study 

conducted in a service context, assert that affective commitment have a greater influence on 

both behavioural and attitudinal loyalty in comparison with calculative commitment. From an 

attitudinal perspective, the emotional attachment that underlies affective commitment turns 

into intense attitudinal loyalty through the attitude strength and consumers’ willingness to 

involve in a relationship (Dick and Basu, 1994). From a behavioural perspective, previous 

research has determined that an affectively committed consumer to a brand develops strong 

feelings of attachment toward that brand. Such feelings directly affect consumers’ purchase 

behaviour of the brand. Additionally, it is conceived that the extremity of consumers’ brand 

attitudes is a key determinant of their brand loyalty behaviour (e.g. Aaker, 1996).  
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2.2.4 Brand Experience 

 

In a highly competitive market environment, both retailers off and online have admitted and 

adopted the concept of delivering superior customer experiences through multi-channels. It is 

conceived that retailers should have two characteristics in the aim of extensively understanding 

their customers: velocity and vigilance (Puccinelli et al. 2009). Several marketing academics 

and practitioners have positioned customer experience at the heart of the brand building process 

(e.g. Schmitt, 1999; De Chernatony et al., 2006). In fact, it is argued that brand experiences are 

stimulated during the whole purchase decision making which means when consumers search 

for the product or brand; when they buy it and receive service, and when they use it (Schmitt, 

1999; Holbrook, 2000; Brakus et al. 2009). The notion of customer experience appears to have 

progressively resonated both among academics and practitioners as well as many researchers 

currently talk about it.  Pine and Gilmore (1998 and 1999) were among the first writers to 

inscribe the concept of customer experience, positing that by emphasizing on this concept, 

companies are more inclined to gain competitive advantage.  Hence, in other words, customer 

experience is considered a ‘new means of competition’ (Meyer and Schwager, 2007). Several 

views were enunciated by remarkable research when characterizing the customer experience. 

According to Meyer and Schwager (2007), customer experience corresponds to the internal 

and subjective response of customers to any direct or indirect contacts. Customer experience 

is conceived as a psychological concept based on a holistic response deriving from the 

customer-retailer interaction and encompassing different degrees of customer involvement 

(Gentile, Spiller and Noci, 2007; Rose et al., 2012). Gentile, Spiller and Noci (2007) assert that 

“the customer experience originates from a set of interactions between a customer and a 

product, a company, or part of its organization, which provoke a reaction. This experience is 

strictly personal and implies the customer’s involvement at different levels (rational, emotional, 

sensorial, physical, and spiritual). Verhoef et al. (2009) provides a holistic conceptualization 
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of customer experience and therefore determines that this concept includes ‘the customer’s 

cognitive, affective, emotional, social and physical responses to the retailer.’  This experience 

is shaped by the retailers’ uncontrollable factors (e.g. influence of others, purpose of shopping) 

as well as the retailers’ controllable factors (e.g. service interface, retail atmosphere, 

assortment, and price). In this regard, Verhoef et al. (2009) perceive that the customer 

experience involves the total experience in terms of searching, purchasing, consuming and 

post-purchasing stages of the experience. Hence, it is important to consider the experience in a 

multi-channel retailing context. Besides this view, Puccinelli et al. (2009) clarify that different 

consumer behavior concepts have a prominent impact on the development of customer 

experience.  

The consequence of customer experience is a ‘take-away impression’ resulting from the 

encounter and retained in the long-term memory of the customer (Carbone and Haeckel, 1994). 

Rose et al. (2012) argue that the influence of the retained impression on consumer behaviour 

has significant pragmatic implications for retailers operating offline and online. Successful 

brands enhance and add value to customers’ experiences (de Chernatony, 2010). As though, 

Gilmore and Pine (2007) conceive that experiences are the central attention of today’s 

economies contrary to traditional economies that focused on services. Therefore, considering 

the distinctive experiences in an experience economy is indeed crucial. In turn, de Chernatony 

(2010) explicitly designates brand as ‘a cluster of functional and emotional values that enables 

a promise to be made about a unique and welcomed experience’. In line with this notion, the 

experience must be created in accordance with the uniqueness (de Chernatony, 2010) and 

authenticity (Gilmore and Pine, 2007) of the brand. Ha and Perks (2005) outlined brand 

experience as the extent to which consumers are familiar with a brand. Moreover, it is proposed 

that the influence of brand experience is much greater than products attributes and benefits. 

Evidently, the experience combined with a brand remains longer in consumers’ minds (Ha and 
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Perks, 2005). Several studies have pointed out the impact of durable brand experience, strongly 

positioned in consumers’ minds on consumer satisfaction and brand loyalty (Brakus et al., 

2009; Lin, 2015; Nysveen, Pedersen and Skard, 2013) In fact, the important role played by 

experiences in the brand-building process has been disclosed in numerous research (Andreini 

et al., 2018; Batat, 2019; Keller and Lehmann, 2006; Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004).  

In recent years, there has been an increasing amount of marketing and consumer behaviour 

theoretical and empirical studies on brand experience (Andreini et al., 2018; Batat, 2019; 

Brakus et al., 2009; Schmitt and Zarantonello, 2013; Zarantonello, Schmitt and Brakus, 2007). 

The brand experience construct was first conceptualised and measured, in the branding 

discipline, by Brakus et al. (2009) and popularised in their influential paper entitled, “Brand 

Experience: What is it? How is it Measured? Does it Affect Loyalty?” published in the Journal 

of Marketing. According to Brakus et al. (2009), brand experience corresponds to the different 

brand-related stimuli encompassing the major basis of holistic, subjective consumer responses. 

In this context, Brakus et al. (2009) clearly define brand experience as “subjective, internal 

consumer responses (sensations, feelings, and cognitions) and behavioral responses evoked by 

brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s design and identity, packaging, communications, 

and environments” (p. 53). Despite the relation between brand experiences and other brand 

constructs such as brand attitudes, brand involvement, brand attachment, customer delight, and 

brand personality, it is identified as a distinct concept (Brakus et al., 2009). For instance, brand 

attachment implies a strong emotional connection between the consumer and the brand, while 

brand experience grows from emotional connections and thus emotions are considered an 

internal outcome that arouses experiences over time (Brakus et al. 2009). Additionally, the 

branding constructs existing in the literature have received criticisms from Brakus et al. (2009) 

for the lack of the fundamental measurements of brand experience.  
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Considerable number of studies has asserted that brands which succeed in offering a peculiar 

and distinct experience by handling both features of the offering: functional and emotional 

(Berry et al. 2002; Haeckel et al., 2003) are capable of fostering brand loyalty and create 

evangelism (Brakus et al. 2009; Schmitt, 2009). Moreover, it is contented that consumers 

receiving a superior brand experience are more likely to show high levels of brand loyalty. 

According to Brakus et al. (2009), satisfaction mediates the relationship between brand 

experience and brand loyalty. Respectively, they posit that satisfying outcomes results from 

positive experiences which in turn, provoke consumers to repeat these experiences and hence 

develop higher levels of loyalty toward the brand. Iglesias et al. (2011) propose that the 

relationship between brand experience and brand loyalty is substantially mediated by affective 

commitment. They argue that superior brand experience leads to brand loyalty when consumers 

are affectively committed to the brand. In a study conducted on the service brand experience 

context, Nysveen et al. (2013) argue that the link between brand experience and brand loyalty 

is somewhat weak and showed that brand satisfaction mediated most of the effects of the brand 

experience dimensions on brand loyalty. In another research in the banking sector, Nysveen 

and Pedersen (2014) indicated that only the affective and relational dimensions of brand 

experience have a positive influence on brand loyalty, whereas the three other dimensions of 

experience disclosed no effect. Using a sample of Southern Brazilian consumers, Francisco-

Maffezzolli, Semprebon and Prado (2014) showed that the relationship between brand 

experience and brand loyalty is not direct; thus, demonstrating that it is fully mediated by brand 

relationship quality. Through a study carried out on Australian consumers, Ramaseshan and 

Stein (2014) found that brand experience is directly linked to purchase and attitudinal brand 

loyalty. In addition, the authors reported that both relationships are partially mediated by brand 

personality. In the online setting, several studies have shown that online brand experience has 

a positive effect on brand loyalty. For instance, Morgan-Thomas and Veloutsou (2013) showed 
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that online brand experience is strongly associated with behavioural intentions which reflect 

the attitudinal dimension of brand loyalty. Similarly, Khan, Rahman and Fatma (2016) found 

that online brand experience positively influences brand loyalty. Undoubtedly, brand 

experience is becoming a rising area in the consumer and branding domains. In line with Pine 

and Gilmore (1998), Grewal, Levy and Kumar (2009) sustain that retailers should build strong 

long-term consumer-brand relationships by eliciting positive memorable experiences in order 

to steadily stand in a competitive environment. Hence, more research is needed on the concept 

of brand experience; in particular, the long-term effect of brand experience on brand 

commitment should be examined more in-depth given that brand commitment, a bi-

dimensional construct, is a key factor for the maintenance of long-term consumer-brand 

relationships. In addition, brand experiences are expected to arouse emotions over time as 

conceived by Brakus et al. (2009), thus it is important to distinguish brand experience from 

other emotional concepts such as brand love. The need of pursuing a deeper understanding of 

the relationship between brand experience and brand loyalty has been called in many studies 

(Brakus et al. 2009; Schembri, 2009; Schmitt, 2009). Therefore, this research seeks to extend 

on previous studies and further unfold the link between brand experience and attitudinal as well 

as behavioural loyalty by investigating the role of brand love in the development and 

maintenance of these experiential relationships. 

The main studies in the marketing literature starting from the seminal empirical research of 

Brakus et al. (2009) to date are displayed in Table 2.4. 
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Table 2. 4 A review of the main studies on brand experience-brand loyalty relationship 

in the literature. 

Author (s) and 

Journal 

Context/Sample ATT 

LOY* 

BEH  

LOY* 

Both Findings 

Brakus et al. 

(2009) 

Journal of 

Marketing  

 

Scale 

development 

  

 

x 

 Brand experience has a 

positive effect on customer 

loyalty.  

Iglesias et al. 

(2011) 

Journal of Brand 

Management 

 

Spanish students 

 

Cars, laptops, 

and sneakers.  

   

x 

Affective commitment 

mediates the relationship 

between brand experience 

and brand loyalty  

Nysveen et al. 

(2013)  

Journal of Brand 

Management 

 

Norwegian 

online 

consumers  

 

Service brand 

context 

 

 

 

x 

  Brand satisfaction mediates 

most of the effects of brand 

experience dimensions on 

brand loyalty 

Morgan-Thomas 

and Veloutsou 

(2013)  

Journal of 

Business 

Research 

 

UK users of 

search engines 

(online context) 

 

 

 

x 

  Online brand experience 

positively affects 

behavioural intentions.  

Francisco-

Maffezzolli et al. 

(2014)  

Journal of Brand 

Management  

Southern 

Brazilian 

consumers 

 

Perfume and 

bath soap 

 

 

 

x 

  Brand relationship quality 

fully mediates the 

relationship between brand 

experience and brand 

loyalty. 

Nysveen and 

Pendersen 

(2014) 

International 

Journal of 

Market Research 

 

Norwegian 

consumers 

 

Banking sector  

 

 

x 

  The affective and relational 

experiential dimensions 

only have a positive 

influence on brand loyalty 

Ramaseshan and 

Stein (2014) 

Journal of Brand 

Management  

Australian 

consumers  

 

   

 

 

x 

•Brand experience has a 

positive effect on purchase 

and attitudinal brand 

loyalty. 

•Brand personality partially 

mediates the relationship 

between brand experience 

and purchase as well as 

attitudinal brand loyalty.   
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Chen et al. 

(2014) 

Journal of 

Enterprise 

Information 

Management 

Taiwan 

Facebook users  

 

 

x 

  Facebook pages’ brand 

experience has a positive 

effect on word-of-mouth. 

Ding and Tseng 

(2015) 

European 

Journal of 

Marketing  

Burger King, 

Cold Stone 

Creamery, 

McDonald's and 

Starbucks 

 

x 

  Hedonic emotions mediate 

the relationship between 

brand experience and brand 

loyalty.  

Delgado-

Ballester and 

Sabiote (2015) 

European 

Journal of 

Marketing  

Consumer-brand 

relationships 

context  

 

 

x 

  Brand experiential value is 

positively associated with 

positive WOM.  

Khan et al. 

(2016) 

International 

Journal of Bank 

Marketing 

Online banking 

context 

 

x 

  Online brand experience 

has a positive effect on 

brand loyalty.  

Khan and Fatma 

(2017)  

Journal of Brand 

Management  

University 

students  

 

Restaurant brand 

names  

   

 

x 

Brand experience has a 

positive influence on 

purchase and attitudinal 

brand loyalty.  

Klein et al. 

(2016) 

Journal of 

Business 

Research  

 

American and 

British 

consumers  

 

Luxury car 

brand 

 

 

x 

  Brand experience has a 

positive influence on 

WOM.  

Huang (2017)  

Management 

Decision  

Taiwanese 

consumers  

 

Mobile phone 

brands  

 

   

 

x 

Brand love fully mediates 

the relationship between 

brand experience and brand 

loyalty.  

de Oliveira et al. 

(2018)  

Journal of Brand 

Management  

Meta-analysis     

 

x 

Brand satisfaction mediates 

the relationship between 

brand loyalty and WOM.  

Dwivedi et al. 

(2018)  

Journal of 

Retailing and 

Consumer 

Services  

Australian 

automobile 

consumers  

 

 

x 

  Brand experience 

positively affects 

consumers’ willingness to 

pay a price premium. 

Nikhashemi et 

al. (2019) 

Journal of 

Retailing and 

Apparel retailing 

context  

 

 

 

x 

  Customers’ retail brand 

experience enhances their 

willingness to pay more to 

the apparel retailer, their 

continuous purchase 
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Consumer 

Services  

intention and their positive 

WOM communication 

about the apparel retailer. 

 

 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

2.2.5 Emotional Brand Attachment  

 

Over the past decade, examining consumers’ attachment to brands has captured the attention 

and interest of numerous marketing scholars (e.g. Park, MacInnis and Priester, 2006; Park et 

al. 2010; Thomson et al., 2005; Thomson, 2006). The term attachment was first introduced and 

studied in the psychology literature. Bowlby (1969) was among the first psychologists who 

conducted work on this construct. In the mother-child relationship framework, Bowlby studied 

child’s attachment to his or her mother and argued that individuals’ ongoing wish for making 

solid emotional connections to specific others is an essential human need. Drawn from 

Bowlby’s thought, Hazan and Zeifman (1999) delineated the concept of attachment in relation 

to four distinct elements: proximity maintenance, separation distress, haven and secure base. 

However, notable researchers proposed that attachment can go beyond human relationships 

context to objects or possessions and brands (Caroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Fournier, 1998). For 

instance, Fournier (1998) enunciated 15 types of relationships between the consumer and the 

brand. These different relationships are depicted in relation to measures such as commitment, 

love, intimacy, and passion, however Fournier (1998) affirms that attachment is at ‘the core of 

all strong brand relationships’, delineating it as a psychological construct involving an affective 

bond between the consumer and the brand. Thomson et al. (2005), quoted from Bowlby (1980), 

define attachment as “an emotional-laden target-specific bond between a person and a specific 

object.” Thomson et al. (2005) further explain that brand attachment is a construct that define 

*ATT LOY: Attitudinal Loyalty; *BEH LOY: Behavioural Loyalty 

Note: Most of these studies are further discussed in the conceptual framework chapter (Chapter 

3) in relation to the proposed hypotheses.  
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the intensity of the connection between the brand and the consumer and thus show its 

importance in influencing consumers’ behaviours. Evidently, emotional attachment is 

considered a multi-dimensional construct including three different, but correlated dimensions: 

affection (consumers’ warm feelings toward a brand); passion (consumers’ intense and aroused 

feelings toward a brand); and connection (consumers’ feeling of being joined with the brand) 

(Zarantonello and Pauwels-Delassus, 2016). In addition, Park et al. (2006) outline brand 

attachment as the ‘strength of the cognitive and emotional bond connecting the brand with the 

self’, thus incorporating two basic features to their definition: brand self-connection and brand 

cognitive and emotional bond. In reality, two distinct measurement of attachment appeared in 

the literature. From one side, marketing academics (e.g. Lacoeuilhe, 2000; Thomson et al., 

2005) conceptualised and measured brand attachment purely based on emotions. From the 

other side, the authors of consumer psychology (e.g. Escalas and Bettman, 2005; Park et al., 

2006; Park et al., 2010) incorporated the self-concept to elucidate the notion of attachment. 

Given the previous, it is worth shedding the light on the important role of emotions while 

discussing attachment to brands. The role of affection and its evolution is an influential topic 

in the context of consumer behaviour. Several studies have revealed the value of emotions 

showing that it is a determining constituent of consumers’ attitudes and preferences (e.g. 

Bagozzi, 1997; Bagozzi, Gopinath and Nyer, 1999). Due to its significant impact on 

consumers’ behavioural outcomes, emotional attachment has become a central construct and a 

new paradigm in consumer research attracting the interest of several marketing researchers. 

Humans are creatures full of emotions as conceived by McEven (2004). In their daily life, 

consumers’ purchase decision making depends heavily on their affection and emotions toward 

specific brands. Indeed, marketers have acknowledged the important role emotions play 

principally in shaping consumers’ behavior. Either brands are perceived as “emotional” or not, 

any business confronts a challenging dilemma when trying to better understand the consumers’ 
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connection to brands. Emotional attachment to brands or products is, for any firm seeking 

competition and future growth, a ‘business imperative’ (McEwen, 2004).  In fact, it has been 

conceived that ‘great’ brands build strong emotional attachment with consumers (Berry, 2000; 

Christodoulides et al., 2006). The brand, which is characterised as a set of emotional and 

functional values (de Chernatony, 2006) is expected to create emotional value (e.g. intimacy 

and affection) rather than just economic value (Berry, 2000). Correspondingly, Berry (2000) 

illustrates brands able to have an emotional connection with consumers as “authentic 

summations of a company with a soul” (p. 134).  

Studies show that emotional brand attachment is distinct from other constructs including brand 

attitude, involvement, and satisfaction (Thomson et al. 2005). Despite both are psychological 

constructs, Bagozzi et al. (1999) argue that attitudes are ‘stored’ and ‘retrieved’ in consumers’ 

minds for a long time, whereas attachments (like emotions) depend on conditions. In the same 

vein, Thomson et al. (2005) confirmed that brand attitude and emotional attachment differ in 

many fundamental ways even though favourable brand attitudes tend to indicate strong 

emotional attachment between the consumer and the brand. In addition, satisfaction and 

attachment are distinguished from each other despite the fact that a consumer who has a deep 

emotional connection with a brand is more likely to develop higher level of satisfaction with 

this brand. Similarly, Vlachos et al. (2010) identified between satisfaction and attachment 

explaining that emotional attachment entails a ‘personal history’ between consumers and 

brands, while satisfaction is a result of consecutive consumption experiences. Furthermore, 

emotional attachment should be distinguished as well from brand experience (Brakus et al. 

2009), brand love (Albert, Merunka and Valette-Florence, 2008; Bagozzi et al., 2017; Batra et 

al., 2012; Caroll and Ahuvia, 2006) and brand passion (Albert, Merunka, and Valette-Florence, 

2013) discussed later in this chapter. Brand attachment involves an affective element identified 



67 
 

as ‘customer delight’ which is the outcome of surprising consumption contrary to brand 

experience that ‘can be both expected and unexpected’ as depicted by Brakus et al. (2009). 

 

2.2.6 Brand Love 

 

In their book on brand admiration, Park, MacInnis and Eisingerich (2016) argue that when a 

brand offers enabling, enticing and enriching benefits and empower, gratify and inspire 

customers, customers will, undoubtedly, want to stay in a endurable relationship with the brand. 

Accordingly, the authors state that “when a brand provides these three benefits, customers 

come to trust, love and respect the brand; in short they admire it” (p. 15). In their proposed 

model, Park et al. (2016) visualise brand love to stem from those enticing benefits that provoke 

the mind and warm the heart, which make customers feel ‘gratified, engaged and warm-

hearted’, eliciting their feelings of love toward the brand.  

Research in marketing constantly strive on conceptualising and better understanding the 

different types of consumer-brand relationships through sharpening on and differentiating 

between various influential constructs and measures such as brand satisfaction (Oliver, 1997), 

brand attachment (Thomson et al, 2005; Park et al., 2006), brand trust (Chaudhuri and 

Holbrook, 2001), brand commitment (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999) and brand loyalty (Jacoby 

and Chestnut, 1978; Fournier and Yao, 1997; Odin et al., 2001). Brand love is a novel concept 

pioneered in the literature and investigated by distinct marketing scholars and practitioners (e.g. 

Ahuvia, 2005; Albert et al., 2008; Albert and Merunka, 2009; Bairrada et al., 2018; Batra et 

al., 2012; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Palusuk, Koles and Hasan, 2019; Roberts, 2006; Schmid 

and Huber, 2019; Zarantonello et al., 2016); yet contributions of previous studies are still at 

their infant stage and numerous questions related to the concept of love remain unexplored. 

Following the shift in relationship marketing theory and the belief that consumers perceive the 
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brand as a partner and a character (Aaker and Fournier, 1995; Fournier, 1998), academics 

primarily started to manifest their interest in examining brand love as a unique concept. In 

addition, Roberts (2006) is amongst the practitioners who showed great concern for this new 

concept reflected in his series of books on love towards brands.  

In the psychological context, delineations of different types of love as an interpersonal 

relationship appear abundantly compromising different dimensions (e.g. affection, attachment, 

intimacy) determined by a particular type of love. Accordingly, Rubin describes love as “an 

attitude held by a person toward a particular other person, involving predispositions to think, 

feel, and behave in certain ways toward that other person” (Rubin, 1970, p. 265). Sternberg 

(1986) suggested a triangular theory of love composed of three main dimensions: intimacy, 

passion and decision/commitment which emerge in most definitions of love. Despite the 

conceptualization of love as a three-dimensional construct, recent studies (e.g. Fisher, 2006) 

prove that affection and passion are the two elements of interpersonal love. Adapting Sternberg 

(1986) triangular theory of love, Shimp and Madden (1988) introduced the feeling of love in 

marketing through a conceptual framework of “consumer-object relationships” substituting 

Sternberg’s three dimensions of love with liking, yearning and decision/commitment in the 

consumer-brand relationship context. Correspondingly, Shimp and Madden (1988) 

distinguished eight consumer-object relationships encompassing: “non-liking, liking, 

infatuation, functionalism, inhibited desire, utilitarianism, succumbed desire, and loyalty.” 

Fournier (1998) discloses and supports the significance of consumer-brand relationships 

demonstrating that consumers build and sustain strong, long-term relationships with preferred 

brands. While examining consumer-brand bonds, Fournier (1998) discerns six potential 

relationships: (1) love and passion, (2) self-connection, (3) commitment, (4) interdependence, 

(5) intimacy, and (6) brand partner quality. Moreover, Fournier (1998) believes that love is an 

important factor affecting consumers’ long-lasting relationships with brands. In the same vein, 
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Ahuvia (2005) conducts an empirical research on the concept of love and affirms the presence 

of strong emotional attachment between consumers and diverse kinds of objects comprising 

brands.  In addition, he compared interpersonal love and “love object” and determined that 

both types share common aspects though some dissimilarities are covered. 

 

In the consumption context, Thomson et al. (2005) points out that the feeling of love for an 

object is a component of consumer’s emotional attachment to this object, yet not distinguishing 

the concept of love from other constructs in their study. Without relating to the interpersonal 

theory of love, Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) described brand love based on five dimensions: (1) 

passion for the brand, (2) attachment for the brand, (3) positive evaluation of the brand, (4) 

positive emotions in response to the brand and (5) declaration of love for the brand. Therefore, 

they explicitly define brand love as “the degree of passionate emotional attachment a satisfied 

consumer has for a particular trade name” (p. 81). However, Carroll and Ahuvia’s measurement 

of brand love received notable critics from academics (e.g. Albert et al. 2008; Albert and 

Merunka, 2013). While Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) presented brand love as a one-dimensional 

construct, some scholars (e.g. Albert et al., 2008, Albert et al., 2009; Batra et al., 2012) 

considered the construct a complex phenomenon representing it on a multi-dimensional scale. 

Respectively, Albert et al. (2009) reveal, in consequence of their study conducted on French 

consumers, that “affection” and “passion” are the two macro-dimensions constituting brand 

love, which, reciprocally, include six other dimensions: idealisation, intimacy, pleasure, dream, 

memories and unicity. In this context, Albert and Merunka (2013) argue that brand love 

relationship is intense and long-lasting to the extent that a consumer may endure a feeling of 

suffering in case the loved brand is inaccessible for a long time. Consistent with Albert et al. 

(2009), Batra et al. (2012) view brand love, a multi-dimensional concept, nonetheless they use 

the term “prototype” to describe this complex phenomenon called love. Hence, in their recent 
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research, Batra et al. (2012) ascertain that brand love involves seven dimensions: (1) perceived 

functional quality, (2) self-related cognitions, (3) positive affect, (4) negative affect, (5) 

satisfaction, (6) attitude strength, and (7) loyalty. 

 

Despite the numerous managerial implications offered to marketing managers by the previous 

mentioned research (e.g. Albert et al., 2009; Batra et al., 2012), the need for a new measurement 

scale of brand love is stressed by Rossiter (2012), for whom brand love is a single yet multi-

componential concept including five categories: feeling of hate, disliking, neutrality, liking and 

love toward the brand. Given the lack or even the absence of a clear definition of brand love 

by previous researchers, Rossiter (2012) proposes a different elucidation of the concept 

distinguishing it from love toward a person and from brand liking (viewed as a weaker feeling). 

Therefore, through his research conducted on German consumers, he defines it as a quasi-

romantic brand love reflecting consumers’ intense affection for the loved brand and anticipated 

separation anxiety if the brand is deprived. Consequently, Bagozzi et al. (2017) have developed 

a new, more parsimonious brand love scale with three different versions, respectively 26-items, 

13-items, and 6-items. The present study employs the 6-items scale, which is further discussed 

in Chapter 4.  

As brand emotional attachment has been distinguished from other constructs in the literature, 

in turn, brand love is differentiated from well-known concepts namely involvement (Ahuvia, 

2005); brand satisfaction (Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Fournier and Mick, 1999); brand affect 

or brand liking (Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Rossiter, 2012). More recent studies propose that 

brand love is distinguishable from other constructs including brand romance (Patwardhan and 

Balasubramanian, 2011); brand passion (Albert et al., 2013; Swimberghe, Astakhova and 

Wooldridge, 2014) and brand attitude (Zarantonello, Formisano and Grappi, 2016), in addition 
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to relational constructs such as brand trust and brand commitment (Albert and Merunka, 2013) 

and brand experience (Huang, 2017; Roy et al., 2013).   

Ahuvia (2005) clearly discriminates between involvement and love arguing that consumers 

may be involved with objects they dislike and may love objects that they are not involved with.  

In consonance with Fournier and Mick (1999) who argue that “satisfaction-as-love probably 

constitutes the most intense and profound satisfaction of all”, Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) 

demonstrates that love and satisfaction differ in many ways stating that brand love is a mode 

of satisfaction. While love is characterised as a strong affective emotion growing from long-

lasting consumer-brand relationships, satisfaction is a cognitive behaviour resulting from 

repeated purchases. Consistent with other researches (e.g. Sternberg, 1986), Carroll and Ahuvia 

(2006) argue that brand affect (i.e. brand liking) does not implicates an assimilation of the 

brand into consumers’ identity whereas such harmonization occurs in brand love (Carroll and 

Ahuvia, 2006). In addition, Rossiter (2012) distinguishes brand love from brand liking which 

he considers a ‘much weaker feeling’. Contrary to Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) who posit that 

brand love excludes undesirable feelings toward the brand, Rossiter (2012) include items of 

negative emotions toward a brand in his contrastive measure (e.g. “disliking” and “hate”).  

Furthermore, brand love, brand romance and brand passion, are conceptually distinguishable, 

although a disagreement still exists regarding the measurements of brand love, brand passion 

and emotional brand attachment as highlighted in Chapter 1. According to Patwardhan and 

Balasubramanian (2011) brand romance consists of three dimensions: pleasure, arousal, and 

dominance completely different than brand love’s dimensions which include intimacy, 

passion’ and decision/commitment. In this vein, brand passion is as well different than brand 

love in terms of its components: excitation, infatuation and obsession for a brand as conceived 

by Albert et al. (2013); albeit passion is considered a dimension of brand love’s scale and this 

is reflected for instance by Carroll and Ahuvia’s (2006) measurement scale.  
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Another distinction of brand love was suggested lately by Zarantonello et al. (2016) mainly to 

the brand attitude concept. In accordance with other scholars, Zarantonello et al. (2016) assert 

that brand love reflects consumers’ passion and intense affective emotion towards the brands 

they love, in addition to the strong bond and integration of the brand into consumers’ self- 

identities. Through their study carried out in the USA, Russia and Indonesia, brand love appears 

as a measure of the brand’s potential linked to increase in behavioural brand loyalty, whereas, 

brand attitude appears to be more related to brand image and brand size.  

Lastly, Albert and Merunka (2013) establish the differences between brand love and the 

relational constructs, particularly, brand trust and brand commitment. While brand love is 

defined as the consumer’s deep emotion toward a specific brand, brand trust is the extent to 

which a consumer expects the band to be honest, benevolent, and reliable in return. In 

consistency with Fullerton (2005), Albert and Merunka (2013) designate brand commitment as 

the degree to which a consumer has a desire to build an enduring relationship with the brand. 

 

Following the shift to consumer-brand relationships, research has been focusing on elucidating 

and understanding the different types of bonds consumers have with brands or branded 

products. In the consumer and branding literature, constructs including brand satisfaction 

(Fournier and Mick, 1999); brand trust (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001); brand attachment 

(Thomson et al., 2005; Park et al., 2010); brand commitment (Morgan and Hunt, 1994); brand 

passion (Albert et al., 2009; Swimberghe et al., 2014) and, particularly, brand love (Ahuvia, 

2005; Albert et al., 2008, 2009; Albert and Merunka, 2013; Batra et al., 2012; Carroll and 

Ahuvia, 2006) appear to be of great importance in understanding strong and positive 

relationships that consumers maintain with brands. In fact, several academics have stressed on 

the antecedents and positive outcomes of brand love that can be beneficial to marketing 

managers. Consistent with Fournier and Mick (1999), Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) determine 
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that brand love is a mode of satisfaction which in turn is related to post-purchase behaviour. 

Hence, marketers can benefit from brand love as a crucial tactic for the development and 

maintenance of emotional bonds with consumers. Similarly, Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) and 

Batra et al. (2012) have confirmed that brand love has a positive direct impact on brand loyalty 

(i.e. brand repurchase intention). Consumers who feel a deep affection toward the brand are 

more likely to repurchase it and hence become loyal to it. In addition, the studies mentioned 

earlier as well as other researches (e.g. Albert and Merunka, 2013) have demonstrated as well 

that brand love is positively related to favourable word-of-mouth, willingness to pay a premium 

price as well as disinclination to negative information about the brand.  

Given that brand love is a relational construct, Albert and Merunka (2013) suggest that it is 

reasonable to link it with other well-established relational constructs. Using a sample of 

respondents in France, they demonstrate that both brand identification and brand trust have a 

positive impact on brand love. Substantially, Albert and Merunka (2013) are among the first 

scholars to establish the relationship between brand trust and brand love. Drawing from Fehr 

(1988) assumption, they posit that trust indicates a consumer’s feeling toward the brand, and 

specifically honesty and reliability, two of trust’s dimensions, are the most influential on the 

feeling love. Furthermore, referring to previous studies (e.g. Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; 

Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; Dick and Basu, 1994 ), Albert and Merunka (2013) show the 

influence of brand love on brand commitment (i.e. attitudinal component of brand loyalty) to 

be evident conceiving that brand commitment is an outcome of brand love. It is undeniable that 

these findings seem to be important first, in understanding valuable consumer-brand 

relationships, second, in understanding the significance of the brand love construct. However, 

more research is definitively needed to develop a better conception, measurement, and 

evaluation of brand love. Since brand love is still in its preliminary stages of development, 

there remain several aspects of the construct about which relatively little is known. Therefore, 



74 
 

the present research aims at investigating brand love’s relationships with different functional 

and experiential brand constructs, in addition to potential psychological moderators, principally 

in the context of consumer-brand relationship with a focus on the fashion industry. Given the 

distinct characteristics of the fashion environment, in general, and the social media 

environment, in particular, contributions of this research are expected to be ultimately 

significant and different. Moreover, until this moment, research conducted on this construct 

show that brand loyalty, positive word-of-mouth, willingness to pay a high price, resistance to 

negative information about the brand (Albert et al., 2008; Bagozzi et al., 2017; Bairrada et al., 

2018; Batra et al., 2012; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Khamitov et al., 2019), active engagement 

in a brand community (Bergkvist and Bech-Larsen, 2010) and most recently, brand 

commitment (Albert and Merunka, 2013) are the most common outcomes of brand love. 

Although, the influence of brand love on brand loyalty is clearly confirmed, the question 

remains whether brand love affects brand loyalty differently through its interactions with 

functional and experiential constructs. Accordingly, Albert and Merunka (2013) gave 

directions to further research on the effect of consumers’ characteristics (e.g. personality, 

attachment styles) on brand love. Drawing from their initial research which examined the 

relationship between brand love and other relational constructs (brand trust and brand 

commitment), this research intends to find links with other constructs which have not been 

established yet. For instance, Brakus et al (2009) argue that emotions are one internal result of 

the stimulation that provokes experiences. Therefore, it is reasonable to investigate the 

influence of brand experience on brand love and thus, determine its impact on attitudinal and 

behavioural loyalty. Accordingly, limited studies have shown that brand experience positively 

influence brand love (Huang, 2017; Roy et al., 2013; Sarkar et al., 2019); however, this 

relationship needs further examination in terms of its influence on attitudinal and behavioural 

loyalty. Table 2.5 displays a review of the main research conducted previously and recently on 
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the relationship between brand love and brand loyalty in the literature. These studies are 

discussed in the following chapter in relation to the proposed hypotheses (Chapter 3).   

 

Table 2. 5 A review of the main studies on brand love-brand loyalty relationship in the 

literature.  

 

 

Author (s) and 

Journal 

 

 

Context/Sample 

 

ATT 

LOY* 

 

BEH 

LOY* 

 

Both 

 

Findings 

Carroll and 

Ahuvia (2006) 

Marketing 

Letters  

Nonstudents 

adults  

 

Consumer 

packaged good  

   

 

x 

Brand love has a positive 

direct effect on brand loyalty 

and positive WOM.  

Albert et al. 

(2009)  

Advances in 

Consumer 

Research  

 

Theoretical 

paper  

   

 

x 

Brand love affects 

consumers’ loyalty toward a 

brand.  

Bergkvist and 

Bech-Larsen 

(2010) 

Journal of 

Brand 

Management  

  

Australian 

university 

participants  

 

Products: iPod, 

clothes, and 

Panadol  

 

 

 

x 

  Brand love is positively 

related to brand loyalty.  

Batra et al. 

(2012)  

Journal of 

Marketing  

 

Scale 

development  

   

 

x 

Brand love is positively 

associated with brand 

loyalty.  

Hwang and 

Kandampully 

(2012)  

Journal of 

Product and 

Brand 

Management  

Students  

 

Luxury fashion 

brands  

 

 

x 

  Consumers’ brand love for a 

luxury fashion brand 

enhances their attitudinal 

loyalty to the brand.  

Loureiro et al. 

(2012)  

Journal of 

Brand 

Management  

Portuguese 

consumers  

 

Three car 

brands: Toyota, 

Ford, and 

Renault 

 

 

x 

  Brand love positively 

influences loyalty intentions. 



76 
 

Albert and 

Merunka (2013)  

Journal of 

Consumer 

Marketing  

 

 

French 

consumers  

 

x 

  Brand love has a positive 

effect on positive WOM and 

willingness to pay a price 

premium. 

Roy et al. (2013) 

Journal of 

Brand 

Management 

  

Theoretical 

paper  

  x Brand love is positively 

related to WOM and loyalty.  

Fetscherin 

(2014)  

Journal of 

Product and 

Brand 

Management  

 

American and 

Japanese 

consumers 

 

Product: Cars  

   

 

x 

Brand love positively affects 

brand loyalty, WOM and 

purchase intention.  

Fetscherin et al. 

(2014)  

Journal of 

Product and 

Brand 

Management  

Brazelian 

consumers  

 

Products: Soft 

drink, mobile 

phone, shoes, 

cars. 

   

 

x 

Brand love positively 

influences brand loyalty, 

purchase intention and 

WOM.  

Wallace et al. 

(2014)  

Journal of 

Product and 

Brand 

Management  

 

Irish Facebook 

users  

 

 

x 

  Brand love has a positive 

effect on brand advocacy 

WOM.  

Karjaluoto et al. 

(2016)  

Journal of 

Product and 

Brand 

Management  

Facebook users   

x 

  Brand love has a positive 

effect on positive WOM and 

e-WOM.  

Kaufmann et al. 

(2016)  

Journal of 

Product and 

Brand 

Management 

 

Conceptual 

paper  

 

 

x 

  Brand love is proposed to 

have a positive effect on 

brand loyalty.  

Roy et al. (2016)  

Journal of 

Brand 

Management  

 

Retail store 

context  

   

x 

Brand love is positively 

associated with store brand 

loyalty and positive WOM.  

Bagozzi et al. 

(2017) 

Scale 

development 

 

 

 

  Brand love predicts loyalty, 

WOM and resistance.  
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Marketing 

Letters  

American 

university 

students  

Brand: 

American Eagle 

Outfitters  

 

 

x 

Wallace et al. 

(2017)  

European 

Journal of 

Marketing  

 

Facebook users   

 

x 

  Brand love is positively 

associated with greater brand 

loyalty and WOM.  

Bairrada et al. 

(2018)  

European 

Journal of 

Marketing  

 

Portuguese 

students  

 

 

x 

  Brand love is positively 

associated with brand 

loyalty, WOM and 

willingness to pay a price 

premium. 

Bıçakcıoğlu et 

al. (2018)  

Journal of 

Marketing 

Communications 

 

Branding 

context 

 

 

x 

  Brand love positively 

influence brand loyalty and 

WOM. 

Coelho et al. 

(2019)  

Journal of 

Product and 

Brand 

Management  

 

Portuguese 

consumers  

 

 

x 

  Brand love has a positive 

influence on WOM, brand 

advocacy and brand loyalty.  

Khamitov et al. 

(2019) 

Journal of 

Consumer 

Research  

Meta-analysis     

 

x 

The relationship between 

brand love and customer 

brand loyalty is moderated 

by time, non-status and 

mixed vs. status, privately 

and mixed consumed vs. 

publicly consumed and 

attitudinal and mixed vs. 

behavioural loyalty.   

White et al. 

(2020)  

Journal of 

Brand 

Management  

 

Classical music 

concerts context  
 x  This study shows that the 

core element of brand love 

prototype can be used to 

predict loyalty behaviour to 

live classical music 

performances. 

 

 

 

(Source: this study) 

*ATT LOY: Attitudinal Loyalty; *BEH LOY: Behavioural Loyalty 

Note: Most of these studies are further discussed in the conceptual framework chapter (Chapter 3) 

in relation to the proposed hypotheses.  
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2.2.7 Brand Passion 

 

Passion is believed to be a core component of love in numerous studies (Albert et al., 2009; 

Batra et al., 2012; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Fournier, 1998; Sternberg, 1986). In fact, a 

considerable number of marketing scholars agree that passion is a crucial element of the 

emotional bond between consumers and brands which can lead to brand loyalty (Albert et al., 

2008; Batra et al., 2012; Sternberg, 1997). However, little research has been conducted on the 

recently prospective concept of brand passion. According to Swimberghe, Astakhova and 

Wooldridge (2014) brand passion is “the ultimate emotional connection between a consumer 

and a brand” (p. 2658). Therefore, it is important to build a more nuanced understanding of the 

dimensionality of this relational construct and distinguish it from other well-developed 

constructs. 

Over decades, the notion of passion has been a topic of debate among well-known philosophers 

such as Kant (1724-1804) and Descartes (1596-1650) who conceptualised it based on diverging 

views. In the context of interpersonal relationships, Baumeister and Bratslavsky (1999) define 

brand passion a “strong feeling for the other person. These feelings are typically characterised 

by physiological arousal and the desire to be united with the other person in multiple senses” 

(p. 43)  Following a contemporary progress in psychological research, a new dualistic approach 

to passion is suggested by Vallerand et al. (2003). Correspondingly, Vallerand et al. (2003) 

characterise passion as “a strong inclination toward an activity that people like, that they find 

important, and in which they invest time and energy” (p.757) and point out that harmonious 

and obsessive are the two forms of passion. Contrary to the philosophical and psychological 

disciplines, marketing academics have recently introduced the concept of brand passion to the 

consumption domain (Albert et al., 2013; Bauer, Heinrich and Marin, 2007; Matzler, Pichler 

and Hemetsberger; 2007; Swimberghe et al., 2014). In the context of marketing, the concept 

of passion has primarily appeared in Sternberg’s triangular theory of love in which it is 
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designated as one of the main components of love. Respectively, marketing researchers relied 

on Sternberg’s triangular theory of love to elucidate the construct of passion. Bauer et al. (2007) 

define brand passion as “a primarily affective, extremely positive attitude toward a specific 

brand that leads to emotional attachment and influences relevant behavioral factors”. In 

addition, Bauer et al. (2007) indicate that brand passion is affected by four brand 

characteristics: uniqueness, self-expression ability, prestige, and hedonic features. Similarly, 

Matzler et al. (2007) argue that consumer’s passion to a brand involves an intense emotional 

connection with the brand to the extent that he/she is more likely to miss the brand when it is 

out of reach. According to Batra et al. (2012) passion-driven behaviour encompasses a deep 

desire to use the brand, spend resources into it and engage with it recurrently. In line with 

Albert et al. (2008), Albert et al. (2013) posit that brand passion includes two elements: the 

presence of the brand in the consumer’s mind and the idealization of the brand. Thus, they 

conceptualise brand passion in their study as “a psychological construct comprised of 

excitation, infatuation, and obsession for a brand” (p. 905).  More recently, brand passion has 

been characterised as “a strong emotional connection to a brand that people value, find 

important, desire to own and/or use, incorporate into their identity, and invest resources in over 

a period of time” (Swimberghe et al., 2014, p. 2658). According to Swimberghe et al. (2014), 

Sternberg’s interpersonal model of love is not sufficient to understand and assess the 

dimensions of brand passion in relation to other constructs. Therefore, they posit that in order 

to further develop the concept of brand passion it is vital to incorporate the identity theory 

within the framework. Drawing from Vallerand et al. (2003) research, Swimberghe et al. (2014) 

translate the dualistic approach to passion into the consumption context and thus propose two 

types of brand passion: harmonious brand passion and obsessive brand passion. In view of their 

proposition, Swimberghe et al. (2014) clearly explain both types. First, they assert that 

harmonious brand passion grows from an ‘autonomous internalization of the brand into one’s 
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identity’ which in turn results from consumers’ preference to the brand, desire to have and/or 

use it as well as their willingness to invest resources on it. Second, they elucidate that obsessive 

brand passion emerges from ‘a controlled internalization of the brand into one’s identity’ which 

in turn results from consumers’ preference to the brand, desire to have and/or use it as well as 

their willingness to invest resources on it but due to social or internal pressures or even no 

evident motive.  

Studies have examined brand passion in relation to brand characteristics and allied the 

constructs to remarkable antecedents and consequences including brand uniqueness, prestige, 

self-expression, and hedonic features in addition to brand identification, brand trust, brand 

commitment and consumer susceptibility to influence (Bauer et al., 2007; Albert et al., 2013; 

Swimberghe et al., 2014). Accordingly, Albert et al. (2013) argue that brand identification has 

a greater impact on brand passion than brand trust. Consistent with other research (Ahuvia, 

2005; Bauer et al., 2007), Albert et al. (2013) show the importance of the brand in shaping 

consumers’ identity. Additionally, it is conceived that brand passion has a positive impact on 

brand commitment (attitudinal component of brand loyalty); hence consumer’s passion to a 

brand enhances his or her desire to sustain strong long-lasting relationship with that brand 

(Albert et al., 2013). As a new established concept in the consumer and branding literatures, 

brand passion is still in its early research stages. The previous discussed studies are, 

undoubtedly, informative and highlight important managerial implications for brand managers, 

however numerous questions remain open and further research is indeed required in terms of 

the conceptualisation of brand passion given that passion is a dimension of brand love construct 

(Bagozzi et al., 2017; Carroll and Ahuvi, 2006). 
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2.3 Moderators: Self-Esteem, Public Self-Consciousness, and Product Involvement  

 

While previous research indicate a direct relationship between satisfaction and loyalty, more 

recent studies contend that the link between these two variables is weak and thus, demonstrate 

that satisfaction comes into play in the presence of moderators (e.g. Kumar et al., 2013). A 

considerable number of studies have proven the effect of customer, relational and marketplace 

moderators on this relationship (e.g. Homburg and Giering, 2001; Homburg, Giering and 

Menon, 2003; Kumar et al., 2013; Mittal and Kamakura, 2001). Although there are numerous 

studies in the literature that explored the influence of different moderators on satisfaction-

loyalty relationship, most are restricted to demographic variables mainly gender, age, and 

income (Homburg and Giering, 2001; Mittal and Kamakura, 2001; Walsh et al., 2008) with 

few enclosing other variables such as value (Agustin and Singh, 2005), convenience (Sieders 

et al., 2005), commitment (Brown et al., 2005) and need for cognition (Hansen et al., 2013). 

Table portrays the main studies on moderators of satisfaction – loyalty relationship and shows 

the variation of this relationship across a number of moderators. Based on Table 2.6 (p. 83), it 

is concluded that most of previous studies have largely ignored potential psychological 

moderating variables. Moreover, in regards to involvement, previous research have considered 

customer involvement and designated it as a customer characteristic (Sieders et al., 2005; 

Dagger and David, 2012); whereas, this study focuses on product involvement which is 

perceived as the level of personal relevance and importance of the product (Malär et al., 2011; 

Park and Young, 1986). Despite the importance of demographic variables in terms of their 

managerial effectiveness in segmentation and positioning strategies, they fail to provide 

insights on how consumers differ in the way they intend to behave toward brands based on 

psychological characteristics. In the aim of better understanding how consumers’ loyalty 

intentions are shaped, this research makes an attempt to examine the impact of additional 

important moderators. Particularly, self-esteem (SE) and public self-consciousness (PSC) are 
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distinguished as consumers’ psychological characteristics and product involvement (PI) is 

considered a psychographic variable. As mentioned in the introduction chapter (Chapter 1; 

Section 1.4), these moderators are considered suitable for the fashion context. The fashion 

context was particularly chosen for this research given the functional and symbolic 

characteristics of fashion brands. Gronow (1997) perceives fashion as “a socially acceptable 

and secure way to distinguish oneself from others and, at the same time, it satisfies the 

individual’s need for social adaptation and imitation” (p. 84). People use fashion clothing to 

show their identity, who they are and who they are not (see Kaiser, Nagasawa and Hutton, 

1991). Beyond that, following on Bagozzi et al.’s (2021) forthcoming paper, in which the 

authors bridge psychology and branding, the importance of psychology in understanding the 

relationships between consumers and brands is definite. Therefore, the use of psychological 

moderators, such as self-esteem and public self-consciousness in this research, promises to 

enhance marketing scholars’ knowledge in this regard, through yielding further insights, which 

can expand the impact.   
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Table 2. 6 Previous and current research on moderators of satisfaction-loyalty 

relationship. 

Author (s) and 

Journal 

Context Relationship Moderator (s) 

 

Bloemer and de 

Ruyter (1998) 
European Journal of 

Marketing 

  

 

Store setting  

 

Satisfaction → loyalty  

 

Elaboration (+) 

 

Homburg and 

Giering (2001) 
Psychology & 

Marketing 

 

 

Car 

manufacturer 

setting  

 

 

Satisfaction → loyalty 

 

Age (+) 

Income (-) 

Variety seeking (-)  

Involvement (m) 

 

 

Mittal and 

Kamakura (2001) 
Journal of Marketing 

Research 

 

 

Automotive 

industry   

 

Satisfaction → loyalty 

(repurchase behaviour) 

 

Gender (Women > 

Men) 

Age (+) 

Education (-) 

Number of children 

(-) 

 

Homburg et al. 

(2003) 
Journal of Business to 

Business Marketing 

International 

B2B context  

Satisfaction → loyalty Trust (-) 

Supplier flexibility 

(-) 

Joint working (-) 

Relationship age (-) 

 

 

Lam et al. (2004) 
Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing 

Science 

 

 

Service 

industry  

 

Satisfaction → loyalty 

(recommend) 

 

 

Switching cost (+) 

 

 

Agustin and Singh 

(2005) 
Journal of Marketing 

Research 

 

 

Relational 

exchanges, 

retail sector  

 

Satisfaction → loyalty 

 

Value (+) 

 

Brown et al. (2005) 
Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing 

Science 

 

 

 

 

Automobile 

industry  

 

Satisfaction → WOM 

 

 

Commitment (-) 
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Seiders et al. (2005) 
Journal of Marketing 

 

National 

specialty retail 

chain  

 

Satisfaction → repurchase 

behaviour 

 

 

Convenience (+) 

Income (-) 

Involvement (-) 

 

 

Suh and Yi (2006)  

Journal of 

Consumer 

Psychology 

Korean 

consumers 

Satisfaction → loyalty  Product involvement 

(-) 

 

de Mattos and Rossi 

(2008)  
Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing 

Science 

 

 

 

Meta-analytic 

review  

 

Satisfaction → WOM 

 

WOM valence 

(negative vs. 

positive) (m) 

Cross sectional 

studies (+) 

 

 

Walsh et al. (2008) 
European Journal of 

Marketing 

 

 

Do-it-yourself 

(DIY) business 

 

 

Satisfaction → loyalty 

(attitudinal and 

behavioural) 

 

 

Income (-) 

Critical incident 

recovery (+) 

 

 

Dagger and David 

(2012) 
European Journal of 

Marketing 

 

 

 

Service sector  

 

 

Satisfaction → loyalty 

Involvement (+) 

 

Relationship benefits 

(+) 

Switching cost (-) 

 

 

Hansen et al. (2013) 
European Journal of 

Marketing 

 

 

Retail banking 

industry  

 

 

Satisfaction → loyalty 

 

Need for cognition 

(+) 

 

 

Casidy and Wymer 

(2016) 
Journal of Retailing 

and Consumer 

Services 

 

 

Hotel industry  

 

Satisfaction → WTP 

 

Risk (-) 

 

Riquelme et al. 

(2016) 
Journal of Interactive 

Marketing  

 

 

 

Retail sector  

 

Satisfaction with the 

retailer → positive WOM 

for retailer  

 

 

Stronger positive 

effect online  
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This study 

 

Consumer-

brand 

relationship 

 

Fashion 

context  

 

Brand satisfaction → 

brand loyalty (repurchase 

intention)  

 

Brand satisfaction → 

WOM 

 

Brand satisfaction → 

WTP 

 

Self-esteem  

 

 

 

Public self-

consciousness  

 

Product involvement  

 

 

 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

Despite a growing body of research investigating the impact of brand love on loyalty, there still 

exists a void in terms of examining this relationship in the presence of potential moderators 

and mediators. To date, the majority of marketing scholars showed a growing interest in 

developing and measuring a valid scale for brand love (Albert et al., 2008; 2009; Bagozzi et 

al., 2017; Batra et al, 2012; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Zarantonello et al., 2016), while others 

examined different antecedents and outcomes of this construct (Albert & Merunka, 2013; 

Bairrada et al, 2018; Coelho et al., 2019; Karjaluoto et al., 2016; Machado et al., 2019; Roy et 

al., 2013; Wallace et al., 2014). One single study, found in the literature by Bicakcioglu et al. 

(2018), demonstrate that brand loyalty partially mediates the relationship between brand love 

and positive WOM. Relatively limited studies, represented in Table 3.5, have assessed the 

impact of some moderators on brand love – loyalty link (Khamitov et al., 2019; Karjaluoto et 

al., 2016; Kaufmann et al., 2016; Sarkar et al., 2019). Notwithstanding their importance, the 

generalisability of these limited published studies on brand love-loyalty link is problematic in 

relation to capturing the two facets of loyalty measures (attitudinal and behavioural). In 

addition, the role of further potential moderators is needed in order to enhance marketing 

*Notes: (+) denotes positive moderation; (-) denotes negative moderation; (m) denotes 

mixed results 

The relationships proposed in this study are theoretically discussed and justified in 

Chapter 3. 
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academics’ understanding of this relationship and this call has been raised by recent studies 

(Khamitov et al., 2019; Palusuk et al., 2019). Therefore, this research makes an attempt to 

explore the moderating effects of self-esteem, public self-consciousness and product 

involvement on the relationship between brand love and behavioural intentions (i.e. brand 

loyalty, WOM and WTP).  

 

Table 2. 7 Previous and current research on moderators of brand love – loyalty 

relationship 

Author (s) and 

Journal 

Context Relationship Moderator (s) 

Karjaluoto et al. 

(2016)  
Journal of Product & 

Brand Management 

 

Consumer-brand 

relationship 

Brand love → WOM 

 

 

Brand love → eWOM 

 

Experience (+) 

Price (+) 

 

Experience (-) 

Price (-) 

Kaufmann et al. 

(2016) 
Journal of Product & 

Brand Management 

 

Conceptual 

paper 

Brand love → brand 

loyalty 

Product/service 

category (+) 

 

Sarkar et al. (2019) 
Marketing Intelligence 

& Planning 

Retail sector  Brand love → brand 

loyalty  

Customer’s 

perception of 

service provider’s 

relationship 

marketing 

orientation (+) 

Khamitov et al. (2019)  

 

Journal of Consumer 

Research 

Consumer-brand 

relationship 

Brand love → customer 

brand loyalty  

Time, non-status 

and mixed vs. status, 

Privately and mixed 

consumed vs. 

publicly consumed 

and Attitudinal and 

mixed vs. 

behavioural loyalty.   

 

 

This study 

Consumer-brand 

relationship 

 

Fashion context  

Brand love → brand 

loyalty 

 

Brand love → WOM 

 

 

Brand love → WTP 

Self-esteem 

 

 

Public self-

consciousness 

 

Product 

involvement 

(Source: this study) 
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Brands empower consumers to express their self-identities in different ways (e.g. Ahuvia, 

2005; Escalas and Bettman, 2003); hence, they are considered means of self-enhancement and 

self-verification (Bagozzi et al., 2021). For example, Zara, whose slogan is ‘Love Your 

Curves’, is intended to spread body positivity among woman consumers and make them feel 

good about themselves. Coco Chanel’s famous quote “a woman should be two things: classy 

and fabulous” encourages women to dress in a classy and attractive way to be distinguished 

and unique. Recently, Christian Dior has introduced a new slogan, “J’adior” which means 

“J’adore Dior” stressing on love by using the French language and highlighting women’s 

femininity through the brand’s fashion clothing and accessories. Consumer research has shown 

that identities linked to brands allow consumers to be connected with others, reinforce their 

affiliation to social communities and relieve their feelings of being excluded from society 

(Escalas and Bettman, 2003; Fournier, 1998, Swaminathan, Page and Gürhan-Canli, 2007). 

Consumers seek to feel good about themselves (Banaji and Prentice, 1994) and in order to 

achieve this feeling, they use products or brands that help them fulfil this desire of self-

enhancement by raising self-views. Two motives underlie these patterns: self-enhancement and 

self-verification (Bagozzi et al., 2021), noted earlier. While self-enhancement is implied in self-

esteem, persistence, and achievement, self-verification is delineated as individuals’ desire to 

verify and validate their existing self-views (Leary, 2007). According to Stuppy, Mead and van 

Osselaer (2020), self-verification allows individuals to ‘set realistic expectations about future 

outcomes for themselves and others’ (p. 958); thus, protecting their self-esteem. In fact, 

pursuing self-esteem is well-recognised as one of the most crucial motivations of consumer 

behaviour. Self-esteem is described initially by Rosenberg (1965, 1979) as an individual’s 

overall evaluation of his/her worth as a human being, and encourages the person to involve in 

behaviours that limit the possibility of negative response in the future (Dommer, Swaminathan 
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and Ahluwalia, 2013). According to Philp, Pyle and Ashworth (2018), self-esteem is not only 

self-liking and self-worth; however, it is when an individual perceives others to like his/herself. 

In this vein, Philp et al. (2018) characterise people high in self-esteem as individuals with high 

confidence in their potentials and considering themselves to be proficient in reaching their 

desired goals, contrary to people low in self-esteem who have low confidence and more 

negative self-views (Dommer et al., 2013). In the consumer behaviour literature, research 

supports that purchasing products help enhance self-esteem by pleasing one’s ego (Arndt et al., 

2004; Stuppy et al., 2020). Correspondingly, Stuppy et al. (2020) demonstrate that high self-

esteem consumers are more likely to purchase or use products that boost their self-views. In an 

earlier empirical study, Malär et al. (2011) showed that high self-esteem consumers are more 

inclined to brands that are congruent with their actual selves because of self-verification that 

enhances their good feeling about themselves and allow them to maintain strong brand bonds.  

Fenigstein et al. (1975) proposed that self-consciousness consists of two dimensions: private 

and public. While private self-consciousness relates to an individual’s feelings and thoughts, 

public self-consciousness refers to the awareness of others’ responses to the self (Fenigstein et 

al., 1975, see also Fenigstein, 1979). The current research focuses on public self-consciousness 

only due to its suitability to the fashion context as stated earlier in this section and in Chapter 

1. Public self-consciousness plays a vital role in social relationships because people, publicly 

high in self-consciousness have tendency to build causal relationships between the self and 

others’ reactions (Fenigstein et al., 1975). Correspondingly, consumers with greater public self-

consciousness purchase or use products and brands to dazzle others (Bushman, 1993). In his 

study, Bushman (1993) showed that consumers have more preference for national brands over 

bargain brands arguing that national brands have more positive public images compared to 

bargain brands, which are perceived as second-class. Public self-consciousness has been also 

found to be related to self-appearance (Netemeyer, Burton and Lichtenstein, 1995) which is an 
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aspect of fashion brands. In their book on self-consciousness and clothing, Solomon and 

Schopler (1982) maintain that public self-consciousness is more strongly associated with 

clothing-related measures including clothing interest, fashion opinion and conformity in dress 

style. Similarly, Miller and Cox (1982) have shown that individuals who are score high in 

public self-consciousness are more fashion-conscious and tend to use clothing and makeup to 

enhance their public image. According to Doherty and Schlenker (1991), individuals high in 

public self-consciousness tend to be more concerned about their social identities and are more 

interested in gaining approval from others. The role of public self-consciousness has been 

studied in several consumer research (e.g. Gesk and Grolet, 2008; Kaufmann et al., 2016; Lo, 

Tsarenko and Tojib, 2019; Malär et al., 2011; Roux, Tafani and Vigneron, 2017); however, the 

branding literature lacks clarity on how this psychological construct might affect consumers’ 

behavioural intentions toward brands. Malär et al. (2011) found that in the case of high public 

self-consciousness, actual self-congruence develops greater emotional attachment, which 

indicates that consumers become attached to brands that enable them to express their actual 

selves. Kaufmann et al. (2016) demonstrated that public self-consciousness positively 

influences the purchasing intention of original products. In the context of luxury consumption, 

Roux et al. (2017) identified public self-consciousness as an important precursor of refinement 

for women than men. Recently, Lo et al. (2019) show that highly self-conscious consumers are 

less likely to recommend online second-hand apparel shopping compared to privately self-

conscious consumers, despite positive perceived norms. This study expects that public self-

consciousness to play an influential moderating role in affecting consumers’ willingness to 

spread positive WOM about their favourite fashion brand.  

The involvement construct derives from the psychology discipline. It started to flourish in 

marketing and consumer behaviour research following Krugman’s (1967) measurement of 

advertising involvement.  
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Various definitions of involvement evolved in the marketing literature given that it was 

suggested that an individual can be involved in different situations such as advertisements 

(Krugman, 1967) and products (Hupferer and Gardner, 1971). Zaichkowsky (1985) describes 

involvement as “a person’s perceived relevance of [an] object based on inherent needs, values, 

and interests” (p. 342). In accordance with previous definitions, Dholakia (2001) defines 

product involvement as “an internal state variable that indicates the amount of arousal, interest 

or drive evoked by a product class” (p. 1341). Based on previous studies, Malär and co-authors 

(2011) define product involvement as “the personal relevance of the product, which is 

determined by the extent to which the product is interesting and important to the consumer” (p. 

37). Much of the research in the field of consumer behaviour and psychology identify product 

involvement as a key moderator on the relationships between attitudes and behavioural 

intentions (e.g. Assael, 1998; Bloemer and de Ruyter, 1998; Bloemer and Kasper, 1995; Celsi 

and Olsen, 1988; Suh and Yi, 2006) while limited studies did not find a moderating influence 

of product involvement on the relationship between satisfaction and loyalty (Homburg and 

Giering, 2001; Olsen, 2007). Employing a sample of German consumers, Homburg and 

Giering (2001) revealed that product involvement had no significant moderating effect on the 

relationship between satisfaction and brand or dealer loyalty. In consistency with Homburg and 

Giering’s (2001), Olsen (2007) found no moderating effect of product involvement on the link 

between satisfaction and loyalty. However, Olsen (2007) demonstrated that product 

involvement fully mediates satisfaction-loyalty link. On the other hand, Malär et al. (2011) 

confirm the significant moderating effect of product involvement on the link between self-

congruence and emotional brand attachment. Ha and Lennon (2010) argue that product 

involvement is an enduring form of involvement and the degrees of involvement with the same 

product or brand differ among individuals. Consequently, consumers highly involved in a 

product experience an enduring high involvement due to factors that produce higher needs and 
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interest in this product. For instance, consumers high in clothing involvement tend to have 

constant needs and interests in clothing (Ha and Lennon, 2010). Following on this, it is 

expected that product involvement exerts a moderating effect on brand satisfaction-WTP and 

brand love-WTP, because consumers who are highly involvement with a brand are more likely 

to pay a high price for it.  

 

2.4 The ‘Cognition – Affect – Conative - Action’ Pattern in the Consumer-Brand 

Relationship Context  

 

In their book entitled, ‘Mixed Method Research Design: An Application in Consumer-Brand 

Relationships’, Sreejesh and Blattberg (2014), quoted by Blackston (1992a), state:  

The concept of a relationship with a brand is neither novel nor outrageous. It is readily understandable as an 

analogue between brand and consumer of that complex of cognitive, affective, and behavioral processes which 

constitute a relationship between two people (p. 80). 

Marketing scholars and practitioners have considered that consumers’ attitudes toward brands 

involve cognitive, affective, and conative stages within the process of attitude development 

(Evanschitzky and Wunderlich 2006; Oliver 1999). For instance, Oliver (1999) asserts that 

consumers develop loyalty gradually, at each attitudinal stage. Consumers become loyal in a 

cognitive sense first, subsequently in an affective sense, next in a conative sense represented 

by behavioural intentions and which is described by Oliver (1999) as “action inertia”. In the 

context of brand management, Sreejesh and Mohapatra (2014) followed this framework and 

claimed that consumer-brand relationships evolve through these phases by designating each 

stage respectively as relationship establishment, relationship augmentation and relationship 

maintenance. In a practical setting, Nebel and Blattberg (1999) argue based on a research 

conducted by Accenture, a management consulting services company, that not all consumers 

of a specific brand are expected to maintain a relationship with this brand. Before starting an 
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intimate relationship with the brand, consumers develop certain affinity with this brand which 

is characterized as brand involvement and brand sensitivity and then later attain brand loyalty. 

Therefore, Nebel and Blattberg (1999) clearly support the cognitive – affective – conative 

framework within the brand relationship management architype.  

Reviving Fournier’s (2009) call for advanced exploration of the consumer-brand relationships 

realm, the present study adopts the cognition-affect-conation pattern as the cornerstone of its 

theoretical framework. In fact, Oliver (1999) urged to further examine and analyse consumers’ 

beliefs, affect and behavioural intentions to identify ‘true’ brand loyalty. Accordingly, the 

author indicates that the above mentioned three decision-making stages enclose the following: 

“1) the brand attribute beliefs must be preferable to competitive offerings, 2) this ‘information’ 

must coincide with an affective attitude for the brand, and 3) the consumer must have a higher 

intention (conation) to buy the brand compared with that for alternatives”. The current 

framework proposes different functional and experiential routes to brand loyalty. The 

functional routes are represented by perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction. It is 

assumed that brand satisfaction. mediates the relationship between perceived brand quality and 

behavioural intentions. On the other hand, the experiential routes are represented by brand 

experience and brand love. It is predicted that brand love mediates the relationship between 

brand experience and behavioural intentions as well as Facebook behaviours. Moreover, this 

research proposes interaction routes, indicating interactions between the functional and the 

experiential brand constructs. From the one side, it is posited that perceived brand quality 

interacts with brand love, which in turn influences behavioural intentions and actual Facebook 

behaviours. From the other side, an interaction between brand experience and brand 

satisfaction is postulated; consequently, affecting behavioural intentions.  

A more in-depth illustration and discussion of the conceptual model and the theoretical 

foundations of the proposed hypotheses are presented in Chapter 3.  
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2.4.1 The Cognitive Stage: Perceived Brand Quality and Brand Experience 

 

The cognitive stage is presented by consumers’ positive beliefs about a brand based on previous 

experience or vicarious knowledge about it (Oliver, 1999). Marketing researchers tend to 

consider that perceived quality is relative to attitude and that it has an impact on behavioural 

intentions (Parasuraman et al., 1988; Bitner, 1990). Zeithaml (1988) defines perceived quality 

as a consumer’s judgment of a product’s overall excellence and superiority. In the service 

domain, the cognitive status of service quality is firmly implicated in the SERVQUAL 

measurement scale developed by Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1985), which is based on 

the presumption that consumers use a mental calculation to make an evaluation.  Consequently, 

in a branding context, perceived brand quality can be regarded as a cognitive construct that is 

essential to be added to conceptual models seeking to understand behavioural intentions.  

Regarding brand experience, which represents the experiential route in this study, it has been 

defined as “subjective, internal consumer responses (sensations, feelings and cognitions) and 

behavioural responses evoked by brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s design and 

identity, packaging, communications, and environments” (Brakus et al., 2009, p. 53). 

Experiences with the brand rise from all forms of consumers’ interactions with that brand at 

different touchpoints.  Hence, the concept of experience associates with the impact of the entire 

brand not simply its sub-elements. Brakus et al. (2009) have confidently argued that brand 

experience is distinguished from evaluative, affective, and associative constructs such as brand 

attitude, brand involvement, brand attachment, customer delight and brand personality. 

Attitudes are general appraisals formed on the basis of beliefs or automatic, unconscious 

affective responses (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Murphy and Zajonc, 1993). Nevertheless, brand 

experience is a vigorous sensation, feeling, cognition and behavioural response provoked by 

certain stimuli in consumers’ milieu. In certain circumstances, a specific experience may 

produce general attitudes to the experience itself however the entire attitude toward the 
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experience nails part of the whole experience (Andreini et al., 2018). Brakus, Schmitt and 

Zhang (2008) indicate that experiences deliver value and benefit same as functional features. 

The notion that value inheres in the experiential consumption is rooted in the work of Pine and 

Gilmore (1999) and Holbrook (1999). Specifically, experiential value perceptions are built on 

interactions including direct usage or distanced appreciation of goods and services. These 

interactions constitute the grounds for the relativistic preferences held by individuals involved 

(Mathwick, Malhotra and Rigdon, 2001). Hence, it is plausible to conceptually consider brand 

experience as a cognitive construct.   

 

2.4.2 The Affective Stage: Brand Satisfaction and Brand Love  

 

Cognition is followed by affect which is characterised by positive attitudes toward the brand, 

involving feelings about it resulting from the cumulative evaluations occurred in the cognitive 

stage (Oliver, 1999). The majority of past research on satisfaction conceptualise it as an 

affective/emotional response to a consumer experience that encompasses a cognitive process 

(Oliver, 1997;1999; Cadotte, Woodruff and Jenkins, 1987; Tse and Wilton, 1988). Oliver 

(1981) affirms that satisfaction is a psychological state arousing when the emotion encircling 

disconfirmation of expectations is combined with the consumer’s prior feelings about the 

consumption experience. Likewise, Tse and Wilton (1988) describes satisfaction as “the 

consumer’s response to the evaluation of discrepancy between prior expectations and the actual 

performance of the product as perceived after its consumption” (p. 204). According to 

Evanschitzky and Wunderlich (2006), satisfaction is an overall affective evaluation (or feeling 

state) derived from perceived performance as the cognitive element of the evaluation. 

Therefore, in the context of this study, brand satisfaction is viewed as an affective construct 

acting as an emotional response to consumers’ brand perceived quality of fashion brands. From 

the other side, brand love which is assigned as a mediator between brand experience and brand 
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loyalty, WOM and willingness to pay a premium price in the present model, is defined as “the 

degree of passionate emotional attachment a satisfied consumer has for a particular trade name” 

(p. 80) (Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006).  

A bulk of research conducted on brand love, position the concept within the theoretical bounds 

of interpersonal relationships (Ahuvia, 2005; Fetscherin, 2014; Fournier, 1998). The 

framework of the Triangular Theory of Love proposed by Sternberg (1986; 1997) and including 

three main components has been widely implemented in consumer behaviour research. 

Intimacy refers to the relationship closeness and strong connection; passion comprises 

romance, physical attraction, arousal and needs as self-esteem and self-actualisation; and 

finally, decision/commitment portrays the short-term decision to love and the desire to retain a 

long-term relationship. Albert and Merunka (2013) designate brand love as a feeling consumer 

develops toward a brand and evidently, the authors differentiate it from other relational 

constructs specifically brand trust, brand identification and brand commitment. Since 

commitment is a key constituent of loyalty (Oliver, 1999), brand love involves emotion and 

passion which in turn distinguish it from brand loyalty by lacking commitment. Thereby, brand 

love is conceptualised as an emotional and passionate feeling that potentially leads consumers 

to develop a great degree of loyalty towards a brand enabling this construct to be credited the 

affective status.    

 

2.4.3 The Conation Stage: Behavioural Intentions 

 

Delineated by behavioural intentions, the next and final phase in this framework (i.e. 

conceptual model 1) is the conative phase. This stage is recognised as a deeper level of 

relationship between the consumer and the brand wherein the consumer shows a desire to 

sustain a long-term relationship with that brand. Following the core framework proposed by 
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Oliver (1997), the conative (behavioural intention) stage in the current study entails brand 

loyalty, WOM and willingness to pay a price premium. Remarkable scholars argue that 

repurchase behaviour does not capture, discretely, the entire concept of loyalty (Dick and Basu, 

1994; Fournier, 1998). In essence, this argument has induced other research to enlarge the list 

of constructs that can be investigated as the outcomes of appraising variables in studies on 

brand loyalty. These outcomes comprise intentions to repurchase, intentions to 

recommend/positive WOM, and intentions to pay a price premium for the product or brand 

(Fullerton, 2005; Fullerton and Taylor, 2002; Zeithaml et al., 1996). Correspondingly, Yoo and 

Donthu (2001) refer to brand loyalty as the tendency to be loyal to a focal brand, which is 

manifested by the intention to purchase the brand as a primary choice (Oliver, 1997). Unlike 

previous research that has mainly shown concern in the behavioural facet of brand loyalty (e.g. 

Sheth, 1968), Yoo and Donthu (2001) uncovers the intentional aspects of the loyalty construct.  

There is a growing body of literature that recognises the importance of WOM and willingness 

to pay a price premium in determining consumers’ loyalty (Anderson, 1998; Netemeyer et al., 

2004). Anderson (1998) delineated WOM as the informal communication between two parties 

in which products or services are assessed. According to Kozinets et al. (2010), WOM 

marketing is ‘the intentional influencing of consumer-to-consumer communications by 

professional marketing techniques’ (p.71). WOM has experienced unprecedented attention in 

the marketing literature, given it is importance as an alternative measure of loyalty. Aaker 

(1991) state that the real value of most loyal customers to a company derives from their 

influence on other customers more than their purchase behaviour.  

With respect to the third construct in the conative stage, willingness to pay a premium price, is 

defined as ‘the amount a customer is willing to pay for his/her preferred brand over 

comparable/lesser brands of the same size/package quantity’ (Netemeyer et al., 2004). Aaker 

(1996a) denotes that willingness to pay a premium price is one of the most powerful 
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determinants of brand loyalty. Consistently, Netemeyer et al. (2004) have proven that 

willingness to pay a price premium is a very useful construct which help researchers to predict 

and elucidate brand repurchase intent as well as brand purchase behaviour.  

 

2.4.4 The Action Stage: Behavioural Loyalty/Facebook-related Behaviours  

 

Today’s successful businesses have one thing in common: they are highly consumer focused 

and rely massively on marketing. These businesses share a passion for understanding and 

fulfilling consumers’ needs and chiefly they have a distinct target, establishing long-lasting 

profitable relationships with potential consumers. The exponential advances in digital 

technology – the Internet and the surf on social media- have fundamentally revolutionized the 

ways customers communicate with companies and each other in the virtual world. On the side, 

these dramatic events have had a tremendous influence on the way businesses/brands relates to 

customers, as well as the way customers connect with and affect to some extent each other’s 

brand behaviour. The consumer recent love affair with social media makes it a yielding and 

luxuriant arena for businesses to engage consumers and to give them the opportunity to make 

them have a say in everything from brand design, packaging to brand communication and 

experiences. 

Due to the explosive development and advancements of digital and social media platforms 

which have shaped consumers buying behaviours and engagement with brands, companies are 

required to develop and implement more powerful marketing strategies and tactics. Hence, and 

in this fast-growing environment, it is more crucial to build and maintain valuable, long-term 

relationships with customers (Keller, 2020; Kotler and Keller, 2016). In these days, it is rare to 

find a retailer that does not have a solid online presence. Besides having physical stores 

worldwide, numerous retailers are creating their own brand communities’ networks through 
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social media in order to build strong relationships with their customers (Laroche, Habibi and 

Richard, 2013; Swani, Milne and Brown, 2013). In this respect, it is imperative to understand 

consumers’ behaviours toward brands on social media platforms. Hence, this study develops 

medium specific behaviours (presented in Chapter 4) in the aim of going beyond the traditional 

measure of repurchase behaviour and capture consumers’ actual behaviours, reflecting 

behavioural loyalty.  

As explained by Oliver (1999), conation is a state where the consumer shows certain level of 

commitment to rebuy. Yet, this commitment is solely an intention to repurchase the brand and 

is more analogous to motivation. In fact, Oliver (1999) completes the cognition – affect – 

conative pattern with a fourth phase or action phase characterised by a willingness to overcome 

obstacles and hence, facilitate the act of repurchase. Accordingly, he argues that the action 

stage discloses a deep commitment that drives consumers to repurchase the brand. Existing 

research (Beatty and Kahle, 1988; Yoo, Donthu and Lee, 2000) have considered the conative 

and the action stages as a single stage. The researcher of this study sets out to examine and gain 

further understanding of the mechanism by which intentions are modulated to actions by 

extending the basic conceptual model. More specifically, the researcher seeks to shine new 

light on the behavioural aspects of loyalty through an examination of consumers’ actual 

medium behaviours, precisely, Facebook-related behaviours. Behavioural loyalty is 

characterised as consumers’ behavioural response to repurchase a preferred product or brand 

constantly over time (Jacoby and Kyner, 1973; Oliver, 1999). In the domain of social media 

marketing, behavioural intentions are often used to measure the attitudinal side of loyalty and 

sometimes as an alternative measure of behavioural outcomes (e.g. Calder, Malthouse and 

Schaedel, 2009; Hollebeek, Glynn and Brodie 2014).  Nonetheless, this approach is based on 

consumers’ intentions to repurchase a brand, to spread positive WOM about it and pay a higher 

price for it and does not capture their actual behaviours recurrence. Going beyond the 
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commonly examined loyalty intentions, the present study develops Facebook-related 

behaviours measures that will expectedly help better understand consumers’ actual behavioural 

loyalty toward fashion brands (see Chapter 4).  

  

2.5 Summary of the Chapter 

 

This chapter offered a literature-based assessment of brand loyalty and the evolution of the 

construct’s conceptualisations, in addition to its relationships with main antecedents with a 

sharper focus on four brand constructs framed in the present conceptual model, namely 

perceived brand quality, brand satisfaction, brand experience and brand love. Furthermore, a 

review of the moderators examined in previous studies on brand satisfaction-brand loyalty and 

brand love-brand loyalty links is provided along a consideration of the three selected 

moderating variables for this study: self-esteem, public self-consciousness and product 

involvement. Finally, the ‘cognitive-affective-conative-action’ framework in the consumer-

brand relationship realm is explained in relation to the current conceptual model which is 

introduced in the following chapter.  

The following chapter (Chapter 3) presents the conceptual model of this research and provides 

an in-depth discussion of the theoretical underpinnings of the proposed hypotheses.  
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CHAPTER 3: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

 

 

3.0 Introduction 

 

Following an extensive review of the literature on the concept of brand loyalty and its key 

antecedents, a conceptual framework is developed, and a number of hypotheses are 

respectively formulated in this chapter based on solid theoretical groundings.  

This chapter is organised as follows: Section 3.1 represents the current model (Model 1a and 

Model 1b) and the definitions of the constructs selected. Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 addresses 

the conceptualisation of the functional, experiential and interactions relationships highlighted 

in the Model 1a and Model 1b based on solid theoretical foundations underlying these 

relationships. While these sections discuss the functional, the experiential and the interactions 

routes to behavioural intentions (i.e. attitudinal loyalty) and actual Facebook behaviours (i.e. 

behavioural loyalty), Section 3.6 discloses the moderating effect of self-esteem (SE), public 

self-consciousness (PSC) and product involvement (PI) on the relationships between brand 

satisfaction → behavioural intentions from the one side and brand love → behavioural 

intentions from the other side. Then, Section 3.7 unfolds the importance of control variables in 

general and proposes ‘gender’ and ‘age’ as the two assigned control variables in the present 

study. Finally, a summary of the chapter is briefly presented in Section 3.8.  

 

3.1 Conceptual Model and Hypotheses Development 

 

This study proposes different functional and experiential routes to attitudinal (i.e. behavioural 

intentions) and behavioural loyalty (i.e. actual Facebook behaviours) framed in a holistic 

framework. The main constructs of the conceptual model are: Perceived Brand Quality, Brand 

Experience, Brand Satisfaction, Brand Love, Behavioural intentions including Brand Loyalty, 
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Word-of-Mouth (i.e. WOM), Willingness to pay a price premium (i.e. WTP) and which 

represent the attitudinal facet of loyalty and actual Facebook behaviours, representing the 

behavioural dimension of loyalty, in addition to, Self-esteem, Public Self-Consciousness, and 

Product involvement acting as moderators. For a clearer representation of both loyalty 

dimensions, the main model was split into two figures (see Figure 3.1 and 3.2). Figure 3.1 is 

denoted as Model 1a and involves the attitudinal aspect of loyalty, characterized by brand 

loyalty, WOM and WTP (behavioural intentions). Figure 3.2 is designated as Model 1b and 

entails the behavioural aspect of loyalty represented by actual Facebook behaviours.   

The definitions of the constructs are presented in Table 3.1. 
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Table 3. 1 Definitions of the main constructs in the present conceptual model  

 

Construct 

 

 

Definition by Author (s) 

 

Perceived Brand 

Quality 

 

(Independent variable) 

 

 

 “the consumer’s [subjective] judgment about a product’s overall 

excellence or superiority.” (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 3) 

 

 

 

Brand Satisfaction 

 

(Mediator) 

 

 

 

“The consumer’s fulfilment response, and hence a satisfaction 

judgment, involves at the minimum two stimuli – an outcome and a 

comparison referent.” (Oliver, 1997, p. 13) 

 

 

 

Brand Experience 

 

(Independent variable) 

 

 

 

“A subjective, internal consumer response (sensations, feelings and 

cognitions) and behavioural responses evoked by brand-related stimuli 

that are part of a brand’s design and identity, packaging, 

communications, and environments.”  

(Brakus et al., 2009, p. 53) 

 

 

Brand Love 

 

(Mediator) 

 

 

“The degree of passionate emotional attachment a satisfied consumer 

has for a particular trade name.”  

(Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006, p. 82). 

 

Brand Loyalty 

 

(Dependent Variable - 

Outcome) 

 

 

“The tendency to be loyal to a focal brand, which is demonstrated by 

the intention to buy the brand as a primary choice.”  

(Yoo and Donthu, 2001, p. 3) 

 

WOM 

 

(Dependent variable - 

Outcome) 

 

 

“The degree to which the consumer praises the brand to others.” 

(Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006, p. 82) 

Willingness to pay a 

price premium-WTP 

 

(Dependent variable - 

Outcome) 

 

“The amount a customer is willing to pay for his/her preferred brand 

over comparable/lesser brands of the same size/package quantity”.  

(Netemeyer et al., 2004, p. 211) 

 

Facebook-related 

behaviours (i.e. 

behavioural loyalty) 

 

 

Behavioural loyalty is defined as a consumer’s response to repurchase 

or repatronize a preferred product or brand constantly over time 

(Jacoby and Kyner, 1973; Oliver, 1999). 
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(Dependent variable – 

Outcome) 

 

In this study, ‘Facebook behaviours’ as specific medium behaviours to 

a preferred brand on Facebook, characterised by the number of likes, 

shares, comments and photos/videos posted by a consumer, which 

reflect the behavioural dimension of loyalty. 

 

(Source: this study) 

*Note: the definitions of the moderators are presented later in this chapter (see Table 3.3, p.128)  

 

As mentioned previously, the current conceptual framework is displayed into two separate 

figures, Figure 3.1, and Figure 3.2, respectively. Besides examining the direct effect of 

perceived brand quality and brand experience on behavioural intentions (i.e. brand loyalty, 

WOM and WTP) and Facebook-related behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty), the current 

research aims to investigate these relationships in the presence of mediating variables. 

Mediation analysis is well-recognized among marketing and consumer behaviour academics 

as a method of testing hypotheses through which an independent variable (perceived brand 

quality and brand experience, in this research) may indirectly evoke a dependent variable 

(behavioural intentions and Facebook-related behaviours, in this research) through an 

intervening variable or the so-called mediator (brand satisfaction and brand love, in this 

research) (e.g. Baron and Kenny, 1986; Iacobucci, 2012; Pieters, 2017; Saldanha and Deng, 

2007; Zhao, Lynch Jr. and Chen, 2010). 

This research presents the functional routes by arguing that perceived brand quality is an 

important driver of both brand satisfaction and brand love which in turn, enhance behavioural 

intentions respectively brand loyalty, WOM and willingness to pay a price premium and 

Facebook-related behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty). Next, the experiential routes 

maintaining the influential impact of brand experience on behavioural intentions and 

Facebook-related behaviours through brand satisfaction and brand love are explained. 

Subsequently, the moderation hypotheses related to self-esteem, public self-consciousness, and 
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product involvement on brand satisfaction-behavioural intentions and brand love-behavioural 

intentions are developed.  

Finally, a summary of the hypotheses formulated is presented in Table 1.2 and an explanation 

of the selected control variables (gender and age) is offered.  

 

Figure 3. 1 Conceptual Model 1a involving the attitudinal dimension of loyalty 

(Source: this study) 
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Figure 3. 2 Conceptual Model 1b involving the behavioural dimension of loyalty 

 

(Source: this study)  

*Note: Model 1a and Model 1b are interrelated; however, they are split into two figures for the purpose 

of highlighting the attitudinal and behavioural dimensions of loyalty in this study.  

 

 

3.2 The Functional Routes 

 

3.2.1 The Impact of Perceived Brand Quality on Brand Satisfaction   

 

The relationship among perceived quality, satisfaction and behavioural intentions has long 

been studied in the marketing and consumer literatures (e.g. Anderson & Sullivan, 1993; 

Churchill & Surprenant, 1982; Oliver, 1980;1997). The link between the three mentioned 

variables is derived from a well-founded theoretical framework proposed initially by Lazarus 

(1991) and developed subsequently by Bagozzi (1992): appraisal processes → emotional 

reactions → coping responses (i.e. cognition → affect → conation (Oliver, 1999).  
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Following the ideology behind this framework, Bagozzi (1992) developed the “self-regulatory 

processes” which arouse intentions, provoke behavior and drive to goal attainment. In this vein, 

Bagozzi (1992) argues that the self-regulatory processes involve “the appraisal and coping 

activities that translate 1) attitudes into intentions, 2) subjective norms into intentions and 3) 

intentions into actions leading to goal attainment”.  

Before extending this framework to the conceptual relationships behind brand perceived 

quality, brand satisfaction and behavioural intentions (brand loyalty, WOM and willingness to 

pay a premium price) in the present study, it is important to present a brief explanation of 

Bagozzi’s (1992) proposition regarding the attitude-intention relationship. According to 

Bagozzi (1992), one major theoretical issue regarding the relationship between attitude and 

intention concerns the lack of an additional factor that activates this relation and hence cause 

the intention behavior. Therefore, he introduced the idea of an “outcome-desire unit”. 

Correspondingly, Bagozzi (1992) affirms that an intention behavior is provoked when attitude 

is accompanied by a desire to do the act. He points out that a person’s engagement in activities 

is due to a desire to attain specific outcomes. When the outcome is achieved, an ‘affective’ 

response is evoked (e.g. satisfaction, Bagozzi, 1982; Scheier and Carver, 1990) which is then 

followed by a coping response (e.g. favorable behavioural intention to repurchase the product).  

By contrast, if the outcome is not achieved, a negative affective response is followed (e.g. 

dissatisfaction, Bagozzi, 1992) and a coping response is consequently produced (e.g. 

behavioural intention not to repurchase the product).  

In consistence with this thought, the framework: cognition → affect → conation can be 

implemented to interpret the relationship between perceived brand quality, brand satisfaction 

and behavioural intentions. For the purposes of the current research, behavioural intentions 

involve respectively brand loyalty, WOM and willingness to pay a price premium. Marketing 

researchers assign perceived quality as an appraisal variable and believe that it has an impact 
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on behavioural intentions (e.g. Parasuraman, Zeithaml & Berry, 1988). Perceived quality is 

defined as “the consumer’s [subjective] judgment about a product’s overall excellence or 

superiority” (Zeithaml, 1988, p.3). Correspondingly, it is grounded on customers’ or users’ (i.e. 

not managers’ or experts’) subjective perception and evaluation of a product quality which 

indicates its attitudinal nature. For instance, consumers purchase a brand because they desire a 

certain level of quality from the brand they have purchased (i.e. desire-outcome unit, Bagozzi, 

1992). Following the post-purchase act, consumers conceivably evaluate the quality of the 

brand (i.e. appraisal) and then generate an emotional response (i.e. in this study, brand 

satisfaction). This emotional response is followed by a coping response as suggested by 

Bagozzi’s (1992) framework which indicates that brand satisfaction directly stimulates 

behavioural intentions (i.e. in this study, brand loyalty; WOM; willingness to pay a price 

premium). Similarly, Oliver (1997) asserts that the link between quality – satisfaction – 

behavioural intentions is theoretically solid, and it is compatible with the appraisal → emotions 

→ coping responses sequence (Bagozzi, 1992; Lazarus, 1991). In this vein, the researcher of 

the current study proposes that brand satisfaction is an interceding variable that mediates the 

relationship between perceived brand quality and behavioural intentions respectively brand 

loyalty, WOM and willingness to pay a premium price which portrays the first functional route 

to attitudinal loyalty.  

Adopting Zeithaml (1988) definition, the present research outlines perceived brand quality as 

the consumer’s judgment of the overall excellence or superiority of a brand relative to 

alternative brand (s). Netemeyer et al. (2004) distinguished between objective quality and 

perceived quality by indicating that perceived quality involves an evaluation of a brand, a 

general evaluation of a brand compared to other brands (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993). When 

consumers perceive a high quality of a brand, they identify the superiority of this brand. 

According to Zeithaml (1988), perceived quality is an element of brand value; thus, high 
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perceived quality compels consumers to select the brand over other rival brands. In their 

landmark books, both Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) reported perceived quality as a primary 

construct in the customer based brand equity model in view of its association with other 

significant constructs such as satisfaction, brand purchase intent, willingness to pay a premium 

price and brand choice (e.g. Anderson and Sullivan, 1993; Netemeyer et al., 2004). 

Satisfaction is related to the way consumers perceive a brand and it is an essential predictor of 

consumers’ behaviours. Several definitions of satisfaction appear in the literature; however, the 

most famous conceptualization is based on the disconfirmation paradigm introduced by Oliver 

(1980). Engel et al. (1990) characterize brand satisfaction as “the outcome of the subjective 

evaluation that the chosen alternative (the brand) meets or exceeds the expectations”. This 

definition is in accordance with the definition of satisfaction grounded on the disconfirmation 

model. Oliver (1997), who is amongst the most influential authors on the concept of 

satisfaction, provides the earliest functional definition of satisfaction: “the consumer’s 

fulfilment response” particularly during the appraisal stage where emotions are evoked to judge 

the product or the brand (Anderson and Sullivan, 1993; Birgelen et al., 2002). In addition, 

according to Oliver (1997, p. 13), “a fulfilment, and hence a judgment that a product or service 

feature, or the product or service itself, provided (or is providing) a pleasurable level of 

consumption-related fulfilment, including levels of under- or over-fulfilment”. In general, 

satisfaction occurs when actual consumption surpasses expectations. The conspicuous idea that 

emerges in the majority of satisfaction’s definitions is the comparison between expectations 

and brand performance.  In conformity with previous studies, this study focuses on satisfaction 

with the ‘brand quality’, and thus, conceptualise it as a post-consumption evaluation of the 

perceived quality considering pre-purchase performance expectations about the quality (e.g. 

Anderson 1994; Anderson and Sullivan 1993; Bitner 1990; Churchill and Surprenant 1982; 

Oliver 1980; Oliver and DeSarbo 1988; Tse and Wilton 1988). 
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Several lines of evidence suggest that satisfaction is a function of perceived quality (e.g. 

Anderson and Sullivan, 1993; Churchill and Surprenant; 1982; Fornell, 1992; Fornell et al., 

1996; Hult et al., 2019; Oliver and DeSarbo, 1988; Olsen, 2002; Zeithaml et al., 1996). For 

instance, both Churchill and Suprenant (1982) and Oliver and DeSarbo (1988) argue that 

perceived quality, compared to expectations, has a direct and stronger effect on satisfaction. 

Similarly, Anderson and Sullivan (1993) found that companies which steadily offer high 

quality products are more likely to have more satisfied customers. In the service marketing 

context, several scholars (e.g. Hult et al., 2019; Rust and Oliver, 2000; Taylor and Baker, 1994; 

Woodside et al., 1989) argue, through empirical studies, that customer satisfaction is 

considerably influenced by the quality of a service. Consequently, in the consumer-brand 

relationship realm, it is unquestionable that perceived brand quality is positively associated 

with brand satisfaction. In other words, the higher the perceived quality of a fashion brand, the 

more satisfied is the consumer with this brand.  

 

3.2.2 The Impact of Brand Satisfaction on Behavioural Intentions  

 

Since the early 1970s, the concept of satisfaction has been receiving considerable scholarly 

attention in the marketing and consumer behaviour domains. This attention is mainly driven by 

the idea that satisfaction has potential benefits including customer loyalty and higher 

profitability (Anderson, Fornell and Lehmann, 1994; Anderson, Fornell and Rust, 1997; 

Anderson and Sullivan, 1993; Oliver, 1980; 1997). According to Oliver (1997), satisfaction is 

a post-purchase evaluation through which consumers sense pleasurable consumption-related 

fulfilment. Aaker (1991) described brand loyalty as the attachment that a consumer has to a 

brand. Oliver (1999) defined brand loyalty as a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronise 

a preferred product or service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand 
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or same brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the 

potential to cause switching behaviour. In line with Yoo and Donthu (2001), this study 

considers brand loyalty as the tendency to be loyal to a focal brand, which is shown by the 

intention to purchase the brand as a first choice.  

The framework of the present research proposes relationships between brand satisfaction and 

behavioural intentions precisely brand loyalty, WOM and WTP. Specifically, WOM and 

willingness to pay a price premium are surrogate measures of loyalty (Aaker, 1991). In practice, 

attitudinal loyalty can be enunciated as the likelihood to recommend and the likelihood to 

repurchase as affirmed by Kumar et al. (2013) or depending on the aims and context of the 

study, the likelihood to pay a higher price for the same brand. Accordingly, Kumar et al. (2013) 

state that these ‘likelihood’, are measured as intentions in marketing research. A plethora of 

studies examined the satisfaction – loyalty relationship and confirmed the impact of satisfaction 

on consumers’ loyalty across various contexts (e.g. Anderson and Sullivan, 1993; Atulkar and 

Kesari, 2017; Bloemer and de Ruyter, 1998; Bloemer and Lemmink, 1992; Brakus et al., 2009; 

de Oliveira Santini et al., 2018; Fornell et al., 1996; Mittal and Kamakura, 2001; Picόn et al., 

2014; Zeithaml et al., 1996). In fact, the notion that satisfaction is a key driver of loyalty is 

well-established in the literature (Atulkar and Kesari, 2017; Fornell, 1992; Hult et al., 2019; 

Oliver, 1999; Olsen, 2002). According to Fullerton (2005), satisfaction evaluations play a 

central role in interpreting consumers’ loyalty toward retail brands. Bloemer and Kasper (1995) 

argue that consumers’ satisfaction with the performance of a product or service is expressed by 

the degree of loyalty they exhibit. Against this background, when a consumer values the brand 

and is satisfied with its performance, he/she is more likely to maintain a relationship with that 

brand to continue to benefit from the quality received. Hence, brand satisfaction has a direct 

positive effect on brand loyalty (repurchase intention).  
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Evidence suggests that willingness to spread positive WOM is among the most important 

outcomes of satisfaction in a consumption experience (Bitner, 1995; Brown et al., 2005; de 

Matos and Rossi, 2008; Fullerton 2005; 2011; Kumar et al., 2013). According to Anderson 

(1998), delighted consumers intend to give more favourable recommendations compared to 

consumers who had neutral satisfaction judgments. de Matos and Rossi (2008) argue that 

consumers’ motivation to share their positive experience with others depends largely on the 

extent to which the product or service performance exceeds their expectations. Consequently, 

the likelihood of consumers to engage in positive WOM about a brand rely upon their degree 

of satisfaction.  In other words, when a brand delivers a high level of satisfaction to consumers, 

they are more likely to give recommendations and spread positive WOM. In addition to positive 

WOM, willingness to pay a price premium was identified as a consequence of satisfaction 

(Chaudhuri and Ligas, 2016; Homburg et al., 2005). Based on the equity theory, Homburg et 

al. (2005) argue that a consumer who experiences greater satisfaction, he/she perceives a high 

outcome of an exchange and thereby, is more likely to pay a higher price. Fornell et al. (1996) 

maintained that customer satisfaction has a positive impact on brand loyalty particularly in 

terms of repurchase intention and price tolerance. In consumer-brand relationship terms, 

willingness to pay a price premium is a function of one’s perception of the value and quality 

of the brand given that a higher price determines better quality (Davcik et al., 2015). There is 

considerable support for the position that consumers’ satisfaction with a brand enhances their 

willingness to engage in positive WOM and to pay a price premium for this brand. Therefore, 

brand satisfaction is positively associated with WOM and WTP.  Therefore, from the preceding 

discussion, the following mediational hypotheses are posited: 

H1a: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on brand loyalty through the 

mediating role of brand satisfaction. 
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H1b: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WOM through the mediating 

role of brand satisfaction. 

H1c: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WTP through the mediating 

role of brand satisfaction. 

 

3.3 The Experiential Routes  

 

3.3.1 The Impact of Brand Experience on Brand Love 

  

One of the main views of experiential marketing is that value does not only dwell in the 

utilitarian and functional benefits of products and services; however, value as well resides in 

the hedonic and experiential elements of products and services in addition to the experiential 

consumption itself (Andreini et al., 2018; Batat, 2019; Schmitt and Zarantonello, 2013). In the 

light of this idea, marketing scholars and practitioners have made a clear distinction between 

functional (or utilitarian) and experiential (or hedonic) value (e.g. Gentile, Spiller and Noci, 

2007). The pioneering article by Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) impelled the ‘experiential 

aspects of consumption’ as a supplementary approach to the ‘information processing pattern’. 

Recalling the authors stimulus for future work to reestablish the imbalance in consumer 

research by considering consumers’ fantasies, feelings, and fun, the present framework 

proposes different experiential pathways, to brand loyalty, WOM and willingness to pay a price 

premium (i.e. behavioural intentions) as well as to actual Facebook behaviours.  

Brakus et al. (2009) describe brand experience as ‘subjective, internal consumer responses 

(sensations, feelings and cognitions) in addition to behavioural responses evoked by brand-

related stimuli that are part of a brand’s design and identity, packaging, communications, and 

environments’ (p. 53).  
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Experiences with a brand can be positive or negative, temporary, or long-lasting. Brakus et al. 

(2009) have, conceptually and empirically, demonstrated that brand experience is distinct from 

some cognitive, affective, and motivational constructs including brand attitudes, brand 

attachment, brand involvement and customer delight. However, they have shown that brand 

experience has a positive impact on consumer satisfaction, brand loyalty and brand personality. 

Therefore, the empirical link between brand experience and other brand concepts is clear, 

specifically when scholars investigate their effect on consumers behaviours. The development 

of brand experience concept and measurement scale in 2009 has triggered a huge amount of 

studies on this construct with a particular focus on its outcomes.  

Brand loyalty has been identified as one of the main consequences of brand experience and the 

link between the two concepts has been increasingly examined in different settings (Brakus et 

al., 2009; de Oliveira Santini et al., 2018; Francisco-Maffezzolli et al., 2014; Iglesias et al., 

2011; Khan et al., 2016; Morrison and Crane, 2007; Nysveen et al., 2013; Nysveen and 

Pedersen, 2014; Ramaseshan and Stein, 2014). It is now well established that brand experience 

influences consumers’ loyalty towards brands. However, how brand experience develops 

greater levels of brand loyalty through the effects of other brand constructs is not yet fully 

examined. In addition, the influence of brand experience on WOM and willingness to pay a 

price premium in the presence of mediating variables as well remains speculative. Hence, this 

research strives to examine the brand experience → brand loyalty/WOM/WTP and brand 

experience → Facebook behaviours relationships through the mediating roles of brand 

satisfaction and brand love.  

In an online setting, Chen et al. (2014) argue that brand experience has a positive direct effect 

on e-WOM. A study conducted by Klein et al. (2016), in the context of luxury retailing, reports 

a direct relationship between brand experience and WOM. More recently, Nikhashemi et al. 

(2019) show that customers’ retail brand experience stimulates their positive word of mouth 
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communication about the apparel retailer. In regard to WTP, a recently published study by 

Dwivedi et al. (2018) demonstrates a positive direct impact of brand experience on consumers’ 

WTP as well as an indirect impact through the mediating roles of brand credibility and 

perceived uniqueness. Similarly, Nikhashemi et al. (2019) demonstrate that customers’ retail 

brand experience stimulates their willingness to pay more to the apparel retailer. A positive and 

memorable experience with the brand creates a strong image in consumers’ minds, which 

enhances their willingness to repurchase the brand, to spread positive WOM about their 

experience with the brand and to pay a price premium for it.  

On the other hand, this research proposes that brand experience affects brand love positively. 

Huang (2017) examined the mediating effect of brand love on the relationship between brand 

experience and brand loyalty (behavioural and attitudinal). Nevertheless, this study suffers 

first, from a lack of a strong theoretical background and second, from some methodological 

weaknesses. In addition, the author used three dimensions out of four from the brand 

experience scale developed by Brakus et al. (2009) i.e. sensory, behavioural, and intellectual, 

omitting the affective dimension. Using a sample of Taiwanese students, Huang (2017) found 

that sensory experience has the strongest impact on brand love which in turn influences 

behavioural loyalty. Another recent study conducted in India by Sarkar et al. (2019), 

demonstrates that store environmental cues influence store love by provoking favourable store 

experience, and store love, alternatively, enhances store loyalty. Moreover, they argued that 

the effect of store brand experience on store brand love is stronger when it interacted with 

consumer’s propensity to anthropomorphize brand. Other studies have reported brand 

experience as an antecedent to brand love. For instance, Roy et al. (2013) proposed, 

specifically, that affective brand experience contributes to brand love. Similarly, Biҫakcioǧlu 

et al. (2018) have empirically ascertained, through a research conducted on Turkish 

respondents, that having an experience with a brand enhances consumers’ feelings of love 
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towards that brand. Contrary to the previously mentioned studies, Chen et al. (2014) who used 

a sample of Facebook users from Taiwan, argue that consumers who love a brand are likely to 

remain loyal to the brand regardless the possibility of having a negative experience with it. 

Consequently, they identified brand love as an antecedent of Facebook pages’ brand 

experience.  

While Brakus et al. (2009) designated experiences as sensations, feelings, cognitions and 

behavioural responses aroused by brand-related stimuli, they clearly distinguished between 

brand experience and other concepts such as brand attachment, brand involvement and 

customer delight as stated previously. Compared to brand attachment, which is defined as a 

strong emotional connection between a consumer and a brand (Park et al., 2006; Thomson et 

al., 2005), experience is distinctly a non-emotional construct. Experiences involve ordinary 

sensations, feelings, cognitions, and behavioural responses elicited by brand-related stimuli. 

Brand love reflects the degree of passion and emotional attachment that an individual has for a 

particular brand (Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006), which is considered an affective psychological 

state within the interpersonal relationship field (Aron and Aron, 1996). Brand experience can 

stimulate brand love given the fact that this construct generates feelings that result in strong 

emotional connections over time (de Oliveira Santini et al., 2018; Schmitt and Zarantonello, 

2013). In fact, a newly published empirical paper by Das et al. (2019), reveals the important 

role of brand experience in fostering brand passion which is defined as an affective attitude 

toward a specific brand that elicits emotional bond and attachment to the brand and prompts 

consumers’ behaviours (Albert et al., 2013; Bauer et al., 2007). Therefore, unlike Chen et al. 

(2014), the researcher of this study believes that consumers’ experiences with a fashion brand 

positively influences their feelings of love towards that brand.  
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3.3.2 The Impact of Brand Love on Behavioural Intentions and Facebook-related 

Behaviours 

 

Recent years have witnessed a growing academic and practical interest in the role of love in 

the relationships between consumers and brands (Ahuvia, 2005; Albert and Merunka, 2013; 

Albert et al., 2008, 2009; Bagozzi et al., 2017; Batra et al., 2012; Bergkvist and Bech-Larsen, 

2010; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Fournier, 1998; Roberts, 2006; Machado et al., 2019; Palusuk 

et al., 2019; Zarantonello et al., 2016). Previous research has revealed evidence on the 

proposition that the emotions experienced in the consumer-brand relationships realm (i.e. 

emotional feelings that consumers have for loved objects and material possessions) share 

notable similarities, conceptually and constructively, with the emotions within the 

interpersonal relationships context (i.e. emotional feelings that individuals carry for loved ones) 

(Ahuvia, 2005; Albert and Valette-Florence, 2010; Shimp and Madden, 1988). This 

proposition has led to the creation of a new branding concept referred to as ‘brand love’; which 

was initially defined by Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) as “the degree of passionate emotional 

attachment a satisfied consumer has for a particular trade name” (p. 81). Analogously, Batra et 

al. (2012) suggested a prototype-based definition through which they explicitly portray brand 

love as a form of relationship (in place of an emotion) that consumers maintain with brands. 

According to Batra et al. (2012) this type of relationship with brands comprise “multiple 

interrelated cognitive, affective, and behavioural elements, rather than a specific, single, 

transient love emotion” (p.6).  

As specified by Carroll and Ahuvia (2006), brand love encompasses a degree of passion and 

attachment to the brand, as well as positive evaluations and emotions responding to the brand. 

According to Bagozzi et al. (1999), positive emotions are connected to action and goal 

achievement which generally direct to a decision to proceed with the plan. More specifically, 

these authors indicated, on a psychological level, that positive emotions result in ‘sharing one’s 
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good fortune, savoring the experience, working to continue or increase the rewards, and 

increasing physical activity’ (p. 187). While a number of positive brand outcomes have been 

affiliated with the concept of brand love, brand loyalty, positive WOM and willingness to pay 

a price premium were among the most popular (e.g. Albert and Merunka., 2013; Bagozzi et al., 

2017; Bairrada et al., 2018; Batra et al., 2012; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Coelho et al., 2019; 

Fetscherin, 2014; Karjaluoto et al., 2016; Kaufmann et al., 2016; Roy et al., 2013; Wallace et 

al., 2014; 2017). Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) were the first to prove the positive impact of brand 

love on brand loyalty and positive WOM. Subsequent work has reinforced that brand loyalty 

and engagement in positive WOM are major outcomes of brand love in addition to willingness 

to pay a price premium and resistance to negative information (Batra et al, 2012). Replicating 

these findings, Albert and Merunka (2013), using a sample of French consumers, demonstrated 

a significant influence of brand love on behavioural and attitudinal loyalty as well as on positive 

WOM and willingness to pay a price premium. Wallace et al. (2017) showed, in a study 

conducted on Facebook users, that greater feelings of love towards “Liked” brands is positively 

linked to greater brand loyalty and WOM for those brands despite the fact that those brands are 

outside consumers’ physical reach. Employing a sample of Portuguese consumers, Bairrada et 

al. (2018) have recently reaffirmed previous findings and indicated that consumers who love a 

brand are more likely to develop greater loyalty to that brand, spread positive WOM and pay a 

higher price for it. In a more recent study, Coelho et al. (2019) confirm, through a research 

conducted in Portugal, that brand love positively influences brand loyalty, WOM and brand 

advocacy. Khamitov et al. (2019) have recently carried out a meta-analysis study through 

which they demonstrated that the relationship between brand love and customer brand loyalty 

is strengthened in the presence of four moderators, time, non-status and mixed vs. status, 

Privately and mixed consumed vs. publicly consumed and Attitudinal and mixed vs. 

behavioural loyalty, respectively.    
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In the context of building long-term consumer-brand relationships, the emotional predictors of 

brand loyalty need to be examined discretely as suggested by Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001). 

In their landmark paper, Dick and Basu (1994) pointed out that consumers’ emotions are 

considered better precursors of their behaviours compared to cognitive evaluations. In this vein, 

they denoted that the stronger and more positive the affective state of a consumer, the more 

likely he/she is loyal to the brand. Analogously, Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) have shown 

the impact of consumers’ ‘affect’ on both behavioural and attitudinal loyalty. Along these lines, 

brand love, viewed as an affective construct, is presumed to prompt greater brand loyalty. 

Substantively, remarkable studies have demonstrated a strong relationship between brand love 

and brand loyalty (e.g. Bairrada et al., 2018; Batra et al., 2012; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; 

Coelho et al., 2019; Fetscherin, 2014; Khamitov et al., 2019). In line with the previously 

mentioned studies, the current researcher maintains that the greater consumers’ feelings of love 

toward a fashion brand, the greater their loyalty toward that brand. Correspondingly, brand 

love has a positive impact on attitudinal and behavioural loyalty.    

In practice, publications on brand love are more frequently investigating, along with brand 

loyalty, positive WOM and willingness to pay a price premium as its key outcomes (Albert and 

Merunka, 2013; Bairrada et al, 2018; Batra et al., 2012; Bauer et al., 2009; Coelho et al., 2019; 

Karjaluoto et al., 2016; Wallace et al., 2014; 2017). Dick and Basu (1994) stated that 

consumers’ engagement in WOM is more likely to occur when they are exposed to prominent 

emotional experiences. Fournier (1998) maintains that feelings of love toward a brand induce 

positive judgments about the brand. Marketing practitioners have, equally, acknowledged that 

developing reference customers, who are willing to engage in favourable WOM about brands 

to other consumers, is a crucial outcome of the experiential consumption (Reichheld, 2003). 

Consumers who have feelings of love for a brand are more inclined to spread positive WOM 

about it for the purpose of identity construction (Batra et al., 2012), thus amplifying their social 
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and inner self (Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006). Additionally, when a consumer values a brand, 

he/she is more willing to continue buying the brand regardless of a price increase (Aaker, 1991) 

given that losing a loved brand is considered costly (Albert and Merunka, 2013). The role of 

brand love in the context of social media has been increasingly praised (e.g. Machado et al., 

2019). In their recent study, Machado et al. (2019) found that love towards brands on Facebook 

strongly and positively affects consumer-based brand equity. In an effort to maintain a positive 

emotional connection with the loved brand, consumers are expected to accept an increase in 

price over switching to another brand. Hence, in compliance with the previously stated studies, 

the current researcher contends that brand love positively affects WOM and WTP. 

Furthermore, love towards a favourite brand, prompts consumers to engage with this brand on 

social media such as Facebook in the case of this study. In other words, consumers are more 

likely to like and comment on a post related to the brand they love.  

The assumption that brand experience affects brand loyalty through the mediating role of brand 

love is grounded on the appraisal theory of emotion (Bagozzi, 1992; Lazarus, 1991), explained 

previously (see Section 3.2.1).  According to this theory, cognitive responses lead emotions 

and are regarded in the same way as the information processing view of consumer behaviour 

(Bagozzi et al., 1999). Nevertheless, the appraisal theory of emotion can explain consumers 

behaviours to a certain extent because in some cases emotions are provoked without prior 

cognitive response as argued by Zajonc (1980). According to Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) 

emotions are stimulated by fantasies, feelings, fun, imagination, and pleasurable experiences. 

In fact, brand experience is hedonic in nature and can prompt hedonic emotions (Ding and 

Tseng, 2015). In this vein, experiential scholars (e.g. Brakus et al., 2009; Schmitt et al., 2015) 

argue that positive brand experience prompts the consumer to repeat the experience, leading to 

stronger affective feelings over time, such as brand love, which in turn, develops greater brand 

loyalty. Accordingly, consumers loyalty toward brands result from their motivation to repeat 
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the pleasurable experiences and feelings. Based on the above discussion and through 

mediational hypotheses pathways, this study postulates that brand experience is an influential 

determinant of brand love which, in turn, stimulates brand loyalty, WOM and WTP, in addition 

to Facebook behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty). Correspondingly, the following hypotheses 

are formulated: 

H2a: Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on brand loyalty through the mediating 

role of brand love.  

H2b: Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on WOM through the mediating role of 

brand love.  

H2c: Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on WTP through the mediating role of 

brand love.  

H2d: Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on actual Facebook behaviours (i.e. 

behavioural loyalty) through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

3.4 Interaction between the Functional and the Experiential Routes  

 

3.4.1 The Impact of Perceived Brand Quality on Brand Love  

 

On the other hand, and as argued in the previous section (see Section 3.2.1), perceived brand 

quality has been shown to be positively linked to better performance of a brand in satisfying 

consumers’ needs, and thus, it is conceived that consumers are likely to love brands that offer 

them a greater quality. It is not surprising that a number of previous research has revealed the 

positive effect of perceived quality on brand love and has evidently confirmed that perceived 

quality is an antecedent to brand love (Albert et al., 2008; Bagozzi et al, 2017; Batra et al. 2012; 

Rauschnabel and Ahuvia, 2014). For instance, Batra et al. (2012), following a series of 
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interviews, have found that respondents’ positive evaluation of the loved brand’ quality was 

closely described as a determinant to their feeling of love towards it. In a study conducted on 

German internet users, Rauschnabel and Ahuvia (2014) demonstrated that perceived quality 

has a positive effect on brand love.  

In the same vein, Ding and Tseng (2015) argue that the quality of the brand induces consumers’ 

hedonic emotions. On the contrary, Bairrada et al. (2018) argue, in a recent empirical paper, 

that quality is not directly related to brand love; therefore, the authors demonstrate an indirect 

effect through perceived value, brand prestige and brand uniqueness. In line with previous 

research (Batra et al. 2012; Rauschnabel and Ahuvia, 2014), the present study maintains that 

perceived brand quality is directly associated with brand love. In other words, when a consumer 

perceives a high quality from a fashion brand, this leads to stronger feelings of love toward that 

brand, which in turn leads to greater brand loyalty. Similar to the previous hypotheses, this 

proposition is built on the appraisal theory of emotion (Bagozzi, 1992; Lazarus, 1991). 

Accordingly, if the brand is perceived to be of superior quality, consumers’ feelings of love 

toward the brand are more likely to be triggered. Based on this reasoning and the discussion 

related to the impact of brand love on behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours (see 

Section 3.3.2), the following mediational hypotheses are postulated:  

H3a: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on brand loyalty through the 

mediating role of brand love.  

H3b: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WOM through the mediating 

role of brand love.  

H3c: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WTP through the mediating 

role of brand love.  
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H3d: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on Facebook behaviours through 

the mediating role of brand love.  

 

3.4.2 The Impact of Brand Experience on Brand Satisfaction  

 

When conceptualising and developing a scale for brand experience, Brakus and his colleagues 

(2009) argue that experiences with a brand lead to pleasurable results and thus, demonstrated 

that brand experience has a positive effect on consumer satisfaction. Similarly, using a sample 

of Norwegian online consumers, Nysveen et al. (2013) confirm that all the dimensions of brand 

experience (i.e. sensory, intellectual, affective, behavioural, and relational) positively influence 

brand satisfaction. Another research by Nysveen and Pedersen (2014) confirms that brand 

experience and brand satisfaction are positively related. In the context of airlines, Lin (2015) 

found that innovative brand experience is positively associated with brand satisfaction. 

Employing a sample of UK users of search engines, Morgan-Thomas and Veloutsou (2015) 

confirmed that online brand experience has a positive influence on satisfaction. Similarly, in 

the online banking setting, Khan, Rahman and Fatma (2016), showed that positive online brand 

experiences have a significant effect on brand satisfaction. Through an empirical study on 

brand experience’s antecedents and outcomes, Khan and Fatma (2017) have clearly identified 

a direct and positive relationship between brand experience and customer satisfaction. 

Following a recent meta-analysis study, de Oliveira Santini et al. (2018) have shown a positive 

direct relationship between brand experience and brand satisfaction. In addition, they have 

revealed an indirect relationship between the two constructs through the mediating roles of 

brand love, brand personality and hedonic benefits. Using a sample of Spanish consumers, 

Iglesias, Markovic and Rialp (2019) have recently demonstrated that customer satisfaction is 

positively influenced by sensory brand experience. Consequently, the positive influence of 
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brand experience on brand satisfaction is unquestionable. On these grounds, the present 

researcher conceives that a positive experience with a fashion brand leads to consumer’s 

satisfaction with that brand. Consequently, following the discussion in this section as well as 

the discussion on the impact of brand satisfaction on behavioural intentions (see Section 3.2.2) 

the below mediational hypotheses are developed: 

H4a: Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on brand loyalty through the mediating 

role of brand satisfaction. 

H4b: Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on WOM through the mediating role of 

brand satisfaction. 

H4c: Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on WTP through the mediating role of 

brand satisfaction. 

 

3.5 The Difference between the Effects of the Functional and the Experiential Routes 

 

The dissimilarity between the functional and the experiential views resides in the fact that value 

does not only resides in the utilitarian benefits of brands; however, value also resides in the 

hedonic elements of brands in addition to the experiential consumption itself (e.g. Schmitt and 

Zarantonello, 2013), as stated in Section 3.3.1 of this chapter when introducing the concept of 

brand experience. In fact, the distinction between the two perspectives was made clear in the 

introduction chapter (i.e. Chapter 1, Section 1.3). Accordingly, the functional school considers 

consumers rational in nature which means they purchase brands according to their utilitarian 

functions based on objective attributes (Babin et al., 1994; Katz, 1960). On the contrary, the 

experiential school argues that consumers are emotional in nature; hence, they purchase brands 

that satisfy their emotive needs (Holbrook, 2000; Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982). Contrary to 



124 
 

the functional view which focuses on the utilitarian attributes only, the experiential view lies 

in the symbolic meanings and hedonic responses resulting from the consumption process 

(Andreini et al., 2018; Batat, 2019; Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982; 2015).  

Nonetheless, questions remain regarding the dissimilarities between the effects of functional 

and experiential brand constructs on attitudinal and behavioural loyalty. In other words, which 

type of brand constructs (functional vs. experiential) is more influential in developing and 

fostering brand loyalty. In line with Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote (2015), this research’s 

assumption that brand experience and brand love have a stronger influence on brand loyalty 

compared with perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction, is based on the theory of 

preference proposed by Zajonc (1980). This theory introduces the concept of the primacy of 

affect, which proposes the prevalence of affect in determining preferences (Zajonc, 1980; 

1984). According to Zajonc’s (1980) theory, affective reactions are made rapidly and 

momentarily predate cognitive analyses in the process of attitude formation. Along this 

reasoning, when consumers experience a brand and its related stimuli (i.e. colors, shapes, 

brand’s design and identity, packaging, marketing communications), they have an immediate 

affect-based reaction prior to analysing the utilitarian attributes of a brand. Moreover, affective 

responses are considered more subjectively valid and close to the self than cognitive responses. 

Accordingly, it is conceivable that brand experience is more powerful in predicting brand 

loyalty given that it elicits heightened affective responses specific to each consumer than 

perceived brand quality. Moreover, as previous research showed that the functional quality of 

a brand is not sufficient for its success (e.g. Buil et al., 2013), the experiential benefits arise 

and become more important (Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote, 2015).  Hence, the following 

hypothesis is posited:   
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H5: Brand experience has a stronger impact on behavioural intentions (i.e. brand loyalty, 

WOM and WTP) and Facebook behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty) than perceived brand 

quality on behavioural intentions and Facebook-related behaviours.  

A list of all the formulated hypotheses, the mediational and the hypothesis proposing the 

difference between the effect of the experiential routes and the functional routes on behavioural 

intentions and Facebook behaviours, is displayed in Table 3.2 (p. 126) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



126 
 

Table 3. 2 List of the developed hypotheses 

Hypothesis 

Code 

Hypothesis Statement 

H1a 

 

 

 

H1b 

 

 

H1c 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on brand loyalty 

through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WOM through 

the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WTP through 

the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

H2a 

 

 

 

H2b 

 

 

 

H2c 

 

 

H2d 

Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on brand loyalty 

through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

 

Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on WOM through the 

mediating role of brand love.  

 

 

Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on WTP through the 

mediating role of brand love.  

 

Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on Facebook-related 

behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty) through the mediating role of 

brand love.  

 

H3a 

 

 

H3b 

 

 

H3c 

 

 

H3d 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on brand loyalty 

through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WOM through 

the mediating role of brand love.  

 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WTP through 

the mediating role of brand love.  

 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on Facebook-

related behaviours through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

H4a 

 

 

H4b 

 

 

 

H4c 

Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on brand loyalty 

through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on WOM through the 

mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on WTP through the 

mediating role of brand satisfaction. 
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H5 

 

 

 

The effects of the experiential routes on behavioural intentions and 

Facebook behaviours are stronger than the effects of the functional 

routes on behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours.  

 

(Source: this study) 

*Note: the moderation hypotheses are displayed in a different table in the following section 

(Section 3.6, Table 3.4, p. 134) 

 

 

3.6 Moderating Effects  

 

Besides their importance in the psychology literature (e.g. Frazier, Tix and Barron, 2004), 

moderating variables have been increasingly praised in marketing research. This importance 

resides in their effectiveness in envisaging consumers’ intentions and behaviours by 

uncovering the strength and/or weakness of the relationship between an independent variable 

and a dependent variable in addition to determined relationships (Baron and Kenny; 1986; 

Caceres and Vanhamme, 2003; Evanschitzky and Wunderlich, 2006; Walsh et al., 2008). As 

stated in the methodology chapter (Chapter 4), Baron and Kenny (1986) describes a moderator 

as “a qualitative or quantitative variable that effects the direction and/or the strength of the 

relationship between the independent and the dependent or criterion variable” (p. 1174). For 

this purpose, the framework of this study introduces a number of remarkable variables, 

indicated as moderators, in the aim of exploring their influence on the relationships between 

brand satisfaction and behavioural intentions from one side and on the relationship between 

brand love and behavioural intentions from the other side. Respectively, the moderators 

capitalised for this conceptual model vary from psychographic (product involvement) and 

psychological (public self-consciousness and self-esteem). Table 3.3 represents the definitions 

of the moderators, by relevant author (s), employed in the conceptual framework of this 

research. 
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Table 3. 3 Definitions of the moderators used in the present research 

 

Moderator 

 

 

Definition by author (s) 

 

Self-esteem 

“A person’s overall evaluation of his or her worthiness as a 

human being” (Malär et al., 2011, citing Rosenberg, 1979, 

p.37) 

 

 

Public self-consciousness 

“The awareness of the self as a social object or the awareness 

that others are aware of the self” (Malär et al., 2011, citing 

Fenigstein et al., 1975, p.37) 

 

 

Product involvement 

“The personal relevance of the product, which is determined by 

the extent to which the product is interesting and important to 

the consumer” (Malär et al., 2011, p. 37) 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

3.6.1. Moderating Role of Self-Esteem 

 

The existing body of consumer research on the relevance of possessions determines that 

possessions are used to meet and satisfy self-needs, in particular, helping create one’s self-

concept, enhance and reveal one’s self-identity and enable one’s to be distinguished from 

others (e.g. Belk, 1988). In the consumer-brand relationship domain, notable marketing 

scholars have broadened these possessions to brands and have claimed that brands are like 

symbols used by consumers to identify their selves and express themselves in front of others 

(Ahuvia, 2005; Escalas and Bettman, 2003; Fournier, 1998). Similar to interpersonal 

relationships, brands produce feelings of warmth and attachment and induce pleasurable 

experiences, and hence, build strong connections with consumers (Fournier, 1998). In a 

theoretical paper, Fournier and Alvarez (2012) illuminate on the principle of attachment theory 

by stating that interpersonal experiences impact a person’s behaviour within a relationship 

besides their influence on how he/she thinks and feels about this relationship. According to 

Malär et al. (2011), brands can give consumers the desired “ideal selves”, given that the 
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presentation of self through possessions provides consumers with an opportunity to be different 

from what their “real selves” may be. Furthermore, Escalas (2004) affirms that brands serve 

‘as symbols of personal accomplishments and provide self-esteem’. In this setting, one might 

think that consumers may wear luxury fashion brands like ‘Chanel’ or ‘Louis Vuitton’ or even 

non-luxury fashion brands like ‘Zara’ or ‘H&M’ to distinguish themselves from a specific 

group of friends, to show a personal achievement or perhaps considering that this brand will 

help him/her attain a certain goal in the future. It is presumed that self-esteem promises a richer 

insight of consumers’ behavioural intentions toward brands. Accordingly, the first 

hypothesised moderator in this study is self-esteem and its effect is proposed to be on the 

relationships between brand satisfaction-brand loyalty and brand love-brand loyalty.  

Self-esteem, deemed one of the most important psychogenic needs, is defined as an individual’s 

overall evaluation of his/her worth as a human being (Rosenberg, 1979) and shows the attitude 

of approval towards the self in relation to one’s belief about their capabilities and social images 

(Philp et al., 2018). According to Bagozzi (1980), this evaluation involves both cognitive and 

affective psychological processes through which the individual acts on the basis of self-

verification and develops an emotional appraisal. Leary (2007) argues, in a psychological 

context, that self-verification influences behaviour in different ways. Specifically, the author 

indicates that the motivation to self-verify drives individuals to engage with people who 

support their self-concepts. Moreover, in their interpersonal relationships, individuals show 

higher commitment to partners who are consonant with their own self-concepts. Given this, 

applying the same ideology to consumer-brand relationships seems conceivable. In marketing 

research, Malär et al. (2011) assert that the process of self-verification produces positive 

feelings toward the brand. Inherently, people are greatly affected by the need to preserve and 

promote a positive self-esteem (Banaji and Prentice, 1994). In this vein, Escalas and Bettman 

(2003) argue, that people strive situations and follow behavioural tactics in conformity with 
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their self-concepts. In a recent research, Stuppy and co-authors (2020) show that high self-

esteem consumers are more likely to purchase products that boost their self-views. 

Correspondingly, the present study posits that consumers high in self-esteem are more likely 

to maintain a close relationship with a brand that they are satisfied with and have feelings of 

love towards it and intend to repurchase it in the future. Thus, the following is hypothesized: 

H6a: Self-esteem strengthens the relationship between brand satisfaction and brand loyalty.  

H6b: Self-esteem strengthens the relationship between brand love and brand loyalty.  

 

3.6.2. Moderating Role of Public Self-Consciousness 

 

The second postulated moderator is public self-consciousness. Its impact is conceived to be 

effective on the brand satisfaction-WOM and brand love-WOM links.  

Rooted in the social self (Bushman, 1993), public self-consciousness is delineated as ‘the 

awareness of the self as a social object or the awareness that others are aware of the self’ 

(Fenigstein et al., 1975; see also Fenigstein, 1979). Publicly self-conscious individuals give 

more attention to the impression they make in their social relationships and constantly care 

about their self-presentations in the aim of getting confirmation from others (Doherty and 

Carver, 1991). In addition, individuals high in public self-consciousness tend to show more 

sensitivity to interpersonal reactions (Fenigstein et al., 1975) and focus more on physical 

appearances and fashion (Miller and Cox 1982; Solomon and Schopler, 1982). Accordingly, 

Miller and Cox (1982) and Solomon and Scholper (1982) revealed that public self-

consciousness is positively associated with clothing-related measures such as fashion opinion, 

clothing interest and conformity in dress style, as well as to self-appearance (Netemeyer et al., 

1995) which is an aspect rooted in fashion brands. Bushman (1993) argues that highly public 
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self-consciousness consumers purchase or use products to dazzle others. In view of the role of 

clothing in determining one’s social self (Miller and Cox 1982; Solomon and Schopler, 1982), 

there is reason to consider that public self-consciousness can enhance marketing researchers’ 

understanding of consumers’ willingness to recommend fashion brands. Thus, it is arguable 

that public self-consciousness is a proper variable for the current context. Substantially, public 

self-consciousness has an important role in consumer behaviours due to the fact, that people 

high in public self-consciousness are inclined to maintain causal relationships between the self 

and others’ reactions (Fenigstein et al., 1975). Moreover, it is conceived that individuals high 

in public self-consciousness tend to be more concerned about their social identities and are 

more interested in gaining approval from others (Doherty and Schlenker, 1991). Although 

consumer studies have recognised its role (Kaufmann et al., 2016; Lo et al., 2019; Malär et al., 

2011; Roux et al., 2017), research has yet to systematically investigate the effect of public self-

consciousness on shaping consumers’ behavioural intentions to brands. For instance, Malär et 

al. (2011) demonstrated that when public self-consciousness is high, actual self-congruence 

develops greater emotional attachment, which implies that consumers become attached to 

brands that enable them to express who they are. 

In the luxury fashion setting, Kaufmann et al. (2016) found that public self-consciousness has 

a positive influence on the purchasing intention of original products. In a more recent study, 

Lo et al. (2019) demonstrate that highly self-conscious consumers are less likely to recommend 

online second-hand apparel shopping compared to privately self-conscious consumers, 

regardless of positive perceived norms. These findings could be due to the fact that consumers 

high in public self-consciousness dislike consuming preowned clothing as they perceive them 

unfavorable for their self-image. The context of this study is different than Lo et al.’s (2019) 

research. On the basis that fashion brands are purchased and consumed publicly, the current 

researcher posits that highly public self-conscious consumers are more willing to recommend 
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a fashion brand they are satisfied with and have feelings of love towards it. Therefore, the 

following is hypothesized: 

H7a: Public self-conscious strengthens the relationship between brand satisfaction and WOM.  

H7b: Public self-consciousness strengthens the relationship between brand love and WOM.  

 

3.6.3 Moderating Role of Product Involvement 

 

The third hypothesized moderator is product involvement, and its effect is posited to be 

significant on brand satisfaction → WTP and brand love → WTP links.  

Zaichkowsky (1985), who is among the first authors who developed and measured the product 

involvement construct, defines it as a “person’s perceived relevance of [an] object based on 

inherent needs, values, and interests” (p. 342). Dholakia (2001) describes product involvement 

as “an internal state variable that indicates the amount of arousal, interest or drive evoked by a 

product class” (p. 1341). In the same vein, Malär et al. (2011) characterise product involvement 

as “the personal relevance of the product, which is determined by the extent to which the 

product is interesting and important to the consumer” (p. 37). In consistency with 

Zaichkowsky’s (1985) conceptualisation, Malär et al. (2011) argue that involvement is not 

implicit in the product itself; however, it is determined by a consumer’s perception regardless 

of the level of involvement (high vs. low). In other terms, involvement abides within the 

consumer and is controlled by the product. In the marketing literature, involvement has been 

steadily recognised as an important moderator of the intensity of the relationship between 

attitudes and behavioural intentions (Assael, 1998; Bloemer and de Ruyter, 1998; Bloemer and 

Kasper, 1995; Celsi and Olsen, 1988; Suh and Yi, 2006; Tarkiainen and Sundqvist, 2009). For 

instance, Suh and Yi (2006), using a sample of Korean consumers, showed that product 
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involvement decreases the effect of satisfaction on satisfaction and brand attitudes. Tarkiainen 

and Sundqvist (2009) revealed that product involvement moderates the relationship between 

attitudes towards purchasing and buying frequency. In this setting, Ha and Lennon (2010) claim 

that product involvement is an enduring form of involvement and the degrees of involvement 

with the same product or brand differ among individuals. Consequently, consumers highly 

involved in a product exhibit an enduring high involvement due to factors that produce higher 

needs and interest in this product. For instance, consumers high in clothing involvement tend 

to have constant needs and interests in clothing (Ha and Lennon, 2010); thus, they are more 

likely to value outcomes related to this product. Correspondingly, consumers are expected to 

be more interested in the product they consume (Steenkamp, Van Heerde, and Geyskens, 

2010). In relation to the brand satisfaction-WTP relationship, it is well-established in the 

literature that consumers are willing to pay a higher price for a product/brand they are satisfied 

with (e.g. Homburg et al., 2005). Nonetheless, Homburg and his colleagues (2005) found that 

this relationship is non-linear. The present researcher anticipates that highly involved 

consumers are more concerned about the fashion brand they are satisfied with its quality and 

experience and hence, they will pay a higher price for it. Similarly, it is expected that consumers 

high in involvement with a fashion brand they love are more likely to be price tolerant and 

thus, pay a higher price for this brand. Consequently, the following hypotheses are formulated: 

H8a: Product involvement strengthens the relationship between brand satisfaction and WTP.  

H8b: Product involvement strengthens the relationship between brand love and WTP.  

 

Table 3.4 below summarises the moderation hypotheses of this study.  
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Table 3. 4 List of all the moderation hypotheses  

 

Moderator 

 

Hypothesis 

Code 

 

 

Hypothesis Statement 

 

 

 

Self-esteem 

 

 

 

 

 

H6a 

 

 

 

H6b 

 

Self-esteem strengthens the relationship between brand 

satisfaction and brand loyalty. 

 

 

Self-esteem strengthens the relationship between brand 

love and brand loyalty. 

 

 

 

 

Public self-

consciousness 

 

 

 

 

H7a 

 

 

 

H7b 

 

 

Public self-consciousness strengthens the relationship 

between brand satisfaction and WOM. 

 

 

Public self-consciousness strengthens the relationship 

between brand love and WOM. 

 

 

 

Product 

involvement 

 

 

 

 

H8a 

 

 

H8b 

 

Product involvement strengthens the relationship between 

brand satisfaction and WTP.  

 

Product involvement strengthens the relationship between 

brand love and WTP.  

 

(Source: this study) 
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3.7 Control Variables  

 

In marketing research, control variables, also called covariates, are considered important add-

ons variables to a conceptual model that are indirectly elicited by the developed hypotheses for 

two key reasons (Klarmann and Feurer, 2018). First, control variables enable researchers to 

better interpret causal inferences related to the estimated coefficients. Second, comprising 

control variables enhances the accuracy of the estimated coefficients by reducing error variance 

(Breaugh, 2008; Klarmann and Feurer, 2018; Thoemmes and Rose, 2014). Correspondingly, 

besides the hypothesised direct, mediating, and moderating effects, the present researcher 

controlled for age and gender considering that they may influence the variables indicated in the 

conceptual framework of this study.  

A report by Mintel (2019) shows that the younger generation put considerable value on 

experiences and is highly engaged with their preferred brand (s) on social media. In addition, 

this report states, using findings from a study conducted by Bain & Company, that the young 

generation is more engaged with the designer and luxury fashion industry and expect that the 

Millennials, in particular, will constitute 85% of growth for the fashion industry by 2030 

(British Lifestyles: A New Understanding of Corporate Ethics - UK - April 2019). In addition, 

Millennials, in general, are heavy users of social media, and in particular, Older Millenials (30-

39) remain more likely to use Facebook and Twitter based on a report by Mintel (2019) 

(Marketing to Millennials, UK, July 2019). On the other side, research on gender differences 

commonly indicates that the life orientations of men and women affect their behaviours. Men 

follow life goals targeted toward task-oriented thinking, whereas women follow life goals 

directed toward social and emotional relationships (e.g. Acitelli and Young, 1996). Moreover, 

according to Wheeler and Berger (2007), female tend to use an experiential processing during 

their shopping compared to men. Gender does make an impact on people’s engagement in 

relationships. Hence, it is evident that there should as well exists differences among men and 
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women with respect to their relationships with brands, in addition to their intentions and 

behaviours toward brands.  

 

3.8 Summary of the Chapter  

 

This chapter introduced the background and the ideology behind the conceptual model of this 

research by discussing the functional and experiential perspectives and highlighting the 

importance of both schools of thoughts to the branding literature. Next, the interrelated 

conceptual frameworks were presented accompanied by the development of the direct effects 

and mediating hypotheses based on solid theoretical foundations. Respectively, the functional 

routes are represented by perceived brand quality and the experiential routes are represented 

by brand experience. This research postulates that brand satisfaction mediates perceived brand 

quality – behavioural intentions and brand experience – behavioural intentions links. 

Furthermore, it is posited that brand love mediates perceived brand quality – behavioural 

intentions and Facebook-related behaviours as well as brand experience – behavioural 

intentions and Facebook-related behaviours links. Subsequently, the moderation hypotheses 

were also established on well-founded theories. The proposed moderators for the present 

research are self-esteem, public self-consciousness, and product involvement. Following this, 

the importance of including control variables in a conceptual model was explained and thus, 

the chosen control variables for this study were respectively revealed, ‘age’ and ‘gender’.   

The next chapter (Chapter 4) presents the methodology followed in this research. 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 

 

 

4.0 Introduction 

 

Having explored and provided the relevant theoretical foundations underlying the conceptual 

framework, this chapter describes the methodological process undertaken to generate and 

collect the data in order to test the formulated hypotheses.  

A methodology is described as a philosophical framework in which the research is conducted 

or the corner stone on which the research is established. Its roots are dependent on one or more 

conceptual models and theoretical hypotheses associated with paradigmatic assumptions (Bell, 

Bryman, and Harley, 2019).  

The first section in this chapter provides a discussion of: (1) the four different philosophies in 

business and management research, (2) the research approaches in terms of reasoning 

respectively, deduction, induction and abduction then moves to an overview of the quantitative, 

qualitative and mixed methods, (3) this section ends with a justification of the research 

philosophy and approach adopted in this study specifically positivism, deduction, quantitative 

research methods. The second section describes the research strategy (i.e. online 

questionnaire), the questionnaire design, the measurements scales employed, and the pilot test 

conducted. Additionally, it presents a description of the target population, sample size and 

sampling technique used in this study. Lastly, it uncovers the data analysis techniques applied 

with a focus on SEM objectives and advantages. The third and final section encompasses the 

ethical considerations taking into account by the researcher and offers a brief summary of the 

whole chapter. An overview of the methodology of this study in illustrated in Figure 4.1. 
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Figure 4. 1 Overview of the Methodology of the Present Research  
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4.1 Research Aims and Objectives  

 

As mentioned in the introduction chapter (Chapter 1), this research aims to deliver an 

empirically validated and comprehensive conceptual model of brand loyalty, its relationships, 

mediators and moderators, of use for both marketing researchers and practitioners in quest for 

an enhanced understanding of the dissimilarities between the influence of functional (i.e. 

perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction) and experiential (i.e. brand experience and 

brand love) brand constructs. This study proposes different functional and experiential routes 

to behavioural intentions and actual Facebook behaviours. The functional routes involve 

perceived brand quality, brand satisfaction and behavioural intentions (i.e. brand loyalty, WOM 

and WTP), while the experiential routes involve brand experience, brand love and behavioural 

intentions/actual Facebook behaviours. All the constructs used in the conceptual framework of 

this study are derived from well-established literature and theories in respect to their field of 

study – marketing, branding, consumer behaviour and consumer psychology.  

The research objectives are as follows:  

1. To provide a holistic, extended model of brand loyalty (attitudinal and behavioural 

loyalty), its relationships with other brand constructs, mediators, and moderators.  

2. To examine the difference between the effects of the functional (i.e. perceived brand 

quality and brand satisfaction) and the experiential (i.e. brand experience and brand 

love) brand constructs on behavioural intentions (i.e. brand loyalty, WOM and WTP) 

and actual Facebook behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty).  

3. To investigate the different interactions between the functional and experiential brand 

constructs and their influence on behavioural intentions and actual Facebook 

behaviours.  
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4. To explore the moderating roles of self-esteem, public self-consciousness, and product 

involvement on brand satisfaction → behavioural intentions and brand love → 

behavioural intentions relationships. 

Hence, the present research gaps are developed based on what has been previously uncovered 

by earlier research and on these grounds a theoretical model has been framed. In order to 

achieve the above indicated objectives, the researcher conceives that it is imperative that the 

research method used is based on the aim and the questions of the research. Thus, the following 

sections offer a representation of the philosophy, approach, and design of the research, as well 

as justify the adopted methods in this study.  

 

4.2 Research Philosophy 

  

Selecting the appropriate research philosophy and paradigm is the first and foremost duty a   

researcher engages in. A research philosophy reflects a researcher’s assumptions about 

knowledge and the nature of that knowledge in reality, involving the way through which he/she 

perceives the world (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). The process of selecting a research 

philosophy is accompanied by some ambiguity since every research can be explained and 

represented by various types of philosophies based on the way each researcher views the world. 

Before selecting an appropriate research philosophy, it is essential to consider the differences 

in the assumptions each philosophy makes. Understanding the philosophical perspectives 

linked to the research is important for notable reasons. Firstly, it provides guidance on the way 

the study should be carried out to fulfil the key research objectives. Secondly, it is the basis for 

selecting appropriate methods and techniques and the motivation regarding the scope of the 

research. Thirdly, it helps researchers in determining research designs and strategies 
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accordingly (Saunders et al., 2019). Saunders et al. (2019) distinguish three schools of 

assumptions: ontology, epistemology, and axiology.  

Ontology pertains to the assumptions about the nature of reality (Saunders et al., 2019), in other 

words, it reflects researchers’ subjective views of the world. Ontological assumptions indicate 

the research objectives of the researcher and the way he/she advances them.   

Epistemology is concerned with assumptions about what is or should be acceptable, credible, 

and logical to knowledge (Bryman and Bell, 2015). Epistemological assumptions indicate the 

kind of contribution to knowledge the researcher may reach at the end of his/her research.  

Axiology is related to the role of values and ethical considerations within the research process 

which involves how a researcher copes with his/her own values and with those of the 

individuals participating in the research as well (Saunders et al., 2019).  

Another school of assumption is the methodology which relates to the methods and techniques 

employed in the data collection and analysis. Hatch and Yanow (2008) clearly explain that 

methodology is used to determine an ‘applied’ ontology and epistemology and describe 

‘methods’ as tools to gather and analyse data. For instance, from a quantitative perspective, 

methods can comprise survey/questionnaire and regression analysis and metaphor analysis 

from a qualitative perspective (Hatch and Yanow, 2008). 

Management and business research encompass four major philosophies that belong to the three 

different schools of thoughts mentioned earlier: positivism, realism (direct and critical realism), 

interpretivism, and pragmatism. The difference between these four philosophies is represented 

in Table 4.1.  
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Table 4. 1 Comparison of four research philosophies in business and management 

research 

 Pragmatism Positivism Realism Interpretivism 

 

Ontology: the 

researcher’s view 

of the nature of 

reality or being 

 

External, multiple, 

view chosen to best 

enable answering 

of research 

question 

 

 

 

External, objective 

and independent of 

social actors 

 

Is objective. Exists 

independently of 

human thoughts 

and beliefs or 

knowledge of their 

existence (realist), 

but is interpreted 

through social 

conditioning 

(critical realist) 

 

 

Socially 

constructed, 

subjective, may 

change, multiple 

Epistemology: the 

researcher’s view 

regarding what 

constitutes 

acceptable 

knowledge 

Either or both 

observable 

phenomena and 

subjective 

meanings can 

provide acceptable 

knowledge 

dependent upon the 

research question. 

Focus on practical 

applied research, 

integrating 

different 

perspectives to 

help interpret the 

data 

 

Only observable 

phenomena can 

provide credible 

data, facts. Focus 

on causality and 

law-like 

generalisations, 

reducing 

phenomena to 

simplest elements 

Observable 

phenomena provide 

credible data, facts. 

Insufficient data 

means inaccuracies 

in sensations 

(direct realism). 

Alternatively, 

phenomena create 

sensations which 

are open to 

misinterpretation 

(critical realism). 

Focus on 

explaining within a 

context or contexts 

 

Subjective 

meanings and 

social phenomena. 

Focus upon the 

details of situation, 

a reality behind 

these details, 

subjective 

meanings 

motivating actions 

Axiology: the 

researcher’s view 

of the role of 

values in research 

 

Values play a large 

role in interpreting 

results, the 

researcher adopting 

both objective and 

subjective points of 

view 

 

Research is 

undertaken in a 

value-free way, the 

researcher is 

independent of the 

data and maintains 

an objective stance 

Research is value 

laden; the 

researcher is biased 

by world views, 

cultural 

experiences and 

upbringing. These 

will impact on the 

research 

Research is value 

bound, the 

researcher is part of 

what is being 

researched, cannot 

be separated and so 

will be subjective 

Data collection 

techniques most 

often used  

 

Mixed or multiple 

method designs, 

quantitative and 

qualitative 

Highly structured, 

large samples, 

measurement, 

quantitative, but 

can use qualitative 

Methods chosen 

must fit the subject 

matter, quantitative 

or qualitative 

Small samples, in-

depth 

investigations, 

qualitative  

(Source: Saunders et al., 2019) 
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4.3 Research Approach 

 

4.3.1 Deduction Approach  

 

According to Saunders et al. (2019), deduction is the dominant research paradigm in the natural 

sciences, where regulations form the foundation of explanation, permit the anticipation of 

events, foresee their occurrence, and allow them to be managed. Generally, this research 

approach is affiliated with the positivist school of philosophy (discussed in the previous 

section). As Gill and Johnson (2010) state, a deductive research method involves the 

development of a conceptual and theoretical framework prior to examining it through empirical 

observation. Along these lines, Saunders et al. (2019) assert that the deduction approach 

comprises the refinement and interpretation of theories through a meticulous process of 

examination. Based on what is developed in the literature about a specific subject area and the 

theoretical considerations underpinning it, the researcher deduces a set of testable propositions 

(hypotheses). In respect to the concepts constituting the formulated hypotheses, the researcher 

thoroughly selects appropriate data collection techniques to measure and analyse the causal 

relationships between the chosen variables. In the last step, the researcher interprets the 

findings and conclude with relevant implications depending on the confirmation and/or the 

rejection of the proposed hypotheses (Blaikie, 2010). Bell et al. (2019) outline the six 

subsequent steps through which a deductive research approach is progressed in a linear 

representation (see Figure 4.2, p. 144). 
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Figure 4. 2 The Process of Deduction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Source: Adapted from Bell et al., 2019) 

 

Saunders et al. (2019) discussed a number of noteworthy characteristics of the deduction 

approach. First, the deductive thinking moves from theory to data and explains causal 

relationships between concepts and variables. Second, researchers who adopt a deductive 

reasoning, use, predominantly, quantitative methods to test proposed hypotheses and applies 

structured methodology to help replication and to guarantee reliability. In addition, the 

deduction approach selects sufficient size of sample for the purpose of generalising 

findings/conclusions.  

 

 

 

1. Theory 

2. Hypothesis 

3. Data Collection 

4. Findings 

5. Hypotheses confirmed or rejected 

6. Revision of theory 
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4.3.2 Induction Approach 

 

In some cases, researchers reformulate their hypotheses after collecting the data because the 

data does not conform with the propositions initially anticipated or there is simply no attempt 

to follow the sequential series of steps represented in Figure 4.2. Consequently, an inductive 

position is occupied, and which holds that theory is the outcome of research. The induction 

process entails, particularly, reaching generalisable conclusions out of findings (Bell et al., 

2019; Ketokivi and Mantere, 2010). Researchers who follow the induction school apply the 

grounded theory approach to analyse the data and come up with new theory. The concept of 

grounded theory was initially introduced by Glaser and Strauss (1967), who described it as ‘an 

inductive, theory discovery methodology that allows the researcher to develop a theoretical 

account of the general features of a topic while simultaneously grounding the account in 

empirical observations or evidence’. Therefore, theory that inductively evolve from a logical 

empirical investigation is more likely to be suitable for the data and hence is more expected to 

be beneficial, credible, and approachable (Gill and Johnson, 2010). Furthermore, unlike the 

deduction strategy that is commonly linked to a quantitative research approach, an inductive 

strategy is usually connected with a qualitative research approach. Saunders et al. (2019) 

highlight some important characteristics of the inductive approach. Contrary to the deduction 

approach, the inductive approach moves from data to theory and develops an understanding of 

the way humans interprets the social world. Researchers and practitioners who adopt this type 

of reasoning, use qualitative data, and employ a variety of methods to collect these data and 

apply less structured approach to allow alternative explanations. Furthermore, an inductive 

reasoning requires a small sample size as this approach is pertained to the context in which the 

phenomena being studied is taking place.  

 



146 
 

4.3.3 Abduction Approach 

 

Abduction is another research approach which has witnessed a growing interest in business 

research, besides other social science disciplines. In fact, it is similar to the deductive and 

inductive reasonings in terms of drawing logical conclusions and creating new theories about 

the world (Bell et al., 2019). Nevertheless, given the drawbacks of the deductive and inductive 

approaches, the abductive reasoning is proposed as an additional way to overcome them.  

The limitation associated with deduction is its tendency to construct a rigid methodology that 

does not allow alternative explanations of the relationships tested (Saunders et al., 2019). On 

the other hand, the weakness of induction is associated with the insufficient amount of 

empirical data in building a theory. Abduction is linked to the pragmatism philosophy which 

believes that many ways exist for understanding the world and conducting research, no 

particular viewpoint can capture the whole picture. Alternatively, to moving from theory to 

data (i.e. deduction) or data to theory (i.e. induction), an abductive approach involves back-

and-forth engagement with the social world, effectively merging the deduction and induction 

strategies (Saunders et al., 2019). Abduction starts with the observation of a ‘surprise’ or 

‘puzzle’ and then strives to interpret it. In this context, Mantere and Ketokivi (2013) argue that 

the abductive logic involves the act of looking for conditions that make the occurrence of events 

less puzzling, transforming a surprising fact into a matter of course. Moreover, abductive 

reasoning permits the researcher to select the ‘best’ interpretation from rival explanations of 

the data which, in turn, endorses the value of cognitive thinking in theory building (Mantere 

and Ketokivi, 2013).  

The differences between the three research approaches is shown in Table 4.2.  
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Table 4. 2 Deduction, induction, and abduction: from reason to research 

 Deduction Induction Abduction 

Logic In a deductive 

inference, when the 

premises are true, the 

conclusion must also 

be true 

In an inductive 

inference, known 

premises are used to 

generate untested 

conclusions 

In an abductive 

inference, known 

premises are used to 

generate testable 

conclusions 

Generasibility Generalising from the 

general to the specific 

Generalising from the 

specific to the general 

Generalising from the 

interactions between 

the specific and the 

general 

Use of data Data collection is used 

to evaluate 

propositions related to 

an existing theory 

Data collection is used 

to explore a 

phenomenon, identify 

themes and patterns, 

and create a 

conceptual framework 

Data collection is used 

to explore a 

phenomenon, identify 

themes and patterns, 

locate these in a 

conceptual framework 

and test this through 

subsequent data 

collection and so forth 

Theory Theory falsification or 

verification  

Theory generation and 

building  

Theory generation or 

modification; 

incorporating existing 

theory where 

appropriate, to build 

new theory or modify 

existing theory 

(Source: Saunders et al., 2019) 

 

 

4.4 Overview of Quantitative, Qualitative and Mixed Methods 

 

In general, three methods are employed in business and management research: quantitative, 

qualitative and/or the combination of both which is identified as mixed methods (Bell et al., 

2019; Saunders et al., 2019). Each has its advantages and drawbacks. One basic way to 

differentiate quantitative research from qualitative research is to make a distinction between 

numeric data (i.e. numbers) and non-numeric data (i.e. words, images, and other similar 

contents). A prominent difference between quantitative research and qualitative research is that 

‘quantitative’ is associated with questionnaires as a data collection technique and statistics that 

produce numeric data as data analysis procedure whereas, ‘qualitative’ is combined with 
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interviews as a data collection technique and categorising data generating numerical data as 

data analysis procedure (Saunders et al., 2019).  

 

4.4.1 Quantitative Research 

 

Quantitative paradigm is generally linked to the positivist philosophy (discussed in the previous 

section) which posits that a researcher embraces the philosophical position of a natural scientist 

(Saunders et al., 2019). According to O’Gorman and MacIntosh (2015), quantitative research 

methods stem from an objective ontology and a positivist epistemology. The ontological 

perspective of the quantitative approach considers that objective reality is independent from 

human judgments and feelings. Similarly, the quantitative epistemology approach affirms that 

the researcher (or the investigator) and the research itself (or the investigated) are totally 

independent units. Therefore, the researcher examines a phenomenon without having a 

personal influence on it or being affected by it (Sale, Lohfeld and Brazil, 2002). Consequently, 

from a quantitative positivist view, it is asserted that facts are discerned from values. A 

researcher collects data about the objective reality and search for causal relationships among 

the data obtained to create generalisations taking a value neutral stance. In this setting, 

Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2005) affirm that neutrality and emotional detachment are key 

characteristics of quantitative scientists, stating that their only focus is on empirically testing 

their proposed hypotheses.    

Considering objectivity and generalizability as fundamental principles underlying the 

quantitative paradigm, quantitative methods are rooted in statistical analysis including 

techniques such as hypothesis testing, experiments, mathematical analysis and questionnaires 

(with determined responses). To ensure generalizability, quantitative methodology uses large 
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samples as they are considered to be more representative of the population (Saunders et al., 

2019).  

Despite the strengths of quantitative research including generalizability, quick data collection, 

less time-consuming data analysis, and usefulness in studying large sample sizes, it is important 

to mention some of its weaknesses. While quantitative research is believed to be more rigorous 

given that it is easier to check validity, reliability and generalisability of findings, quantitative 

researchers may possibly overlook a specific occurrence happening due to their emphasis on 

examining hypotheses instead of generating one (referred to as confirmation bias) 

(Onwuegbuzie and Leech, 2005). Additionally, knowledge created might be inapplicable to 

other more specific contexts because it is excessively broad.  

 

4.4.2 Qualitative Research  

 

Qualitative paradigm is primarily associated with the philosophy of interpretivism which is 

based on the idealist view; however, it is possible to be used within the philosophies of realism 

and pragmatism (Saunders et al., 2019). Idealism, from both ontological and epistemological 

perspectives, contends that reality is dependent on the researcher’s mind. In other words, the 

researcher and the research subject are interactively related which means that the research is 

value-bound. Consequently, the findings are mutually created within the context of the 

research. Given that social reality depends on one’s mental structure, it cannot exclude 

researchers’ viewpoints and interests (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). Contrary to the quantitative 

paradigm, findings cannot be explained as they really are, yet they are described based on the 

perception and interpretation of the researcher which stem from the values and interests of 

participants’ interpretations.  
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Accordingly, the purpose of qualitative research is to gain a more in-depth understanding of 

the phenomenon being examined from the standpoint of the research’s participants (Saunders 

et al., 2019).  

While quantitative methodology seeks objectivity and generalizability, qualitative 

methodology focuses on ‘transferability’, the degree to which people can make use of described 

findings of the phenomenon on the basis of the perspicacity of the interpretations (Guba and 

Lincoln, 1994; Sale et al., 2002). A qualitative researcher strives to understand a small number 

of participants’ point of view, instead of testing hypotheses. Therefore, samples are assessed 

in relation to their ability to offer valuable insights, not for their representativeness and 

generalizability. Some of the main strategies employed in qualitative research are case studies, 

ethnography, Grounded Theory and narrative research involving techniques such as in-depth 

interviews, focus groups and observations (Saunders et al., 2019).  

Besides the different advantages of qualitative research, certain limitations are associated with 

its use. Critics argue that the knowledge created may not be generalized or replicated to other 

contexts given that the findings may be exclusive to the small sample employed in the study 

(Onwuegbuzie and Leech 2005). Moreover, researcher bias leads to analyzing the data 

depending on the researchers’ own predispositions. Unlike quantitative research, it is time 

consuming in terms of data collection and data analysis.  

 

4.4.3 Mixed Methods Research 

 

A third way of collecting data is by combining both quantitative and qualitative research known 

as mixed methods or triangulation (Saunders et al., 2019). This type of methods is becoming 

increasingly adopted within the business and management field. Harrison (2013) describes 

mixed methods research as the type of study in which a researcher integrates research designs 
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of quantitative and qualitative approaches (e.g. use of quantitative and qualitative methods, 

data collection, data analysis and techniques) for the purpose of acquiring a broader and deeper 

understanding and confirmation of the phenomenon being studied. In fact, Onwuegbuzie and 

Leech (2005) asserts that integrating both methods is an additional research approach that can 

assist in connecting the dots between quantitative and qualitative research. Correspondingly, 

Mitchell (2018) perceives the mixed methods procedure as an extension to rather than a 

substitution for quantitative and qualitative approaches. Along these lines, Bell et al. (2019) 

affirms that knowledge created by a mixed methods research is more complete and able to 

serve theory and practice which is unobtainable by following a monomethod research.  

Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2005) believe that mixed methods research is best associated with 

the philosophy of pragmatism arguing that this way of reasoning allows the researcher to take 

a middle philosophical and methodological stance. Moreover, it permits to researchers to 

choose mixed methodologies which help them answer numerous research questions. From a 

philosophical perspective, the logic behind the investigation involves the use of deduction, 

induction and abduction approaches. In the same vein, Feilzer (2010) argues that pragmatist 

philosophy offers an opportunity to provide a properly mixed methodology by revealing the 

importance of both quantitative and qualitative research methods and the insights generated by 

such research in expanding people’s understanding of the real world.  

However, this type of research also has a number of critical drawbacks. Mixed methods studies 

are perceived as challenging work as they require more time, financial resources, and effort. 

Greater time requirements emerge from the time it takes in the process of implementation of 

both features of the research as well as from the development of a broader set of skills bridging 

both quantitative and qualitative methods (Molina-Azorίn, 2016).  
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Table 4.3, adapted from Saunders et al. (2019) and shown below, presents the comparison 

between quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods in relation to the research philosophy, 

research approach, characteristics, and research strategies.  

 

Table 4. 3 Comparison of Quantitative, Qualitative and Mixed Methods 

 Quantitative 

Methods 

Qualitative Methods Mixed Methods  

Research Philosophy Generally associated 

with positivism 

especially when used 

with highly structured 

data collection 

techniques 

 

Interpretivist 

philosophy 

Pragmatist philosophy 

Research Approach Deductive approach 

where the focus is on 

using data to test 

theory 

Inductive approach 

where a research 

design is used to 

develop a richer 

theoretical perspective 

than already exists in 

the literature 

 

Either a deductive or 

inductive approach 

and is likely to 

combine both. 

Characteristics Examine relationships 

between variables, 

measured numerically 

and analysed using a 

range of statistical 

techniques. 

Probability sampling 

techniques to ensure 

generalisability. 

Researcher is 

independent.  

 

Studies participants’ 

meanings and the 

relationships between 

them. Data collection 

is non-standardised so 

that 

questions/procedures 

may emerge during a 

research process. 

Non-probability 

sampling techniques 

Combine quantitative 

and qualitative 

research designs  

Research Strategies  Survey research 

strategies: use of 

questionnaires or 

structured interviews 

or possibly structured 

observation.  

Action research, case 

study research, 

ethnography, 

Grounded Theory and 

narrative theory. 

Concurrent 

triangulation design, 

concurrent embedded 

design, sequential 

explanatory design, 

sequential exploratory 

design and sequential, 

multi-phase design. 

  

(Source: this study) 
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4.4.4 Justification of the Research Philosophy and Approach Adopted 

 

From a philosophical stance, the researcher of the present study occupies, predominantly, the 

space of a positivist scholar. The philosophy of positivism is notably related to the scientific 

approach in which the researcher is mostly objective throughout the research, thus the study is 

carried out in a value-free way (Saunders et al., 2019). The greatest confidence in science 

originates from the belief that scientific knowledge is factual and authentic. In this regard, 

scientific knowledge firmly contradicts with personal opinions, feelings, and beliefs that 

researchers obtain through non-scientific ways (Bell et al., 2019).  

Despite the fact that no method is better than any other methods in business and management 

research for the reason that the adoption of a specific method is conditioned by the nature of 

the research process and objectives, it is more beneficial and convenient to use quantitative 

methods in the present study. The decision to adopt quantitative methods is primarily based on 

the nature of the aims and objectives articulated at the beginning of this chapter. From a 

methodological perspective, it is considered that quantitative methods research is useful and 

accurate in terms of supplementing and extending the existing theories underlying the proposed 

conceptual framework. Furthermore, the quantitative research approach is prominently 

consistent with the positivism philosophy which in turn is compatible with the deductive 

approach as indicated earlier (Bell et al., 2019; Saunders et al., 2019). In practice, quantitative 

research is employed to search for and examine causal relationships and significance between 

different variables and more specifically, to verify or falsify a theory or a formulated 

hypothesis. Principally, on the basis of existing theory, hypotheses are generated to be tested 

and causal relationships are built based on the data collected for the purpose of contributing to 

further futuristic development in theory (Saunders et.al, 2019). This research intends to 

investigate the relationship between independent and dependent variables. In particular, the 

independent variables are ‘perceived brand quality’ and ‘brand experience’ while the 
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dependent variables are ‘brand satisfaction’, ‘brand love’, ‘brand loyalty’, ‘WOM’ and 

‘willingness to pay a price premium’. Following a systematic review of the literature (i.e. 

Chapter 2), a conceptual model has been developed for an empirical validation (i.e. Chapter 

3). Theoretically, the researcher of this study has operationalised the concepts and defined the 

indicated variables enabling them to be quantitatively assessed. These variables are connected 

in a theoretical model to formulate hypotheses and then test them following the data collection. 

More explicitly, the main aim of this research is to examine the indirect effects of perceived 

brand quality and brand experience, through the mediating roles of brand satisfaction and brand 

love, on brand loyalty, WOM and willingness to pay a price premium (i.e. behavioural 

intentions). Furthermore, the effects of the same independent variables are tested on self-

reported behaviours represented by Facebook behaviours. A mediator is defined as an 

interceding variable that may affect the relationship between and an independent (e.g. 

perceived brand quality and brand experience, in this study) and a dependent (e.g. behavioural 

intentions and Facebook behaviours, in this study) variables (Baron and Kenny, 1986; Zhao, 

Lynch Jr. and Chen, 2010). On the other hand, specific moderators including public self-

consciousness, self-esteem, product involvement and attitude toward social media have been 

hypothetically framed to uncover their impact on each of the functional and experiential routes 

leading to loyalty intentions and behaviours. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), a 

moderator is “a qualitative or quantitative variable that effects the direction and/or the strength 

of the relationship between the independent and the dependent or criterion variable” (p. 1174). 

Hence, a moderator can strengthen or weaken the relationship between an independent and a 

dependent variable (Caceres and Vanhamme, 2003; Walsh et al., 2008). While positivism 

philosophy was adopted to carry out the present study, an aspect of interpretivism may seem 

to fit in part of such research. Correspondingly, interpretivism stands by the subjective nature 

of reality and believes that researchers who associate a study with an interpretivist view are 
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more likely to understand the social roles of humans according to their own set of values (Bell 

et al., 2019). Nonetheless, due to the limited financial and skill resources (taking into 

consideration that the employment of mixed methods requires researchers to learn dyadic set 

of skills bridging quantitative and qualitative methods), as well as the time constraints to 

complete this doctoral research project, a quantitative method approach was chosen to conduct 

the present study. Precisely, questionnaire technique is used, for the scope of fulfilling the aims 

and objectives of this research, in addition to important methodological reasons that will be 

explained and justified in the following section.  

 

4.5 Research Strategy  

 

A research strategy indicates the procedures followed by a researcher to efficiently collect 

applicable data to the research being conducted. Besides its importance in answering the 

research aims and objectives, a research strategy is methodologically connected to the research 

philosophy and approach adopted and subsequently to the methods selected for the data 

collection and analysis (Saunders et al, 2019).  

In the conceptual model framed in Chapter 3 (see pp. 105-106), specific constructs have been 

linked in order to examine their usefulness in determining consumers’ loyalty intentions and 

behaviours toward fashion brands. With respect to the functional route, perceived brand quality 

is hypothesized to have an indirect effect on behavioural intentions through brand satisfaction. 

Regarding the experiential route, brand experience is hypothesized to have an indirect effect 

on behavioural intentions through brand love. In addition to the independent, dependent and 

mediating variables, psychographic and psychological moderators have been assimilated to the 

conceptual model of this study, respectively product involvement, public self-consciousness 

and self-esteem. These moderators are intended to nurture the relationships of brand 
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satisfaction and band love with brand loyalty, WOM and willingness to pay a price premium. 

Given the explanatory nature of the present research, a questionnaire technique is adopted to 

examine the cause-and-effect relationships between the indicated variables. In particular, it 

helps understand the intentions, behaviours, attitudes and feelings of consumers as well as 

determine and evaluate the effectiveness of certain factors on the behavioural intentions 

specified in this research. Commonly associated with deductive reasoning, questionnaires are, 

broadly, the most implemented research strategy within the business management and 

marketing disciplines (Hair, Page and Brunsveld, 2019; Hulland, Baumgartner and Smith, 

2018; Malhotra, Birks and Wills, 2013; Saunders et al., 2019).  

The questionnaire of this study was designed and administered through Qualtrics survey 

software and distributed online, in the UK, by ‘Qualtrics’ which is a well-known market 

research agency. There is great evidence that online questionnaires (or Web-based 

questionnaires) have substantial impact on several aspects of the research methodology namely 

gathering and analysing the data. In marketing research, Hulland et al. (2018) argue that 

consumers are more tolerant and available to take online questionnaires compared to face-to-

face and telephone questionnaires. Similarly, Albert et al. (2008) affirm that Internet is a highly 

effective data collection medium for communication with participants. The advantages of this 

type of questionnaire have been deliberated by numerous scholars and practitioners (Brace, 

2018; Malhotra and Birks, 2007; Malhotra et al., 2013; Nardi, 2018). The major benefits are 

listed along the following lines: 

• Online questionnaires can be completed quickly and have a great visual appeal which makes 

it a more pleasurable experience for participants.  

• Participants are allowed to take the questionnaire at their convenience. It is also permitted to 

save the answers and complete it later.  
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• Online questionnaires help achieve high response rate at a low cost (for large samples and 

multiple geographical areas).  

• Participants are likely to answer more honestly due to the interviewer absence which means 

less social desirability and more flexibility in the data collection.  

• Researchers can easily rotate the questions and answers.  

Despite the important advantages of survey questionnaires and the fact that they provide 

further, implicational insights both theoretically and managerially, business researchers are 

required to pay close attention to the design and delivery of online questionnaires to acquire 

accurate findings and thereby, meaningful conclusions. Much of the criticism that 

questionnaires have attracted relates to the choice of measurement object (i.e. consumers in the 

case of this study), the description of the sampling in addition to the measurements of the 

constructs (Hulland et al., 2018). The researcher of this study has taken careful consideration 

to avoid these issues in the following ways: 

• Choice of measurement object and context: As indicated previously, the primary purpose is 

to test a set of hypotheses on the relationships between different variables. Therefore, the 

researcher has selected appropriate respondents and context by setting specific quotas before 

starting the questionnaire to ensure that the formulated hypotheses are constructively 

examined. These quotas included respondents should be fashion consumers living in the UK, 

who have bought at least one fashion brand in the last 3 months (prior to the date of the 

questionnaire completion), who are aged 18 and above, and who are active on at least one social 

media platform (Facebook, Instagram or Twitter). The consumers targeted were recruited by 

Qualtrics which is a professional research agency, thus ensuring the quality of the data 

obtained. The justification of the fashion sector context in the UK is depicted earlier in the 

introduction chapter (Chapter 1, see pp. 19-23).  
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• Description of the sampling: It is asserted that a clear description of the sample is important 

for the data analysis and the generalizability of the conclusions (Nardi, 2018). Accordingly, the 

target population and the sampling procedures are thoroughly described and justified later in 

this chapter. Information on the response rate, the missing data and their elimination by the 

researcher are subsequently shown and explained in the next chapter (chapter 5: quantitative 

data analysis and findings).  

• Validity and reliability of constructs’ measurements: To determine the validity and reliability 

of the constructs’ measurements, the researcher have (1) included two attention check questions 

at the beginning of the questionnaire given their effectiveness in ensuring scale validity (Kung, 

Kwok and Brown, 2018), (2) pretested the questionnaire with 40 respondents prior to 

conducting the main study to assure the comprehensibility of the questions (Lietz, 2010), (3) 

used multi-items scales (all the scales used have been tested through an exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analyses explained in the next chapter; see pp. 197-202) (Diamantopoulos 

et al., 2012; Netemeyer et al., 2003) (4) lastly controlled the common method bias following 

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and Podsakoff (2003) and Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Podsakoff 

(2012) recommended procedures. A more detailed account of these steps is given in the 

questionnaire design section.  

 

4.5.1 Questionnaire Design  

 

Before designing the layout of the questionnaire and formulating the questions, an informed 

consent form, which will be explicated under ethics section at the end of this chapter (see p. 

184), was prepared and freely given to respondents for ethical considerations. Participants were 

allowed to take the questionnaire after clicking on the agree button, confirming that they are 

18 and over and they have read the information provided carefully.  
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Moving to the design of the questionnaire, it consisted of four main sections. A full copy of the 

questionnaire is attached in Appendix 1 along with Consent Form 1 and Consent 2, 

respectively, in Appendix 2 and Appendix 3 (see Appendices). The first section included the 

quotas designated exclusively for the purpose of this study through which respondents were 

asked about their gender, if they are aged 18 and above, their age group (18-24; 25-34; 35-44; 

45-54; 55+), if they have bought at least one fashion brand in the last 12 months, if they have 

at least one of the following social media networks: Facebook, Instagram or Twitter and finally 

if they have used their social media account at least once in the last 12 months.  

The second section started with three brief questions about the choice of the fashion brand and 

the frequency of purchase. More specifically, the study asked the participants to list one fashion 

brand of their choice that they are ‘most loyal to’ and they have purchased in the last 12 months. 

Subsequently, participants were asked if the brand they have listed is a ‘fashion’ brand and if 

not to go back and re-enter their answer for the purpose of minimizing response errors. Next, 

a series of questions was addressed to respondents to measure the constructs framed in the 

conceptual model. The researcher selected scales whose psychometric properties have been 

validated by previous studies. All the measures used are discussed explicitly in the next section. 

The sequence of statements in each question is randomized to reduce the possibility of any 

common-method bias. Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they agree or 

disagree with each of the items using a 7-point scale, where 1= “Strongly disagree” and 7= 

“Strongly agree”.  

The third section of the questionnaire focused on the medium specific behaviours (i.e. 

behavioural loyalty) related to each of the networks chosen for this study, respectively 

Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter. Participants were asked to choose, among Facebook, 

Instagram and Twitter, the social media network they use the most and then answer a sequence 

of questions related to the medium selected. Some of the Facebook-related behaviours were 
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adapted from Merz, Zarantonello and Grappi’s (2018) recent study on actual co-creation 

behaviours including the number of photos/videos posted, number of comments made, number 

of shares and number of likes done on photos/videos related to the fashion brand chosen over 

the last 3 months. The Instagram-related behaviours measures were developed by the 

researcher and included the number of photos/videos posted, number of hashtags (#) 

mentioned, number of users tags (@) made and number of likes done on photos/videos related 

to the fashion brand chosen over the last 3 months. The Twitter-related behaviours measures 

were as well created by the researcher and comprised the number of tweets, re-tweets, likes, 

and replies made on photos/videos related to the chosen fashion brand over the last 3 months. 

It is important to note that the period of time was limited to 3 months as the researcher took 

into consideration that some of the respondents may not remember all their behaviours on 

social media networks over a longer time interval.  

The fourth and final section of the questionnaire elicited additional demographic information 

precisely on, the geographical area each participant lives in (within the UK), the highest level 

of education achieved, the average annual family/household income and the perception of the 

income selected. Finally, the questionnaire concluded with a thank you message and reassured 

that the responses will remain strictly confidential.  

 

4.5.2 Measure Development  

 

The measurement instrument for this research comprises existing and reliable, multi-item 

scales empirically validated in previous studies with the exception of the medium-related 

behaviours, specifically Instagram and Twitter, which are completely developed by the current 

researcher. However, the Facebook-related behaviours, outlined later in this section, are 

adopted from Merz et al. (2018) with some adjustments. Besides the remarkable research 
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papers that established the concepts and measurements of the constructs enclosed in the present 

conceptual model, the book entitled, The Handbook of Brand Management Scales, by 

Zarantonello and Pauwels-Delassus (2016) is the foundation stone of the branding scales 

implemented by the present research. In this section, the measures of the independent, 

dependent, mediators and moderators, variables are presented separately.  

 

4.5.2.1 Measurement Scales of the Independent Variables 

 

The independent variables in this research are perceived brand quality and brand experience. 

The 3-item perceived brand quality scale modeled after Batra et al. (2012) and Bagozzi et al. 

(2017) is adopted to examine the functional quality of the fashion brands chosen by the 

consumers.  

The 12-item brand experience scale developed and validated by Brakus et al. (2009) is used to 

examine the experience of consumers with the fashion brands.  

Both scales are represented in Table 4.4 (p. 173). 
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Table 4. 4 Measurement Scales and Reliability of the Independent Variables  

Construct Source Items Scale Reliability 

(Cronbach’s α) 

 

 

Perceived brand 

quality 

 

 

 

 

 

Batra et al. 

(2012) and 

Bagozzi et al. 

(2017) 

 

 

• I believe this brand has a 

functional quality. 

• I believe this brand is 

practical. 

• I believe this brand is 

well made. 

 

 

Not provided by the 

authors 

 

Brand experience 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Sensory 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Affective 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intellectual 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Brakus et al. 

(2009) 

 

 

 

 

 

• This brand makes a strong 

impression on my visual 

sense or other senses. 

• I find this brand 

interesting in a sensory 

way. 

• This brand does appeal to 

my senses.  

 

 

 

•This brand induces 

feelings and sentiments.  

• I have strong emotions for 

this brand.  

• This brand is an emotional 

brand. 

 

 

• I engage in a lot of 

thinking when I encounter 

this brand. 

• This brand makes me 

think.  

• This brand stimulates my 

curiosity and problem 

solving. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.83 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.81 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.79 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



163 
 

 

 

Behavioural 

 

 

• I engage in physical 

actions and behaviours 

when I use this brand. 

•This brand results in 

bodily experiences.  

• This brand is action 

oriented. 

 

 

 

0.76 

 

 

 

 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

4.5.2.2 Measurement Scales of the Dependent Variables  

 

The dependent variables in this study are behavioural intentions represented by brand loyalty, 

word-of-mouth (WOM) and willingness to pay a price premium (WTP).  

The 3-item brand loyalty scale used is borrowed from Yoo and Donthu (2001) to measure 

consumers’ tendency to be loyal to a fashion brand, which is demonstrated by the intention to 

purchase the brand as a first choice, hence reflecting the attitudinal aspect of loyalty.  

The 4-item WOM scale is adopted from Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) to evaluate consumers’ 

willingness to spread positive WOM about fashion brands.  

The 4-item WTP scale developed by Netemeyer et al. (2004) is employed to examine 

consumers’ willingness to pay a price premium for fashion brands. Apart from item 4, all items 

are measured on 7-point Likert scale (ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’). 

The scales are presented in Table 4.5 (p. 175). 
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Table 4. 5 Measurements Scales of the Dependent Variables.  

Constructs Source Items Scale Reliability 

(Cronbach’s α) 

 

Brand Loyalty 

 

 

 

Yoo and 

Donthu 

(2001) 

 

• I consider myself loyal to this 

brand. 

•This brand would be my first 

choice. 

• I will not buy other brands if 

this brand is available at the 

store. 

 

 

 

 

0.88 

 

Word-of-mouth 

(WOM) 

 

Carroll & 

Ahuvia (2006) 

 

•I have recommended this 

brand to lots of people. 

•I ‘talk up’ this brand to my 

friends. 

•I try to spread the good-word 

about this brand. 

•I give this brand tons of 

positive word-of-mouth 

advertising. 

 

 

 

0.92 

 

 

Willingness to 

pay a price 

premium 

(WTP) 

 

 

Netemeyer et 

al. (2004) 

 

•The price of this brand would 

have to increase quite a bit 

before I would switch to 

another brand. 

•I am willing to pay a higher 

price of this brand than for 

other brands. 

•I am willing to pay a lot more 

for this brand over other 

brands. 

 

• I am willing to pay ---% more 

for X brand over other brands.

  

0%, 5%, 10%, 15%, 20%, 

25%, 30% and more 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.87 

(Source: this study) 
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4.5.2.3 Measurement Scales of the Mediators  

 

The mediators indicated in the present research are brand satisfaction and brand love.  

The 5-item brand satisfaction scale constructed by Oliver (1980) is implemented to measure 

the level of satisfaction of consumers with fashion brands.  

The newly developed 6-item brand love scale by Bagozzi et al. (2017) is used to examine 

consumers’ feelings toward fashion brands. The multidimensional brand love scale was 

initially formed by Batra et al. (2012) and recently revised by (Bagozzi et al., 2017). Although 

this scale is very recent and has not been used by numerous studies, Bagozzi et al. (2017) argue 

that the 6-item scale is more effective for research aiming to examine brand love’s antecedents 

and/or outcomes, than research focusing on interpreting how different brand love factors 

produce these impacts. Furthermore, the brand love scale modified by Bagozzi et al. (2017) is 

tested in the context of fashion brands (American Eagle), hence similar to the context of the 

current research. Unlike other scales in this study, brand love is measured on a 7-point ‘not at 

all’ to ‘very much’ scale, with ‘moderately’ as a midpoint.  

The scales are shown in Table 4.6.  
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Table 4. 6 Measurement Scales of the Mediators  

Construct Source Items Scale 

Reliability 

(Cronbach’s α) 

 

 

 

Brand 

satisfaction 

 

 

 

Oliver 

(1980) 

•I am satisfied with the brand and its 

performance. 

• If I could do it again, I would buy a brand 

different from that brand (negative item, 

reverse coded). 

• My choice to get this brand has been a 

wise one. 

• I feel bad about my decision to get this 

brand (negative item, reverse coded). 

• I am not happy with what I did with this 

brand (negative item, reverse coded). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.82 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Brand Love 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bagozzi et 

al. (2017) 

• To what extent to you feel that wearing 

this brand says something “true” and 

“deep” about whom you are as a person? 

• To what extent do you feel yourself 

desiring to wear this brand clothing? 

• Please express the extent to which you feel 

emotionally connected to this brand. 

• Please express the extent to which you 

believe that you will be wearing this brand. 

• Suppose this brand were to go out of 

existence, to what extent would you feel 

anxiety? 

• On the following scale, please express 

your overall feelings and evaluations 

towards this brand. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.83 

(Source: this study) 
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4.5.2.4 Measurement Scales of the Moderators  

 

The moderators selected for this study are respectively public self-consciousness (PSC), self-

esteem (SE), product involvement (PI) and attitude toward social media.  

The 4-item public self-consciousness scale validated by Malär et al. (2011) from the 7-item 

scale provided by Feningstein et al. (1975) is used to explore how consumers think about 

themselves and the way they present themselves to others. 

The 4-item self-esteem scale verified by Malär et al. (2011) from the 10-item widely employed 

Rosenberg’s (1965) scale, is adopted to measure consumers’ general feelings and attitudes 

toward themselves.  

The 5-item product involvement scale adapted by Malär et al. (2011) is employed to assess the 

degree of personal relevance and importance of the product (i.e. fashion brand in this study) to 

the consumers.   

The scales are displayed in Table 4.7. 
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Table 4. 7 Measurement Scales and reliability of the Moderators. 

Construct Source Items Scale 

Reliability 

(Cronbach’s 

α) 

 

Public 

self-

consciousness 

(PSC) 

 

validated scale 

by Malär et al. 

(2011) from the 

7-item scale by 

Feningstein et 

al. (1975) 

 

•I’m concerned about the way I present 

myself. 

•I usually worry about making a good 

impression. 

• One of the last things I do before I 

leave my house is look in the mirror. 

•I’m usually aware of my appearance.  

 

 

 

 

 

0.78 

 

 

Self-esteem 

(SE) 

 

validated scale 

by Malär et al. 

(2011) from the 

10-item widely 

employed 

Rosenberg’s 

(1965) scale 

 

•On the whole I am satisfied with 

myself. 

•I feel that I’m a person of worth.  

•All in all, I am inclined to feel that I’m 

not a failure.  

•I take a positive attitude towards 

myself. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.80 

 

 

 

 

Product 

Involvement 

(PI) 

 

 

 

 

Adapted scale 

by Malär et al. 

(2011) 

•Because of my personal attitudes, I 

feel that this is a product that ought to 

be important to me. 

•Because of my personal values, I feel 

that this is a product that ought to be 

important to me. 

•This product is very important to me 

personally. 

•Compared with other products, this 

product is important to me. 

•I am interested in this product. 

 

 

 

 

 

0.92 

(Source: this study) 
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In sum, the primary reasons for selecting the above indicated scales are reported as follows: 

1. All the scales’ internal validities have been established by previous academics (e.g. 

Bagozzi et al., 2017; Brakus et al., 2009; Netemeyer et al., 2004; Yoo and Donthu, 

2001).  

2. All the scales’ reliabilities have been also demonstrated formerly (see Tables 4.4, 4.5, 

4.6 and 4.7 for scale reliability values).  

3. Most of the scales have been employed in various studies within the branding context 

not to mention other settings.  

4. Regarding brand experience scale (Brakus et al., 2009), it is the main starting point 

reference in the marketing and branding literatures used by most of the studies (see 

Andreini et al., 2018).  

5. The recently modeled 6-item brand love scale is chosen because this research aims to 

examine the antecedents as well as the consequences of brand love; therefore, it is 

considered more useful as recommended by Bagozzi et al. (2017). In addition, as noted 

earlier (see sub-section 4.5.2.3), the context in which the scale has been validated is 

similar to the context of this research (i.e. fashion brands).  

6. Although several brand loyalty, WOM and WTP scales are established in the marketing 

literature, Yoo and Donthu (2001), Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) and Netemeyer et al. 

(2004) are respectively selected for this study because they precisely capture 

consumers’ intentional behaviours in terms of their intentions to repurchase the brand 

and their willingness to recommend it to others and to pay a price premium for it; 

thereby ensuring their coherence with the research objectives.  

7. The length of the scales, excluding brand experience (i.e. 12 items), is appropriate to 

retain the questionnaire time within reasonable limits.  
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Respondents provided all responses on 7-point Likert scale anchored by ‘strongly disagree’ (1) 

and ‘strongly agree’ (7) aside from brand love scale and item 4 of willingness to pay a price 

premium scale. The 7-point Likert scale is considered more advantageous than other scales 

based on its accuracy and ability to reflect participants’ true evaluation of the items defining 

the construct, in addition, 7-point Likert scale is argued to affect the normality of the data to a 

lesser extent (Dawes, 2008; Joshi et al., 2015).  

Some of the scales involved limited adjustment of wording to fit the context of the study, in 

particular, incorporating the brand names listed by the participants in the questions’ instructions 

and statements. Furthermore, a measure purification procedure was followed with confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA) in order to test the reliability and validity of the scales. Details of the 

measurement model and scales’ reliabilities and validities are provided in Chapter 5.  

 

4.5.2.5 Measurement of the Medium Specific Behaviours 

 

In the aim of measuring the behavioural aspect of loyalty and investigating its relationship with 

the independent variables (perceived brand quality and brand experience) in addition to the 

mediators (brand satisfaction and brand love), the researcher of this study made an attempt to 

capture actual consumers’ behaviours on Facebook, Instagram and Twitter.  The measurements 

of each medium behaviours are identified below.  

 

1. Measurement of the Facebook-related Behaviours  

In their recently published article, Merz and his colleagues (2018) developed a series of 

Facebook-related behaviours comprising number of comments posted last week/month, photos 

posted last week/month, status updates made last week/month, shares made last week/month, 

friends, and groups with which the users share an association. Following the same procedure, 
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the current researcher adjusted these measures to meet the objectives and suit the setting of the 

present study. Correspondingly, participants were asked to think of the fashion brand (selected 

at the beginning of the questionnaire) on Facebook and answer a series of questions related to 

their behaviours toward this brand on this medium by indicating a number (e.g. 0, 1, 2…). 

The adapted measures of Facebook-related behaviours are shown in Table 4.8. 

 

Table 4. 8 Measurement of the Facebook-related Behaviours. 

Construct Source Items 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Facebook-related 

Behaviours 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Merz et al. (2018) 

and this study 

•How many photos/videos have you posted 

related to this brand over the last 3 months?  

(e.g. Including photos of yourself 

wearing/featuring a product from this brand). 

 

•How many comments have you made on 

photos/videos related to this brand over the 

last 3 months? 

 

•How many shares have you done for 

photos/videos of this brand over the last 3 

months? 

 

•How many likes have you done on 

photos/videos related to this brand over the 

last 3 months? 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

2. Measurement of the Instagram-related Behaviours  

To measure Instagram-related behaviours, the researcher used the one of the two measures 

from Casalό et al. (2017): number of likes and added three measures in an effort to capture 

further behaviours specific to Instagram. Similarly to Facebook questions, participants were 

invited to think of the fashion brand (selected at the beginning of the questionnaire) on 

Instagram and respond to a series of questions related to their behaviours toward this brand on 

this medium by indicating a number (e.g. 0, 1, 2…). 
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The Instagram-related behaviours measures are displayed in Table 4.9. 

Table 4. 9 Measurements of the Instagram-related Behaviours. 

Construct Source Items 

 

 

 

 

 

Instagram-related 

Behaviours 

 

 

 

 

 

Casalό et al. 

(2017) and this 

study 

•How many photos/videos have you posted related 

to this brand over the last 3 months?  

(Including photos of yourself wearing/featuring 

this brand). 

 

•How many hashtags (#) have you mentioned in 

your posts related to this brand over the last 3 

months? 

 

•How many users tags (@) have you made for this 

brand over the last 3 months? (tagging X brand) 

 

•How many likes have you made on photos/videos 

related to this brand over the last 3 months? 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

3. Measurement of the Twitter-related Behaviours  

To date, no study has provided specific measures related to Twitter behaviours. Therefore, the 

researcher made an attempt to capture actual Twitter-related behaviours by following the same 

procedures as Facebook and Instagram. The measures were created on the basis of the 

researcher’s knowledge of the frequent activities made on Twitter. Likewise, respondents were 

invited to think of the fashion brand (selected at the beginning of the questionnaire) on Twitter 

and answer a series of questions concerning their behaviours toward this brand on this medium 

by indicating a number (e.g. 0, 1, 2…).  

The Twitter-related behaviours measures are illustrated in Table 4.10. 
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Table 4. 10 Measurement of the Twitter-related Behaviours  

Construct Source Items 

 

Twitter-related 

Behaviours 

 

This study 

•How many tweets have you made related to this 

brand over the last 3 months? 

 

•How many re-tweets have you made related to 

this brand over the last 3 months? 

 

•How many replies have you made related to this 

brand over the last 3 months? 

 

•How many likes have you made on photos/videos 

related to this brand over the last 3 months? 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

Due to the large number of missing data from Instagram-related behaviours (N=387 out of 440) 

and Twitter-related behaviours (N=412 out of 440), the researcher decided to exclude the 

Instagram and Twitter measurements from the current study (Hair et al., 2010; Saunders et al., 

2019). As a consequence, albeit Facebook-related behaviours recorded 81 missing data, the 

359 valid responses are considered sufficient to conduct the analysis relating to behavioural 

loyalty. 

 

4.6 Remedies for the Issues related to the Measurements of Constructs 

 

4.6.1 Attention Check Questions  

 

A further step taken by the researcher is the insertion of attention check questions in the online 

questionnaire due to their effectiveness in ensuring data quality and hence, scale validity as 

contended by numerous researchers (Abbey and Meloy, 2017; Bowling et al., 2016; Maniaci 

and Rogge, 2014). Kung et al. (2018) characterise these attention checks as items frequently 

inserted at the beginning of the questionnaire with an apparent response for the purpose of 

identifying careless respondents. Attention checks have emerged as a useful component in 

survey designs in different research domains due to their low-cost and efficacy in protecting 

scale validity.  
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Therefore, the researcher of this study has embedded two instructed-response items early in the 

questionnaire, which are one of the most widespread forms of attention checks. Several studies 

have shown the importance of instructed-response items in spotting carelessly answered 

responses (e.g. Meade and Craig, 2012; Niessen, Meijer and Tendeiro, 2016). Accordingly, to 

determine if respondents were paying attention when reading the statements, two items, ‘please 

select strongly agree’ and ‘please select disagree’, were included on a scale from ‘strongly 

disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’.  

 

4.6.2 Pilot Test/Pre-test   

 

In the aim of ensuring that the data gathered are reliable and valid and thus minimizing response 

errors, the comprehensibility of the questions is an important aspect to be carefully considered 

when designing a questionnaire. A number of authors have discussed problematic text features 

that affect the comprehension of questions (e.g. Lenzner, Kaczmirek, and Lenzner, 2010; 

Lenzner, Kaczmirek and Galesic, 2011; Lietz, 2010; Nardi, 2018). The most common 

problematic features include low-frequency words, vague terms and noun phrases, complex 

grammar and logical structures, negatively worded questions in addition to other factors such 

as the order of the questions. While studies have provided sufficient guidance on questionnaires 

design and, particularly, on proper questions formulation (e.g. Brace, 2018; Lietz, 2010; 

Saunders et al., 2019), it is continuously challenging for researchers to predict potential issues 

that might occur when administering questionnaires. It is thus imperative to meticulously 

pretest questionnaires prior to their formal distribution.  

After its preliminary development, the questionnaire was assessed in two phases. In the first 

instance, the questionnaire was sent to two expert academics (the supervisors of this doctoral 

research) as well as to doctoral researchers at Roehampton Business School, for face validity 
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(i.e. to check whether the questionnaire is reasonable). The feedback received have produced 

notable improvement to various aspects of the questionnaire design, specifically, good deal of 

advice was offered on the content, sequence and structure of the questions and the formulation 

of the instructions. Subsequently, in April 2018, a pilot test, delivered by Qualtrics, was 

conducted on a sample of 40 fashion consumers from the UK, who are as well active on social 

media networks. The participants were instructed that they are taking part in a pre-test and were 

appealed to evaluate the questionnaire in a critical approach. The feedback reported from the 

pilot test was highly satisfactory indicating that there were no specific issues relating to the 

questionnaire comprehensibility that needed amendments. The answers were time-controlled 

and appraised for the ease of response. Therefore, the researcher was assured that the 

questionnaire was ready for launch.  

 

4.6.3 Common Method Bias  

 

Evidence shows that method bias is a serious factor which has negative impact on constructs’ 

validities and reliabilities as well as on the relationship between two distinct constructs 

(MacKenzie and Podsakoff, 2012; Podsakoff et al., 2003; 2012). Two essential ways have been 

identified in the marketing research literature to control for method bias (e.g. Lindell and 

Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff et al., 2003; 2012; Williams, Hartman and Cavazotte, 2010). The 

first way is to control for the impacts of methods bias after the data collection through statistical 

techniques; whereas the second way is to limit their impacts through methodical design of the 

research strategy (specifically the questionnaire design) and the choice of participants. The 

researcher of this study relied on the marker variable technique (i.e. a theoretically unrelated 

variable to the core variables in the conceptual model) to minimize the impact of method bias 

(Lindell and Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff et al., 2003; 2012; Williams et al., 2010). Following 
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Merz et al.’s (2018) procedure, participants were asked to evaluate the weather of the city 

where they lived on a 7-Likert scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. The 

results of the common method variance are presented in the next chapter (Chapter 5).  

Regarding the self-reported measures of Facebook behaviours, confidentiality and anonymity 

were guaranteed at the beginning of the questionnaire which reduce the possibility that 

respondents answer in an artificial manner or dishonestly. Low-frequency words and vague 

terms were avoided, and the pre-test conducted contributed to this. Moreover, dependent, 

independent, mediators and moderators were on different pages of the online questionnaire, to 

prevent respondents to presume cause-effect relationships between the constructs.  

 

4.7 Quantitative Method 

 

4.7.1 Target Population   

 

Identifying a suitable sampling frame is important within the probability sampling process as 

this step defines the population about which the researcher aims to generalize the findings 

(Saunders et al., 2019).  

The questionnaire of the present research was conducted online in the UK across four regions: 

England, Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland. The UK was selected as the country of 

analysis in this study because the fashion industry is considered UK’s largest creative industry 

given that it contributes to £28 billion to the UK GDP (British Fashion Council, 2016/2017). 

In an interview with Evening Standard, Caroline Rush, British Fashion Council CEO, 

announced the booming growth of the fashion industry, as its value to the UK economy 

increased to reach £32 billion in 2018 (Sleigh, 2018). As mentioned in the introduction chapter 

(see Chapter 1, Section 1.5), consumer spending on fashion (clothing and accessories) is 
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expected to increase to £87.8 billion in 2023, with demand for fashion continue to grow despite 

the uncertainty invading UK’s economy based on a report conducted by Mintel (October, 

2018). The UK fashion retail market shows the wide range of choices offered to consumers, 

through offline fashion retailers as well as online fashion retailers including e-commerce, click-

and-collect in addition to mobile applications for tablets (Helen et al., 2014). Another report 

by Mintel (October, 2019) claims that the online consumer spending on fashion in the UK has 

increased by 13.4% to £22.9 billion in 2019 and is expected to continue rising in the next five 

years to reach 54.4% to £35.4 billion. British consumers are thus likely to be aware of the 

fashion market, have purchased at least one fashion brand and are able to make judgments on 

their experience with the brand, their perception of its quality and the feelings they have 

towards it. Moreover, UK is a suitable sampling ground for examining consumers’ behaviours 

on social media networks. In fact, social media is steadily becoming an effective tool for 

fashion retailers, especially as UK consumers are privileging social media platforms given the 

easy access to the latest fashion trends. While the decline of Facebook was expected for years, 

the platform remains the most used social media network even during the current Covid-19 

pandemic as affirmed in a recent Mintel (2020) report (‘Social and Media Networks: Inc Impact 

of COVID-19 – UK’, July, 2020) (see Chapter 1, Section 1.5).  

 

4.7.2 Sample Size  

 

Bell et al. (2019) and Saunders et al. (2019) argue that the selection of a sample size is regulated 

by certain key criteria involving the heterogeneity of the target population, the types of the 

analysis techniques, and the availability of resources (time and money), in addition to the 

number of variables in the model. In this respect, Hair et al. (2010) indicate that a ratio of 10 

respondents per parameter is most appropriate. 
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Regarding the population of this study, it is considered heterogeneous as it represents the 

British community within four different regions in the UK as stated in the previous section, 

which is a relatively large population. The larger the size of the sample, the more likely the 

generalizability to the population. Therefore, for the present research, 440 questionnaires were 

gathered online in the UK. Besides the heterogeneous nature of the British population, this 

study has employed structural equation modelling, specifically covariance-based SEM, 

identified as a large-sample technique for data analysis (discussed later in this chapter). In 

practice, the impact of sample size is more problematic when evaluating some criteria of 

confirmatory factor analysis (i.e. CFA) than exploratory factor analysis (i.e. EFA). A small 

sample size produces non convergence and inappropriate solutions, among them negative 

variance estimates (Netemeyer et al., 2003). Beyond that, Netemeyer et al. (2003) argue that 

an extremely large sample may reveal considerable differences between the observed and 

parameter estimates. Accordingly, Kline (2012; 2016) recommends that a sample size should 

be sufficiently large; practically a minimum of 200 or more observations depending on the 

complexity of the model. Similarly, in the case of CB-SEM, Reinartz, Haenlein and Henseler 

(2009) contend that a minimum of 200 observations is required to preclude problems concerned 

with non-convergence and incorrect solutions as a function of the number of items for each 

construct. The number for a minimum ratio is at least five respondents for each estimated 

parameter (Joreskog and Sörbom, 1996). Nonetheless, Hair et al. (2005; 2010) affirm that a 

ratio of 10 respondents per parameter is deemed more appropriate for a sample size to be 

significant in statistical terms. Therefore, the total of items in this study coupled with the 

number of questionnaires collected is considered sufficient to obtain accurate results for the 

model by the use of structural equation modelling.  
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4.7.3 Sampling Technique 

 

Despite the fact that probability sampling is generally associated with questionnaire research 

strategies (Bell et al., 2019; Saunders et al., 2019) because it allows researchers to make 

inferences from a specific sample to a population and therefore meet the research aims and 

objectives, some obstacles are encountered when implementing its requirements. The two most 

common difficulties that confront researchers in the process of probability sampling are: (1) 

the large size of the population, and (2) the high cost or the inaccessibility of the sampling 

frame. Due to the impracticability, time and budget constraints of collecting data from the 

whole British population, yet to maintain the representativeness of the chosen population, this 

study has been conducted using a probability sampling with quotas as referred to by Sudman 

(1966). According to Sudman (1966), the core advantage of this technique is cost and time 

savings in collecting the data.  

In general, researchers choose either a full probability or quota sampling depending on the type 

of survey questionnaire and the availability of resources. However, as noted earlier, the British 

population is heterogeneous, thus a probability sampling is more favorable for securing a 

representative sample (Melnick, Colombo, Tashjian and Melnick, 1991). Moreover, from a 

statistical stance, probability sampling is more convenient given that it is the corner stone of 

most popular statistical techniques (Malhotra and Birks, 2007; Hair et al., 2019).  

The basis of probability sampling with quotas lies in the possibility to split the participants 

intro strata wherein the probability of being available for answering the questionnaire is known 

and is the same for all respondents in the stratum, albeit varied between strata. In practical 

terms, the quotas are determined based upon the sample size and the estimate of the target 

population (Sudman, 1966). Correspondingly, the quotas set for this study are listed below:  
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• Gender with a percentage of 49% for male and 51% for female.  

 

• Age with a restriction to 18 and over with the following spread, under 18: questionnaire 

terminated; 18 - 24: 12%; 25 - 34: 17%; 35 - 44: 16%; 45-54: 19%; 55+: 37%.  

 

• British consumers who are interested in fashion brands and have bought at least one fashion 

brand in the last 12 months from the date of completing the online questionnaire.  

• British consumers who have at least one of the following social media networks: Facebook, 

Instagram or Twitter and who have used their social media account at least once in the last 12 

months from the date of completing the online questionnaire.  

 

4.7.4 Data Analysis Techniques 

 

Following the data collection stage, the researcher moved to preparing and screening the data 

obtained using the IBM SPSS Statistics version 24 software. A preliminary analysis is 

conducted following descriptive statistical tests in order to understand the demographic 

indicators that define the backgrounds of the participants in the study. The demographic 

statistics provide information on the participants in terms of gender, age, level of education, 

occupation, average income as well as other measures that might create additional insights to 

the research.  

As the sampling technique used in this research is probability sampling with quotas, the missing 

data can be regarded as negligible and hence, particular remedies for missing data are not 

necessary since probability sampling enables allowances for missing data (Hair et al., 2005; 

2010). In spite of that, it is desirable to ascertain if there is any missing data randomly, thus, 

the researcher of this study ensured that only valid data are processed.  
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Although normality is regularly suspected in the case of primary data involving Likert scales 

when the number of Likert categories is four or higher (Joreskog and Sörborm, 1996), it is 

useful to ensure that the data meet the assumed distribution of the estimation approach 

employed. Consequently, statistical tests for normality (the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test) and 

empirical measures that reflect the shape of the distribution (skewness and kurtosis values) are 

conducted for each construct (Charry, Coussement, Demoulin and Heuvinck, 2016).  

An Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and reliability examination are subsequently applied to 

scrutinize the unidimensionality and homogeneity of the constructs. Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients are as well used to determine the reliability and internal consistency of each item 

(Charry et al., 2016; Iacobucci and Duhachek, 2003). Furthermore, a Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA) was followed to validate the results from the EFA and refine the final 

measurement scales (Hair et al., 2010).  

The analysis ultimately employed structural equation modeling (SEM) using a covariance-

based approach, which is known as the traditional approach in SEM. Covariance-based SEM 

(CB-SEM) is based on two main steps: first, the validation of the measurement model through 

confirmatory factor analysis and second, the test of the structural model fit through path 

analysis with latent variables. All analyses were correspondingly performed through the Mplus 

8 software (Byrne, 2012). Mplus is considered appropriate because it is one of the widely used 

software for SEM. In addition, one of its important benefits is that it integrates moderation 

analysis within the software, which is suitable for the present conceptual model given that it 

contains moderators. More details on the selection of SEM technique is offered in the following 

section. 
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4.7.5 Structural Equation Modelling Technique: Objectives and Advantages 

  

In view of the challenge facing marketing researchers in terms of the exponential change in 

research contexts, in addition to the theorizing agenda (i.e. extending, revising, and further 

developing existing theory), there is a call to use specific methodological approaches that are 

capable of dealing with this changing nature of the discipline (Richter et al., 2016). One of the 

most important and vigorous analysis techniques used substantially in marketing research, as 

well as in other various research domains, is structural equation modelling (SEM), which is 

correspondingly applied in the present study. Structural equation modeling (SEM) is defined 

as a family of statistical analysis techniques that estimate relationships between sets of 

observed variables, constituting the conceptual variables in statistical models (Hair, Babin and 

Krey, 2017; Hair and Sarstedt, 2019). In SEM technique, latent constructs are designated as 

independent (i.e. exogenous) and dependent (i.e. endogenous). According to Hair et al. (2017), 

examining causal relationships, each with dependent and independent variables, is the essence 

of structural equation modelling.  

In practical terms, two types of procedures exist in the application of SEM: covariance-based 

SEM (CB-SEM; Reinartz et al., 2009) and variance-based partial least squares (PLS-SEM; 

Hair, Sarstedt and Ringle, 2012; Hair, Hult, Ringle and Sarstedt, 2017). While these procedures 

vary in terms of statistical methods (Hair et al., 2011), they both have the same roots as 

conceived by Joreskog and Sörbom (1996). In respect of using both CB-SEM and PLS in 

marketing research, the former approach is followed in this research.  

SEM comprises one or more regression equations through which the effect of independent 

constructs on dependent constructs is interpreted (Byrne, 2012; 2016). In this regard, SEM is 

analogous to combining factor analysis and multiple regressions. Nonetheless, contrary to 

factor analysis modelling which follows an exploratory approach, SEM applies a confirmatory 

approach to statistically test the overall model and the hypotheses.  
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SEM differs as well from traditional multivariate methods (regression models). Traditional 

multivariate models are incapable of neither assessing nor correcting measurement error 

considering that errors in the independent variables disappear. In contrast, SEM explicitly 

estimates the error variance coefficients (Iacobucci, 2009). Moreover, SEM enables the 

researcher to assess both observed and unobserved variables (i.e. latent) wherein traditional 

multivariate methods are unable to provide given that data analyses using these methods are 

entirely based on observed measurements (Hair et al., 2010; Kline, 2016). Another advantage 

of SEM over traditional multivariate methods is its usefulness in examining cause-and-effect 

relationships between variables from the perspective that one dependent variable can cause 

another at the same time.  

Finally, SEM models are commonly examined in two steps (Bagozzi, 2010; Iacobucci, 2009). 

First, a measurement model (confirmatory factor analysis) is validated and second, a structural 

model (path analysis) is estimated (Bagozzi, 2010). This process is called hybrid model or full 

SEM model because it depicts the measurement model (i.e. a model that enables the researcher 

to use numerous variables for a particular independent or dependent variable) and the structural 

model (i.e. also called path model and which links independent to dependent variables). In 

essence, Iacobucci (2009) confirms that the differentiation between the measurement and 

structural (or path) models is essential as it diagnoses poor model fit and reduces issues related 

to multicollinearity. Accordingly, the reason behind this two-step approach is that a researcher 

seeks to validate a previously established set of latent variables, which are after incorporated 

in a proposed theoretical model (Hair et al., 2017).  

It is noteworthy that measurement and structural models in SEM, particularly CB-SEM, must 

be theory driven, which is crucial for the model development and modification. In this sense, 

Ritcher et al. (2016) maintain that CB-SEM assesses model parameters in order to reduce the 

difference between the empirical covariance matrix and the covariance matrix indicated by the 
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theoretical model. Additionally, fit statistics are calculated to estimate the degree of fit between 

the empirical data and the theoretical model (Reinartz et al., 2009). Therefore, a solid 

theoretical background is, indisputably, of great importance in SEM which is reflected in the 

conceptual framework chapter (i.e. Chapter 3) of this study.  

As stated earlier, the structural equation models in this research are estimated via Mplus 8.0 

software which uses full information maximum-likelihood estimation instead of relying on 

limited information approaches such as mean estimation (Byrne, 2012; Reinartz et al., 2009).  

In short, SEM technique offers specific benefits over other procedures as discussed earlier, 

making it a suitable data analysis method for the present research.  

 

4.8 Research Ethics 

 

Ethical considerations are a crucial decree in any business and management research as it 

inevitably engages human participants. Being transparent and authentic about the ethical 

dimensions of a research is vital particularly for controlling sensitive topics, enhancing the 

outcomes of the research and guaranteeing professional affiliation and management 

(O’Gorman and MacIntosh, 2015).  

By strictly adhering to all the codes and practices according to Roehampton Business School 

policy, the present research succeeded in meeting all the ethical requirements set by the 

university. Before proceeding with the data collection, an ethics application form was carefully 

completed and submitted to the Ethics Committee. The application form provided detailed 

information on the research, the methods adopted, including how many participants there are 

likely to be, where the research will take place and how long participation will take for each 

section, the data collection process and additional ethical and risk issues considerations and 

declarations. In addition, a participant informed consent form was completed and attached to 
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the application. The informed consent involved sufficient information about the researcher and 

the research topic, time consideration without any pressure, participation right whether or not 

to take part in the study in addition to the use of data.  

The researcher of the present study abided by the following ethical considerations and 

principles to anticipate issues and risks and avoid poor practice and harm (Bell et al., 2019; 

Saunders et al., 2019): 

‣ Integrity and objectivity of the researcher: Acting openly, being honest and promoting 

accuracy throughout all the stages of the research.  

‣ Avoidance of harm: The risk involved in the present research is minimal given that the 

questionnaire was distributed online.  

‣ Privacy of participants, voluntary nature of participation/right to withdraw and informed 

consent: First, participants must be aged 18 and above. As mentioned previously an informed 

consent was given before starting the questionnaire which participants were required to read 

and sign by ticking the box. The informed consent provided sufficient information about 

participants’ involvement allowing them to understand the implications of taking part in this 

study and to decline the invitation or to withdraw from the questionnaire at any time without 

any pressure and explanation. Most importantly, the consent asserted that participants’ 

identification is completely anonymous and confidential and strictly maintained during the 

study. In case of withdrawal, data provided was ensured not to be used. All these principles 

were taking into consideration to guarantee the privacy of participants.  

‣ Ensuring confidentiality of data and responsibility in the data analysis as well as reporting of 

findings: The reliability of data is enhanced by the assurance of anonymity and confidentiality. 

Moreover, data is collected and processed in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998 and 

with the University’s Data Protection Policy. The findings of the present study are fully and 
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truthfully reported regardless of their inconsistency with the anticipated outcomes. Analysis 

and discussions of the findings are also thoughtfully verified.  

‣ Ensuring security of data: Raw data is stored on the researcher’s desktop and account at 

Roehampton Business School with a password protector. The information is only used for the 

purpose of the present research and will not be shared with a third party.  

 

The research for this project was submitted for ethics consideration under the reference BUS 

18/048 in the UR Business School and was approved under the procedures of the University of 

Roehampton’s Ethics Committee on 20/04/2018.  

 

 

4.9 Summary of the Chapter  

 

The methodology chapter provided a description and explanation of the different research 

philosophies and approaches and offered a justification of the positivism philosophy coupled 

with the deduction and quantitative research approaches adopted in the present study. An online 

questionnaire, designed through Qualtrics software and distributed by the Qualtrics market 

research agency, was the most convenient quantitative data collection strategy in this study 

given its numerous advantages including cost and time saving, ease of use and data quality 

compared to other data collection techniques.  

Subsequently, a measurement instrument was designed based on scales, whose psychometric 

properties have been validated by previous academics. The remedies implemented by the 

researcher to avoid the issues related to the measurements of the constructs have been also 

explained namely, the inclusion of two-attention check questions throughout the questionnaire, 

the pilot test and the common method bias followed in line with Podsakoff et al. (2003; 2012). 
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Next, the description of the target population (British consumers), probability sampling 

technique with quotas and sample size (N=440 consumers) was depicted. In addition, 

information on the data analysis techniques was provided in terms of the descriptive statistics 

using SPSS software and the measurement and structural models using SEM (mainly CB-SEM) 

with Mplus. Finally, the ethical considerations taken into account by the researcher have been 

carefully explicated.  

Findings obtained from the 440 online questionnaires are presented in the next chapter 

(Chapter 5).  
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CHAPTER 5: QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

 

 

5.0 Introduction  

 

After discussing and justifying the methods implemented in the present research, this chapter 

presents and describes the findings of the quantitative data analysis obtained through SPSS and 

Mplus 8, i.e., the structural equation modelling software employed in this study.  

This chapter begins with a review of the different available procedures that deal with missing 

data. Next, the normality test results are presented to ensure the data is suitable for in-depth 

analysis followed by a short discussion on data transformation and the reason for not using it 

to solve non-normality in the dataset (Section 5.1). In the same section, a description of the 

demographic data is presented. Then, in Section 5.2, the researcher describes all the analytical 

steps undertaken in the exploratory factor analysis in the aim of reducing the number of items 

in the dataset. In order to determine the reliability and validity of the constructs in this research, 

Section 5.3 offers the conventional steps from the structural equation modelling literature 

(Bagozzi, 2010; Bagozzi and Yi, 2012; Iacobucci, 2010; Byrne, 2012; 2016; Hair et al., 2010; 

Kline, 2016). Section 5.3 starts with a recall of the advantages of SEM, particularly, CB-SEM, 

over traditional multivariate models and continue with a summary of the fit indices used in the 

present study. Then, in sub-section 5.3.1, the construct validity, convergent reliability, and 

discriminant validity are analysed along with the full measurement models (model 1a and 

model 1b). It is important to note that the two models are interconnected; thus, model 1b is an 

extension to model 1a. While model 1a proposes the functional and experiential routes to 

behavioural intentions (i.e. brand loyalty, WOM and WTP), representing the attitudinal side of 

loyalty, model 1b posits the same routes to Facebook behaviours, representing the behavioural 

facet of loyalty. Sub-section 5.3.2 describes the adequacy of the overall model fit through a 
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structural equation model analysis and provides additional findings related to the estimates of 

the relationships in the structural model.  

Having analysed the measurement (CFA) and the structural models, section 5.4 offers an 

evaluation of the effect of the two control variables, age, and gender, on the constructs in the 

main model. Next, Section 5.5 depicts the assessment of the common method bias. Then, 

Section 5.6 presents the hypotheses testing, mediation, and moderation, in addition to the direct 

effects. Finally, a table summarising the findings of the hypotheses testing is provided, 

followed by a summary of the whole chapter (Section 5.7).   

 

5.1 Data Screening  

 

5.1.1 Missing data 

 

Missing data is one of the methodological issues that should be taken into consideration when 

using SEM given that the majority of SEM programs do not provide results when some data is 

missing except when the intercept and mean are estimated simultaneously with the covariance 

structure (Hair et al., 2010). Furthermore, Bagozzi and Yi (2012) asserted that missing data are 

critical for model and hypotheses testing. According to Kline (2016), few missing values, less 

than 5% in the overall data set, could be potentially disregarded. Nevertheless, it is crucial to 

address the missingness of the data because they are known to, statistically, affect the results 

and thus, lead to biased conclusions (Byrne, 2012; 2016). Three patterns of missing data are 

acclaimed in the research methods literature: (1) missing completely at random (i.e. MCAR), 

(2) missing at random (i.e. MAR) and (3) missing not at random (i.e. MNAR) (Byrne, 2016). 

Mplus software, like AMOS and LISREL, produces a specific version of the maximum 

likelihood method known as full information maximum likelihood (i.e. FIML) (Kline, 2016). 

Traditionally, other methods were used to handle missing data, known as classic or ad-hoc 
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approaches (see Kline, 2016; Byrne, 2012; 2016) namely listwise and pairwise deletion. 

Listwise deletion refers to the exclusion of missing values from all the analysis, whereas 

pairwise deletion involves the elimination of missing values on variables involved in a 

particular calculation (Byrne, 2016). Both listwise and pairwise deletions are not recommended 

because they can cause biased Chi-square (χ2 statistics), parameter estimates, and standard 

errors (Bentler, 2010). Furthermore, the approach of including only complete data for analysis 

can possibly minimize the remaining sample to an inadequate size (Hair et al., 2017). 

Considering that SEM requires a large sample size that is equal or above 200 (Kline, 2016), 

FIML is considered more advantageous than the ad-hoc methods. In practice, FIML estimates 

are proposed to reduce bias even though the MAR condition does not meet the satisfactory 

threshold (Muthén et al., 1987).  

As the probability sampling with quotas was used in the present research, the missing data can 

be considered negligible and hence, specific remedies for detecting the missingness of data are 

not required since probability sampling offers allowances for missing values (Hair et al., 2017). 

In addition, the current researcher asked the market research agency (Qualtrics), which was 

responsible of distributing the online questionnaire, to include only complete and usable 

questionnaires in the final data set to further ensure that the data is clean.  

Regarding the self-reported measures, missing values were identified given that the 

respondents were requested to choose the most used social media platform between Facebook, 

Instagram and Twitter and based on their selection, they were, subsequently, asked a set of 

questions related to each medium as stated in the methodology chapter (see Chapter 4, sub-

section 4.5.2.5,  pp. 172-173). Due to the limited number of respondents who used Instagram 

(387 missing self-reported values) and Twitter (412 missing self-reported values), this study 

relied only on the self-reported Facebook measures; thus, focusing on the actual Facebook 

behaviours. To note 81 missing self-reported Facebook measures were recorded, indicating a 
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total number of 359 valid responses (the 81 missing values refer to the respondents who have 

chosen Instagram and Twitter). In short, the 359 valid responses are considered sufficient to 

conduct the analysis in SEM (e.g. Hair et al., 2010; 2017).  

 

5.1.2 Normality Test  

 

It is imperative that the data meet the assumed distribution of the estimation approach 

employed. Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) is the primary approach for assessing 

SEM; it presumes that the variables indicated in the conceptual model have multivariate normal 

distributions (Hair et al., 2010; Reinartz, Echambadi and Chin, 2002). In this context, Kline 

(2016) argue that extreme non-normality of data causes inflation in the goodness-of-fit indices 

and under-estimation of the standard errors. In practical terms, non-normality may emerge on 

two levels, univariate and multivariate. The current researcher tested the normality of the data 

by inspecting univariate normality, which is related to the distribution of each variable, and can 

be checked based on the skewness and kurtosis values. A rule of thumb, as recommended by 

Kline (2016), is that skewness < +/- 3.0 and kurtosis < +/-10.0 indicate that the data is within 

a normal distribution. Based on the results in Table 5.1, the range of skewness and kurtosis 

values shows a minor deviation from normality in the dataset. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov and 

Shapiro-Wilk tests are further methods used to inspect the normality of the data (Field, 2018). 

The results of both tests are displayed in Table 5.1. The probability (Sig.) associated with these 

tests is below 0.05 (p-value <0.05) for all the variables; therefore, the results of both normality 

tests are consistent in their conclusions. According to Field (2018), normality test is commonly 

affected by large sample sizes and a slight divergence from normal distribution does not 

severely impact the significance of the test.  
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Table 5. 1 Normality test results  

 

 

Variable 

 

 

Item 

Number 

 

 

Skewness 

 

 

Kurtosis 

Kolmogorov-

Smirnov 

 

Shapiro-Wilk 

test 

Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig. 

Perceived 

brand quality 

QUAL1 

QUAL2 

QUAL3 

-1.352 

-1.011 

-1.608 

1.933 

0.602 

2.847 

0.243 

0.241 

0.266 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.801 

0.845 

0.758 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

 

 

 

 

Brand 

experience  

EXP1 

EXP2 

EXP3 

EXP4 

EXP5 

EXP6 

EXP7 

EXP8 

EXP9 

EXP10 

EXP11 

EXP12 

-0.670 

-0.569 

-0.920 

-0.424 

-0.178 

-0.124 

-0.058 

-0.684 

-0.459 

-0.257 

-0.493 

-0.352 

0.072 

-0.093 

0.616 

-0.402 

-0.589 

-0.621 

-0.726 

-0.194 

-0.498 

-0.632 

-0.613 

-0.685 

0.171 

0.162 

0.199 

0.148 

0.142 

0.161 

0.165 

0.156 

0.154 

0.143 

0.137 

0.169 

 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.913 

0.924 

0.885 

0.933 

0.925 

0.938 

0.940 

0.939 

0.942 

0.915 

0.932 

0.901 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

 

Brand 

satisfaction 

SAT1 

SAT2 

SAT3 

SAT4 

SAT5 

-1.623 

-1.550 

-1.382 

-1.518 

-1.150 

3.250 

2.251 

2.038 

2.626 

1.111 

0.277 

0.278 

0.264 

0.261 

0.258 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.770 

0.765 

0.808 

0.788 

0.822 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

 

 

Brand love 

LOVE1 

LOVE2 

LOVE3 

LOVE4 

LOVE5 

LOVE6 

-0.424 

-0.668 

-0.358 

-1.092 

0.063 

-1.268 

-0.853 

-0.314 

-0.960 

0.684 

-1.253 

1.872 

0.150 

0.196 

0.140 

0.231 

0.133 

0.262 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.917 

0.900 

0.917 

0.848 

0.916 

0.828 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

 

Brand loyalty 

LOY1 

LOY2 

LOY3 

-0.750 

-0.842 

-0.253 

-0.382 

-0.179 

-1.096 

0.217 

0.209 

0.149 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.886 

0.875 

0.923 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

 

Word-of-

mouth 

WOM1 

WOM2 

WOM3 

WOM4 

-0.684 

-0.489 

-0.607 

-0.646 

-0.330 

-0.735 

-0.372 

-0.410 

0.177 

0.180 

0.188 

0.187 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.905 

0.916 

0.916 

0.905 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Willingness to 

pay a price 

premium  

WTP1 

WTP2 

WTP3 

WTP4 

-0.562 

-0.497 

0.301 

0.393 

-0.561 

-0.771 

-1.106 

-0.920 

0.177 

0.185 

0.163 

0.159 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.916 

0.913 

0.916 

0.916 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

 

Self-esteem  

SE1 

SE2 

SE3 

SE4 

-1.220 

-1.465 

-1.415 

-1.290 

1.584 

2.596 

2.218 

1.922 

0.253 

0.263 

0.271 

0.245 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.847 

0.805 

0.819 

0.840 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Public self-

consciousness 

PSC1 

PSC2 

PSC3 

PSC4 

-0.882 

-0.642 

-0.956 

-1.287 

0.063 

-0.448 

0.054 

2.312 

0.200 

0.197 

0.230 

0.230 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.883 

0.908 

0.864 

0.840 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

 INV1 -0.566 -0.277 0.156 0.000 0.924 0.000 
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Product 

involvement 

INV2 

INV3 

INV4 

INV5 

-0.596 

-0.632 

-0.776 

-0.871 

-0.369 

-0.372 

0.193 

0.213 

0.161 

0.171 

0.193 

0.213 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.916 

0.913 

0.901 

0.881 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Skewness < +/- 3.0 (Kline, 2016, pp. 74) 

Kurtosis < +/-10.0 (Kline, 2016, pp. 75) 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk significant at p=0.000 (<0.05) (Charry et al., 2016, pp. 41) 

(Source: this study)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 

 

5.1.4 Descriptive Statistics: Demographic Data  

 

The respondents’ demographic data for the present research are set out in Table 5.2. To note 

that the total number of respondents is 440.  

The demographic variable, gender, is nearly equal between male and female, where male 

represents 49.1% of the whole sample and female 50.9%. The second demographic variable, 

age, is relatively well spread among the five age groups in the dataset, 12% for 18-24 years, 

17% for 25-34 years, 16.1% for 35-44 years, 19.1% for 45-54 years and 35.7% for 55 + years. 

It is remarkable that the age group 55 years and above constitutes the highest percentage, which 

matches the choice of Facebook as the most used social media platform among the respondents 

who participated in this research, as announced in the methodology chapter (Chapter 4). 

According to a recent report by Mintel (Social and Media Networks: Inc Impact of COVID-19 

- UK - July 2020), more than six in ten individuals aged 55+ use Facebook, unlike Instagram 

and Twitter which are more popular among younger generations. Following on this, it is 

contended that not only the younger generation are interested in fashion brands but also the 

older generation and this is shown through their engagement with their preferred fashion brand 

on Facebook.  

Figures in the below table show that respondents who purchase their favourite fashion brand 

once per month represent 26.4%, those who purchase 2-3 times per month constitute 43.4%, 
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4-5 times per month  (19.1%) and more than 5 times per month (11.1%). In terms of the 

geographical location, all the respondents who participated in this study lives in the UK where 

the majority are located in England (83.6%) and the rest live between Scotland (8.4%), Wales 

(5%) and Northern Ireland (3%).  

Regarding respondents’ educational level, 31.1% received A level, 45.2% have a bachelor’s 

degree, 12.3% earned a master’s degree and 3% obtained a Doctorate degree. Note that 

respondents who selected the category ‘others’, have responded ‘high school’ and few reported 

other professional qualifications. As for the respondents’ occupations, 8.9% were students, 

47.7% professionals, representing the highest percentage of the sample, 13% self-employed 

and 21.4% retired. Participants who answered ‘others’, included ‘unemployed’, ‘stay-at-home’ 

and ‘disabled’.  

With respect to the annual income, 10.9% earn between 10£-20£, 14.3% receive 20£-30£, 

22.3% get 30£-40£, 26.6% earn 40£-50£ and 25.9% receive an income equal or higher than 

60£ per year. Finally, respondents were asked about how they perceive their annual income 

and the statistics show the following: 5.2% (very low), 15% (lower than average), 55% 

(average), 22% (higher than average) and 2.7% (very high), indicating that more than half of 

the respondents in the sample consider their income as average.  

A table of the most listed fashion brands in the questionnaire is provided in Appendix 4 (p. 

331).  
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Table 5. 2 Demographic data  

 

Demographic Variables 

 

 

Frequency 

 

Percentage 

Gender: 

 

Male 

Female  

 

 

 

216 

224 

 

 

49.1% 

50.9% 

 

Total: 100% 

Age: 

 

18-24 years 

25-34 years 

35-44 years  

45-54 years 

55 + years  

 

 

 

53 

75 

71 

84 

157 

 

 

12.0% 

17.0% 

16.1% 

19.1% 

35.7% 

 

Total: 100% 

Frequency of purchase: 

 

Once a month 

2-3 times/month 

4-5 times/month  

More than 5 times/month  

 

 

 

116 

191 

84 

49 

 

 

26.4% 

43.4% 

19.1% 

11.1% 

 

Total: 100% 

Geographical location: 

 

England 

Scotland 

Wales 

Northern Ireland  

 

 

 

368 

37 

22 

13 

 

 

83.6% 

8.4% 

5.0% 

3.0% 

 

Total: 100% 

Education: 

 

A level 

Bachelor’s degree 

Master’s degree 

Doctorate 

Other 

 

 

 

137 

199 

54 

13 

37 

 

 

31.1% 

45.2% 

12.3% 

3.0% 

8.4% 

 

Total: 100% 

Occupation: 

 

Student 

Professional  

Self-employed  

 

 

39 

210 

57 

 

 

8.9% 

47.7% 

13.0% 
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Retired     

Other 

 

94 

40 

21.4% 

9.1% 

 

Total: 100% 

Annual income: 

 

10£-20£ 

20£-30£ 

30£-40£ 

40£-50£ 

60£ +  

 

 

 

48 

63 

98 

117 

114 

 

 

10.9% 

14.3% 

22.3% 

26.6% 

25.9% 

 

Total: 100% 

Perception of income: 

 

Very low  

Lower than average  

Average 

Higher than average  

Very high  

 

 

 

23 

66 

242 

97 

12 

 

 

5.2% 

15.0% 

55.0% 

22.0% 

2.7% 

 

Total: 100% 

Total number of respondents (sample size): 440  

(Source: this study) 

 

 

5.2 Factor Analysis  

 

The main objective of a factor analysis is the reduction of the number of variables or items in 

a dataset. In other words, by conducting a factor analysis, a researcher intends to represent the 

obtained dataset in a lower dimensional dataset that provides the best estimation to the initial 

one (Charry et al., 2016). There are two general types of factor analysis: (1) exploratory factor 

analysis (i.e. EFA) and (2) confirmatory factor analysis (i.e. CFA) (Kline, 2016). Both factor 

analyses have been applied by the present researcher for which results, and interpretations are 

presented and discussed in the following sections. An important presumption when running a 

factor analysis is that the level of measurement of the variables should be interval-scaled. 

Although Likert scales are deemed ordinal scales, prior research have proven that using these 
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Likert-scales as interval variables does not inherently affect the reliability of the findings (Hair 

et al., 2010).  

 

5.2.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis 

 

EFA is a useful technique to help the researcher in restoring a measurement model that can be 

subsequently assessed with CFA (Fabrigar and Wegener, 2012; Gerbing and Hamilton, 1996). 

Furthermore, Gerbing and Hamilton (1996) strongly contended that a CFA developed partially 

with EFA is a practical and effective tactic that enhance the development of theory and the 

procedure of analysis. Correspondingly, the researcher has first conducted an exploratory factor 

analysis which is then followed by a confirmatory factor analysis (further explained under the 

measurement model section). It is noteworthy that all the questions have been coded and the 

negative questions reverse coded accordingly.  

An important decision that a researcher is recommended to take is regarding the rotation 

method. According to Charry et al. (2016), there are five kinds of rotation methods provided 

by IBM SPSS Statistics. The present researcher expected factors to be correlated; therefore, the 

Varimax method (i.e. orthogonal rotation), which is one of the most applied methods, was 

respectively used. In this vein, Gerbing and Hamilton (1996) argued that the oblique rotations 

are not more favourable compared to the simplified varimax procedure. In fact, the varimax 

procedure gives uncorrelated factors by decreasing the number of items with high path 

coefficients of a certain factor (Charry et al, 2016).  

The researcher followed a series of further analytical decisions in the process of conducting a 

factor analysis which are all successively covered.  
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Step 1: Kaiser’s Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

The effectiveness of an EFA is evaluated by applying the Kaiser’s Measure of Sampling 

Adequacy (KMO) and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity. The KMO allows the researcher to detect 

if the strength of the correlations between the variables is sufficiently large and determine if 

running an exploratory factor analysis is beneficial. As suggested by a number of researchers 

(e.g. Charry et al., 2016; Field, 2018), KMO value should range between 0 and 1, and should 

exceed 0.5 for a satisfactory factor analysis to progress. Table 5.3 indicates that the Kaiser’s 

measure of sampling adequacy is 0.902 which is well above the minimum value; therefore, 

confirming that the data are useful for factor analysis.    

The Bartlett’s test of sphericity determines the redundancy between the variables. Field (2018) 

recommended that a significance index below 0.05 (p-value <0.05) indicates a relationship 

between the variables. Table 5.3 shows that p-value = 0.000 which is <0.05; hence, the 

variables are related. In sum, the results of both tests indicate the appropriateness of factor 

analysis.  

 

Table 5. 3 Results of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) 

Test and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity test 

 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 

Adequacy. 

.902 

Bartlett's Test of 

Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 1757.566 

df 15 

Sig. .000 

(Source: this study)  
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Step 2: Communalities  

The communality of a variable reveals the degree to which the variance of that variable is 

exhibited by the proposed factor solution. The column named ‘Extraction’ in Table 5.4 

represents the common variance. It is broadly argued that a minimum value of 0.60 is required 

in order to preserve the variable for further analysis (Charry et al., 2016). The results displayed 

in Table 5.4 show that the communality values of all the variables in this study are within the 

satisfactory range except for 2 items: the first item of WTP (extraction=0.496) and the fourth 

item of PSC (extraction=0.475) which are both less than the acceptable value (0.60). Both 

values are highlighted in bold in Table 5.4 below.  

Given that Facebook behaviours are self-reported measures and not based on Likert scale, the 

researcher has only run a confirmatory factor analysis (i.e. CFA) to determine the construct 

validity of the Facebook developed measures, which is presented later in this chapter.  
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Table 5. 4 Communality test  

Variable Initial Extraction Variable Initial Extraction 

QUAL1 

QUAL2 

QUAL3 

SAT1 

SAT2 

SAT3 

SAT4 

SAT5 

EXP1 

EXP2 

EXP3 

EXP4 

EXP5 

EXP6 

EXP7 

EXP8 

EXP9 

EXP10 

EXP11 

EXP12 

LOVE1 

LOVE2 

LOVE3 

LOVE4 

LOVE5 

LOVE6 

 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

0.811 

0.723 

0.733 

0.808 

0.803 

0.811 

0.853 

0.742 

0.764 

0.733 

0.689 

0.796 

0.763 

0.778 

0.781 

0.816 

0.817 

0.726 

0.727 

0.693 

0.855 

0.888 

0.867 

0.794 

0.808 

0.745 

 

LOY1 

LOY2 

LOY3 

WOM1 

WOM2 

WOM3 

WOM4 

WTP1 

WTP2 

WTP3 

WTP4 

INV1 

INV2 

INV3 

INV4 

INV5 

PSC1 

PSC2 

PSC3 

PSC4 

SE1 

SE2 

SE3 

SE4 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

0.863 

0.853 

0.712 

0.852 

0.884 

0.873 

0.882 

0.496 

0.849 

0.826 

0.690 

0.839 

0.767 

0.865 

0.838 

0.604 

0.687 

0.668 

0.638 

0.475 

0.755 

0.744 

0.708 

0.789 

Extraction value should be at least 0.60 to retain the variable for subsequent analysis (Charry 

et al., 2016, pp. 56). 

Extraction values <0.60 are highlighted in bold.  

Note: Only a CFA was run for Facebook behaviours, presented later in this chapter.  

(Source: this study) 
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Step 3: Total Variance Explained  

From a theoretical perspective, the number of items is argued to be at least 2 (Charry et al., 

2016). Nevertheless, the Kaiser’s criterion acts as an indicator of the number of factors to be 

retained, particularly, the factors with eigenvalues higher than 1 as claimed by Field (2018). In 

this setting, Field (2018) asserts that Kaiser’s criterion is reliable when the sample size is larger 

than 250 and the number of variables is under 30, which is relevant in the case of the present 

research. The Eigenvalues and Cumulative % of all the variables are presented in Table 5.5.  

 

Table 5. 5 Results of the Total Variances Explained 

 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 2.266 75.529 75.529 2.266 75.529      75.529 

2 0.439 14.645 90.175        4.017              80.347 80.347 

3 0.295 9.825 100.000 2.186 72.880 72.880 

4 4.017 80.347 80.347 2.337 77.899 77.899 

5 0.357 7.138 87.485 2.414 80.454 80.454 

6 0.253 5.052 92.538 2.145 71.503 71.503 

7 0.216 4.323 96.860 4.110 68.499  68.499 

8 0.157 3.140 100.000 2.428 80.932 80.932 

9 2.186 72.880 72.880 3.491 87.266 87.266 

10 0.460 15.322 88.202 2.861 71.530 71.530 

11 0.354 11.798 100.000 2.368 59.188 59.188 

12 2.337 77.899 2.337 2.997 74.921 74.921 

13 0.356 11.874 89.773    

14 0.307 10.227 100.000    

15 2.414 80.454 80.454    

16 0.324 10.795 91.249    

17 0.263 8.751 100.000    

18 2.145 71.503 71.503    

19 0.454 15.130 86.633    

20 0.401 13.367 100.000    

21 4.110 68.499 68.499    

22 0.752 12.528 81.028    
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23 0.371 6.179 87.207    

24 0.336 5.599 92.806    

25 0.235 3.918 96.723    

26 0.197 3.277 100.000    

27 2.428 80.932 80.932    

28 0.407 13.582 94.514    

29 0.165 5.486 100.000    

30 3.491 87.266 87.266    

31 0.198 4.954 92.220    

32 0.164 4.102 96.322    

33 0.147 3.678 100.000    

34 2.861 71.530 71.530    

35 0.621 15.516 87.047    

36 0.359 8.982 96.029    

37 0.159 3.971 100.000    

38 3.913 78.261 78.261    

39 0.498 9.953 88.215    

40 0.276 5.520 93.735    

41 0.174 3.471 97.205    

42 0.140 2.795 100.000    

43 2.368 59.188 59.188    

44 0.795 19.882 79.069    

45 0.468 11.696 90.765    

46 0.369 9.235 100.000    

47 2.997 74.921 74.921    

48 0.385 9.629 84.551    

49 0.356 8.894 93.445    

50 0.262 6.555 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



203 
 

5.2.2 Reliability Test  

 

Determining the measure of reliability for each variable in any conceptual framework is 

paramount in theoretical as well as in empirical research considering that reliability is a 

foremost stage in ensuring construct validity (Duhachek et al., 2005).  Accordingly, Iacobucci 

and Duhachek (2003) shed the light on the importance of reporting reliability measurements 

not only when developing a new scale but also when using an existing one. Reliability reflects 

the consistency of all the items within one factor and it is determined by the Cronbach’s 

coefficient alpha index. It is widely agreed on that Cronbach’s alpha value should be equal or 

above 0.70 (Charry et al, 2016; Duhachek et al., 2005; Iacobucci and Duhachek, 2003; Rossiter, 

2002). Table 5.6 shows that all the constructs in this study are internally consistent with 

Cronbach’s α values exceeding 0.70, indicating an adequate level of reliability. These results 

demonstrate that each set of items are correlated and reflect the measures of the same construct.  
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Table 5. 6 Constructs reliability: Cronbach’s α 

 

 

Variable 

 

Cronbach’s α 

 

Number of items 

Perceived brand 

quality 

0.837 3 

Brand experience 

 

Sensory  

Affective  

Intellectual 

Behavioural  

 

 

0.814 

0.858 

0.878 

0.800 

12 

Brand satisfaction 0.938 5 

Brand love 0.904 6 

Brand loyalty 0.877 3 

WOM 0.851 4 

WTP 0.839 4 

Facebook 

behaviours 

0.731 4 

Product 

involvement 

0.930 5 

Public self-

consciousness 

0.768 4 

Self-esteem 0.888 4 

 

 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

 

 

Cronbach’s α ≥ 0.70 (Charry et al, 2016, pp. 63; Duhachek 

et al., 2005, pp. 295; Iacobucci and Duhachek, 2003, pp. 

479) 
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5.3 Structural Equation Modelling Analysis 

 

For a more detailed justification of the selection of structural equation modelling (SEM), 

particularly CB-SEM, and its advantages over first-generation multivariate models, refer to the 

methodology chapter (Chapter 4). Besides the main advantages of SEM discussed in chapter 

4, the current researcher decided to share a list of additional benefits cited in Bagozzi and Yi 

(2012) (see Table 5.7). These further benefits are displayed, specifically, in the quantitative 

data analysis and findings chapter because they cover the different stages undertaken to test the 

measurement properties of the model (i.e. EFA, CFA, model fit, and hypotheses testing) which 

are effectively developed and explained in this chapter. More importantly, it is acknowledged 

that SEMs provide simpler mediation’s tests and more extensive ways to measure construct 

validity compared to traditional methods (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012; Iacobucci, 2009; Iacobucci, 

Saldanha and Deng, 2007) which, additionally, make SEM a more useful analysis method for 

this study.  

 

Table 5. 7 List of benefits of SEM  

 

1. Provides integrative function (a single umbrella of methods under leading programs). 

2. Helps researchers to be more precise in their specification of hypotheses and 

operationalizations of constructs. 

3. Takes into account reliability of measures in tests of hypotheses in ways going beyond the 

averaging of multi-measures of constructs. 

4. Guides exploratory and confirmatory research in a manner combining self-insight and 

modeling skills with theory. Works well under the philosophy of discovery or the philosophy 

of confirmation. 

5. Often suggests novel hypotheses originally not considered and opens up new avenues for 

research. 

6. Is useful in experimental or survey research, cross-sectional or longitudinal studies, 

measurement or hypothesis testing endeavors, within or across groups and institutional or 

cultural contexts. 

7. Is easy to use. 

8. Is fun. 

(Source: Bagozzi and Yi, 2012, p.12) 
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Various procedures were undertaken to assess the measurement properties of the model using 

structural equation modelling with Mplus 8 software because it is the most widely used 

software in marketing research and one of its main advantages is that it incorporates moderation 

analysis within the software, which was useful for testing the present model given that it 

includes moderators. Furthermore, the Maximum Likelihood (ML) extraction method was 

selected in view of its robustness over non-normality (Byrne, 2012; Hair et al., 2010; Kline, 

2016). Practically, SEM models consist of a measurement model, known as the confirmatory 

factor analysis stage and a structural model, called path analysis stage. The broadly reported fit 

indices are the Chi-square (i.e. χ2 test), df, p-value; RMSEA; CFI; TLI and the SRMR (Bagozzi, 

2010, Bagozzi and Yi, 2012; Kline, 2016), which help to evaluate the fit of the hypothesised 

model to the data. However, it is pivotal to note that Chi-square (χ2 test) is problematic due to 

its sensitivity to sample size, meaning that χ2 will regularly be significant demonstrating a poor 

model fit (Iacobucci, 2010; Kline, 2016). In this spirit, several researchers urged to depend on 

other fit indexes such as CFI, TLI, RMSEA and SRMR (e.g. Bagozzi, 2010; MacKenzie, 

Podsakoff and Podsakoff, 2011). Nevertheless, Hair, Babin and Krey (2017) strongly 

advocated to always report the Chi-square (χ2) and its degree of freedom (df). Following 

Bagozzi’s (2010) recommendation, the researcher used Hu and Bentler (1999) cut-off indices 

apart from the SRMR. Correspondingly, the suitability of the model fit at the measurement and 

structural levels in the present research is evaluated by the below listed fit indices:  

 

1. Chi-square of the model (χ2 statistic), its degree of freedom (df) and p-value. The Chi-

square is applied “to test the null hypothesis that the estimated or implied variance-

covariance matrix of indicators reproduces the observed or sample variance-covariance 

matrix.” (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012, pp.28). Chi-square (χ2 statistic), known as the only 

statistical test for SEM (Iacobucci, 2010), is nonsignificant for p-value equal or greater 
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than 0.05. In addition, for a good model fit Kline (2016) suggested that a χ2/df should 

not surpass 3.0 (df ≤ 3.0).  

 

2. RMSEA: root mean square error of approximation assesses the average amount of 

misfit for a model per degree of freedom (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012). RMSEA value should 

be below 0.05 to demonstrate a good model fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999).  

 

3. CFI: “comparative fit index takes the fit of one model to the data and compares it to the 

fit of another model to the same data” (Iacobucci, 2010, p. 91). According to Iacobucci 

(2010), CFI is a goodness-of-fit index that seeks to adapt for the parsimony of the 

model. As suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999), the CFI index should be equal or greater 

than 0.95, although Marsh, Hau and Wen (2004) proposed that a cut-off value of 0.90 

is acceptable. In accordance with Marsh, Hau and Wen (2004), Iacobucci (2010) argued 

that it is not a major problem if the CFI is not relatively 0.95.  

 

4. TLI: Tucker and Lewis index (Tucker and Lewis, 1973) is similar to CFI in terms of 

functionality and TLI index is recommended to be equal or higher than 0.95 (Hu and 

Bentler, 1999).  

 

5. SRMR: standardised root mean square residual. Iacobucci (2010) characterised SRMR 

as a ‘badness-of-fit index’ which is enhanced (particularly decreased) when the 

measurement model indicates high factor loadings. According to Bagozzi (2010), an 

SRMR value ≤ 0.07 is more recommended to rely on.  
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The current researcher relied upon the above listed fit indices given that they are the most 

frequently reported indexes in marketing, consumer behaviour and psychology research to 

assess the model fit (Bagozzi, 2010; Bagozzi and Yi, 2012; Iacobucci, 2010). The reporting of 

these indexes across this research is presented in the following order: 

Chi-square (χ2 statistic)/ df, p-value; RMSEA; CFI, TLI and SRMR.  

 

 

 

5.3.1 Measurement Model: Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

 

While EFA deals with the extraction of factors from the data deprived of the number of loadings 

between the observed and latent variables, CFA identifies the number and pattern of parameters 

within the factor loading prior to analysing the data. Therefore, CFA is more beneficial in 

specifying the construct validity for any set of latent constructs by targeting factor loadings 

(Marsh et al., 2020; Marsh et al., 2014). In fact, the CFA model enables the researcher to test 

for the significance of each of the factor loadings, in addition to the overall model fit (Iacobucci, 

2009). Correspondingly, the analysis of the relationships between the variables (i.e. path 

structure model) makes sense provided that their validity and reliability is satisfactorily definite 

(Henseler, 2017).  The researcher of the present research ran a CFA using structural equation 

modelling (Mplus; Byrne, 2012) based on maximum likelihood estimation to assess the 

construct, convergent and discriminant validity of the measures.  

 

Construct validity. Construct validity is the degree to which the factors or items of a construct 

measure what they are supposed to measure (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012). Composite reliability 

(CR) was reported for all the latent constructs to evaluate each construct’s reliability. As shown 

in Table 5.8, all constructs in this study exceeded the threshold value of 0.70 (Hair et al., 2010; 

Hair, Babin and Krey, 2017); albeit Hair et al. (2017) claimed that a CR value between 0.60 
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and 0.70 can be considered acceptable in exploratory research. The results in Table 5.9 

demonstrate that RMSEA, CFI and TFI all indicated satisfactory model fit for most of the latent 

variables (i.e. RMSEA < 0.05; CFI and TFI ≥ 0.95).  

  

Convergent validity. Convergent validity is tested based on the factor loadings and the average 

variance extracted (AVE), which is the most widespread measure of unidimensionality. As 

suggested by Hair et al. (2017), a factor loading should demonstrate a value equal or higher 

than 0.70; thus, all factor loadings below this value (<0.70) were dropped (10 items in total, 

see Table 5.8). The 10 items excluded are highlighted in bold in Table 5.8. The final set of the 

retained items is reported in Table 5.12.   

Henseler (2017) indicates that AVE ‘equals the average proportion of variance explained of 

each reflective indicator of a latent variable’ (pp. 185) and similarly to Hair et al. (2017), he 

affirmed that a satisfactory value should exceed 0.50. AVE for all the constructs in the model 

are higher than 0.50 (see Table 5.8). Therefore, each latent variable is predictably able to 

explain beyond 50% of its factors’ variance. All in all, the measures of the constructs achieved 

adequate convergent validity.  
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Table 5. 8 Constructs measurement and validity  

 

Variable 
Manifest 

variable 

  Factor 

loadings 

 

p-value CR AVE 

Perceived 

brand 

quality 

QUAL1 

QUAL2 

QUAL3 

0.827 

0.755 

0.811 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.95 0.83 

Brand 

experience  

EXP1 

EXP2 

EXP3 

EXP4 

EXP5 

EXP6 

EXP7 

EXP8 

EXP9 

EXP10 

EXP11 

EXP12 

0.701 

0.731 

0.642 

0.827 

0.796 

0.799 

0.803 

0.818 

0.824 

0.727 

0.602 

0.594 

0.000 

0.000 

0.204 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.179 

0.167 

0.87 0.77 

Brand 

satisfaction 

SAT1 

SAT2 

SAT3 

SAT4 

SAT5 

0.871 

0.881 

0.872 

0.908 

0.816 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.91 0.81 

Brand love 

 

 

LOVE1 

LOVE2 

LOVE3 

LOVE4 

LOVE5 

LOVE6 

0.859 

0.793 

0.901 

0.802 

0.611 

0.577 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.216 

0.188 

0.85 0.73 

Brand 

loyalty 

LOY1 

LOY2 

LOY3 

0.937 

0.887 

0.710 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.94 0.97 
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Word-of-

mouth 

WOM1 

WOM2 

WOM3 

WOM4 

0.892 

0.926 

0.907 

0.919 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.89 0.84 

Willingness 

to pay a price 

premium 

WTP1 

WTP2 

WTP3 

WTP4 

0.908 

0.925 

0.545 

0.587 

0.000 

0.000 

0.723 

0.757 

0.82 0.71 

Facebook-

related 

behaviours  

FB1 

FB2 

FB3 

FB4 

0.798 

0.901 

0.441 

0.407 

0.000 

0.000 

0.934 

0.902 

0.79 0.67 

Self-esteem  SE1 

SE2 

SE3 

SE4 

0.742 

0.721 

0.823 

0.857 

 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.77 0.63 

Public self-

consciousness 

PSC1 

PSC2 

PSC3 

PSC4 

0.787 

0.884 

0.797 

0.621 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.233 

0.81 0.59 

Product 

involvement  

PI1 

PI2 

PI3 

PI4 

PI5 

0.882 

0.857 

0.787 

0.744 

0.817 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.84 0.72 

 Factor loadings ≥ 0.70; CR ≥ 0.70; AVE ≥ 0.50 (Hair et al., 2017, pp. 174)  

SRMR ≤ 0.07 (Bagozzi, 2010, p. 211) 

 

(Source: this study) 
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Table 5. 9 Results of single construct measurement model  

 

Construct 

Chi-

square 

(χ2) 

 

df 

 

p-

value 

 

RMSEA 

 

CFI 

 

TLI 

 

SRMR 

 

CR 

 

AVE 

Perceived 

brand quality 

- - - - - - - 0.95 0.83 

Brand 

experience 

332.609 54 0.000 0.027 0.950 0.960 0.057 0.87 0.77 

Brand 

satisfaction 

41.769 5 0.000 0.031 0.980 0.961 0.048 0.91 0.81 

Brand love 

 

179.122 9 0.000 0.021 0.957 0.934 0.051 0.85 0.73 

Brand loyalty - - - - - - - 0.94 0.97 

Word-of-

mouth 

1.671 2 0.000 0.040 0.954 0.949 0.062 0.89 0.84 

Willingness 

to pay a price 

premium 

1.919 2 0.000 0.047 0.955 0.959 0.067 0.82 0.71 

Facebook 

behaviours  

189.376 3 0.000 0.041 0.962 0.977 0.044 0.79 0.67 

Self-esteem 6.57 5 0.000 0.036 0.950 0.955 0.065 0.77 0.63 

Public self-

consciousness 

7.34 4 0.000 0.030 0.952 0.960 0.047 0.81 0.59 

Product 

involvement  

45.342 3 0.000 0.025 0.967 0.973 0.058 0.84 0.72 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

df ≤ 3.0 (Kline, 2016, pp. 270-271) 

RMSEA < 0.05; CFI ≥ 0.95; TLI ≥ 0.95 (Hu and Bentler, 1999) 

SRMR ≤ 0.07 (Bagozzi, 2010, pp. 211) 

Notes: Given that ‘perceived brand quality’ and ‘brand loyalty’ are composed of 3-items, 

their fit indices could not be computed.  

CR and AVE are again reported in this table for comprehensiveness and easy comparison.  
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Discriminant validity. Discriminant validity is a common practice in SEM research which aims 

to verify the empirical validation of a construct measurement (Hair et al., 2010; Henseler, 

Ringle and Sarstedt, 2015). The evaluation of the discriminant validity may be acquired from 

the estimated correlation of the latent variables. According to Kline (2016), discriminant 

validity is proven on condition that the correlations between the latent variables are not 

exceedingly high. Hair et al. (2010) argue that there are no fixed indices related to what is 

regarded as high correlations. Nonetheless, they recommended that values above 0.90 should 

be investigated and values higher than 0.80 may imply a problem. Other academics 

recommends a threshold of 0.85 (e.g. Kline, 2016). While numerous marketing scholars use, 

predominantly, the Fornell-Larcker criterion and cross-loadings, recent studies contend that 

both assessment methods are not practical in all the cases (e.g. Henseler, Ringle and Sarstedt, 

2015). Henseler et al. (2015) have demonstrated that the HeteroTrait-MonoTrait (HTMT) ratio 

is a more robust and efficient method to evaluate discriminant validity compared to the 

traditional methods. The HTMT matrix analysis provides an estimation of the ratio of 

correlations of factors across different variables and within the same variable. Therefore, the 

HTMT approach offers a close estimation of correlations amongst variables. The estimated 

correlation matrix for the latent variables for the full measurement model is displayed in Table 

5.10. All the estimated correlation indices (HTMT ratios) are lower than 0.80; hence, 

discriminant validity is confirmed.  
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Table 5. 10 Estimated correlation matrix for the latent variables (HTMT ratio)            

                    QUAL      EXP          SAT          LOVE         LOY 

QUAL        1.000 

EXP            0.471         1.000 

SAT            0.795         0.493         1.000 

LOVE         0.526         0.791         0.604         1.000 

LOY           0.643         0.704         0.763         0.729         1.000 

WOM         0.492         0.719         0.579         0.788         0.780 

WTP           0.490         0.695         0.569         0.767         0.796 

FB               0.060         0.062         0.094         0.129         0.019 

PSC            0.038         0.367         0.168         0.346         0.221 

SE               0.273         0.292         0.302         0.313         0.217 

PI                0.572         0.453         0.604         0.421         0.533      

 

                     WOM        WTP          FB             PSC            SE              PI  

WOM           1.000 

WTP             0.748         1.000 

FB                 0.065         0.114         1.000 

PSC              0.348         0.280         0.074         1.000 

SE                 0.248         0.239         0.206         0.235         1.000 

PI                  0.332         0.257         0.343         0.211          0.307         1.000 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

Moreover, in accordance with the empirical study carried out by Brakus et al. (2009), the 

present research assesses the validity and reliability of brand experience considering it as a 

single construct composed of different experience aspects, which could act separately. The 

researcher performed a second-order factor analysis with Mplus 8 to proclaim that the four 

aspects of experience can be used with the dataset considering that they are derived from a 

higher-order variable. The results of the second-order factor analysis are presented in Table 

5.11.  

The findings show a satisfactory fit of the second-order confirmatory factor analysis of brand 

experience:  χ2: 537.77; df= 221; χ2/df=2.43; p-value=0.000; RMSEA=0.033; CFI=0.942, 

TLI=0.971 and SRMR=0.050.  
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Table 5. 11 Second-order confirmatory factor analysis of brand experience construct  

Dimension of brand 

experience 

Factor loadings t-value 

Sensory 

 

Intellectual 

 

Affective 

 

Behavioural 

 

0.761 

 

0.714 

 

0.802 

 

0.630 

11.27 

 

13.07 

 

15.74 

 

14.82 

 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fit of the second-order CFA:  

χ2: 537.77; df= 221; χ2/df=2.43; p-value=0.000; RMSEA=0.033; CFI=0.942, TLI=0.971 

and SRMR=0.050. 
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Table 5. 12 Final set of retained items  

Construct Retained items 

Perceived 

brand quality 

(QUAL) 

QUAL1: I believe this brand has a functional quality. 

QUAL2: I believe this brand is practical. 

QUAL3: I believe this brand is well made. 

Brand 

experience 

(EXP) 

EXP1: This brand makes a strong impression on my visual sense or 

other senses. 

EXP2: I find this brand interesting in a sensory way. 

EXP4: This brand induces feelings and sentiments.  

EXP5: I have strong emotions for this brand.  

EXP6: This brand is an emotional brand. 

EXP7: I engage in a lot of thinking when I encounter this brand. 

EXP8: This brand makes me think.  

EXP9: This brand stimulates my curiosity and problem solving. 

EXP10: I engage in physical actions and behaviours when I use this 

brand. 

Brand 

satisfaction  

(SAT) 

SAT1: I am satisfied with the brand and its performance. 

SAT2: If I could do it again, I would buy a brand different from that 

brand (negative item, reverse coded). 

SAT3: My choice to get this brand has been a wise one. 

SAT4: I feel bad about my decision to get this brand (negative item, 

reverse coded). 

SAT5: I am not happy with what I did with this brand (negative 

item, reverse coded). 

 

Brand love  

(LOVE) 

LOVE1: To what extent to you feel that wearing this brand says 

something “true” and “deep” about whom you are as a person? 

LOVE2: To what extent do you feel yourself desiring to wear this 

brand clothing? 

LOVE3: Please express the extent to which you feel emotionally 

connected to this brand? 

LOVE5: Suppose this brand were to go out of existence, to what 

extent would you feel anxiety? 

 

Brand loyalty  

(LOY) 

LOY1: I consider myself loyal to this brand. 

LOY2: This brand would be my first choice. 

LOY3: I will not buy other brands if this brand is available at the 

store. 

 

Word-of-

mouth  

(WOM) 

WOM1: I have recommended this brand to lots of people. 

WOM2: I ‘talk up’ this brand to my friends. 

WOM3: I try to spread the good word about this brand. 

WOM4: I give this brand tons of positive word-of-mouth 

advertising. 

 

Willingness 

to pay a price 

WTP2: I am willing to pay a higher price of this brand than for other 

brands. 
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premium 

(WTP) 

WTP3: I am willing to pay a lot more for this brand over other 

brands. 

 

Facebook 

behaviours 

(FB) 

FB2: How many comments have you made on photos/videos 

related to this brand over the last 3 months? 

FB4: How many likes have you done on photos/videos related to 

this brand over the last 3 months? 

 

Self-esteem 

(SE) 

SE1: On the whole I am satisfied with myself. 

SE2: I feel that I’m a person of worth.  

SE3: All in all, I am inclined to feel that I’m not a failure.  

SE4: I take a positive attitude towards myself. 

 

Public self-

consciousness 

(PSC) 

PSC1: I’m concerned about the way I present myself. 

PSC2: I usually worry about making a good impression. 

PSC3: One of the last things I do before I leave my house is look in 

the mirror. 

 

Product 

involvement 

(PI) 

PI1: Because of my personal attitudes, I feel that this is a product 

that ought to be important to me. 

PI2: Because of my personal values, I feel that this is a product that 

ought to be important to me. 

PI3: This product is very important to be personally. 

PI4: Compared with other products, this product is important to me. 

PI5: I am interested in this product. 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

 

5.3.2 Measurement Model Estimation and Testing 

 

The purpose of the measurement model (CFA) is to validate the internal factors of the 

conceptual model. The measurement models were re-specified as structural models. In Model 

1a, perceived brand quality and brand experience are the independent variables, brand 

satisfaction and brand love (acting as mediators), and behavioural intentions (i.e. brand loyalty, 

WOM and WTP; the outcomes) are the dependent variables. On the other hand, in model 1b, 

which is an extension to model 1a, all the variables are similar to model 1a except for the 

outcome, which is Facebook behaviours, representing the behavioural facet of loyalty in this 

study.  
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The findings of both measurement models are satisfactory. Model 1a:  χ2: 992.764, df= 391; 

χ2/df= 2.54; p-value=0.000; RMSEA=0.043; CFI=0.950; TLI=0.954; SRMR=0.052 and Model 

1b: χ2: 666.450, df= 245; χ2/df= 2.72; p-value=0.000; RMSEA=0.047; CFI=0.948, TLI=0.952; 

SRMR=0.054. In regard to the CFI index of model 1b (CFI=0.948), which is slightly below 

the recommended threshold (≥ 0.95), it is not considered a major issue as suggested by Marsh 

et al. (2004) and Iacobucci (2010). For a clearer illustration, the results of the measurement 

models (CFA) are displayed in Table 5.1.3. 

 

Table 5. 13 Results of the measurement models (Model 1a and Model 1b) 

 

Measurement 

Model 

 

 

χ2 

 

df 

 

χ2/df 

 

p-

value 

 

RMSEA 

 

CFI 

 

TLI 

 

SRMR 

Model 1a 

 

992.764 391 2.54 0.000 0.043 0.950 0.954 0.052 

Model 1b 

 

666.450 245 2.72 0.000 0.047 0.948 0.952 0.054 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

5.3.2. Structural Equation Model: Path Model Analysis   

 

Overall model fit. Following the validation of the measurement models, structural equation 

modeling (SEM) analyses using Mplus 8 (Byrne, 2012) was performed to estimate the 

conceptual model including all the constructs and to verify the proposed hypotheses. To note 

that brand experience was entered as a second-order variable in the path model analysis.  

The present conceptual model achieved a good fit:  

χ2= 1343.74, df= 433; χ2/df= 3.10; p-value=0.000; RMSEA=0.037; CFI=0.957; TLI=0.962; 

SRMR=0.060.  
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These fit indices confirm that the nomological link of the suggested relationships is suitable for 

the data. 

  

5.4 Control Variables Examination 

 

As previously indicated in the conceptual framework chapter (Chapter 3), the researcher has 

controlled for age and gender considering that these covariates may have an impact on the 

constructs indicated in the model of this study. The standardized parameter estimates in the 

presence of age and gender were compared with the main model (see Table 5.14). The results 

show that all the constructs are not significantly affected by the inclusion of the two control 

variables (some parameters recorded very small differences); thereby, it is concluded that age 

and gender have no positive effect on any of the variables.  
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Table 5. 14 Results of the control variables effects: age and gender 

Manifest 

variable 

Parameter 

estimates  

(main model) 

 

Parameter 

estimates 

(Age as 

CV*) 

Parameter 

estimates 

(Gender as 

CV*) 

p-value 

 

QUAL1 

QUAL2 

QUAL3 

0.827 

0.755 

0.811 

0.827 

0.754 

0.814 

0.825 

0.752 

0.814 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

EXP1 

EXP2 

EXP4 

EXP5 

EXP6 

EXP7 

EXP8 

EXP9 

EXP10 

0.701 

0.731 

0.827 

0.796 

0.799 

0.803 

0.818 

0.824 

0.727 

0.701 

0.731 

0.827 

0.799 

0.800 

0.802 

0.816 

0.820 

0.725 

0.701 

0.731 

0.827 

0.799 

0.800 

0.802 

0.816 

0.821 

0.725 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

SAT1 

SAT2 

SAT3 

SAT4 

SAT5 

0.871 

0.881 

0.872 

0.908 

0.816 

0.872 

0.879 

0.871 

0.908 

0.815 

0.872 

0.880 

0.872 

0.909 

0.817 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

LOVE1 

LOVE2 

LOVE3 

LOVE4 

0.859 

0.793 

0.901 

0.802 

0.860 

0.793 

0.904 

0.802 

0.861 

0.792 

0.904 

0.805 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

LOY1 

LOY2 

LOY3 

0.937 

0.887 

0.710 

0.937 

0.887 

0.709 

0.935 

0.887 

0.709 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

WOM1 

WOM2 

WOM3 

WOM4 

0.892 

0.926 

0.907 

0.919 

0.892 

0.925 

0.907 

0.918 

0.892 

0.925 

0.908 

0.920 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

WTP1 

WTP2 

0.908 

0.925 

0.908 

0.925 

0.909 

0.924 

0.000 

0.000 

FB1 

FB2 

0.798 

0.901 

0.798 

0.901 

0.796 

0.902 

0.000 

0.000 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

 

CV* = control variable  

Note: p-value=0.000 (<0.01) in the main model as well as in the 

presence of age and gender 
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5.5 Common Method Variance Assessment  

 

To control and reduce the impact of method bias, the researcher included a theoretically 

unrelated marker variable to the main variables in the conceptual model (Lindell and Whitney, 

2001; Podsakoff et al., 2003; 2012). Using Merz et al.’s (2018) technique, participants were 

requested to evaluate the weather of the city where they lived on a 7-point Likert scale ranging 

from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. The researcher treated the weather ‘variable’ as a 

covariate (control variable), and compared the standardized parameter estimates in the presence 

of the weather variable with the main model (same procedure undertaken in Section 5.4). As 

shown in Table 5.15, the inclusion of the marker variable triggered no changes in the statistical 

significance of the constructs; the standardized parameter estimates remained the same across 

all the variables. Consequently, it is concluded that common method variance did not cause 

conflicts in the present model.  
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Table 5. 15 Results of the effect of the common method bias  

Manifest 

variable 

Parameter 

estimates 

(main model) 

 

Parameter 

estimates 

(Weather as 

CV*) 

p-value 

QUAL1 

QUAL2 

QUAL3 

0.827 

0.755 

0.811 

0.826 

0.753 

0.809 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

EXP1 

EXP2 

EXP4 

EXP5 

EXP6 

EXP7 

EXP8 

EXP9 

EXP10 

0.701 

0.731 

0.827 

0.796 

0.799 

0.803 

0.818 

0.824 

0.727 

0.700 

0.728 

0.824 

0.795 

0.800 

0.801 

0.818 

0.822 

0.726 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

SAT1 

SAT2 

SAT3 

SAT4 

SAT5 

0.871 

0.881 

0.872 

0.908 

0.816 

0.870 

0.881 

0.874 

0.907 

0.817 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

LOVE1 

LOVE2 

LOVE3 

LOVE4 

0.859 

0.793 

0.901 

0.802 

0.860 

0.794 

0.902 

0.804 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

LOY1 

LOY2 

LOY3 

0.937 

0.887 

0.710 

0.938 

0.889 

0.711 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

WOM1 

WOM2 

WOM3 

WOM4 

0.892 

0.926 

0.907 

0.919 

0.891 

0.925 

0.907 

0.917 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

WTP1 

WTP2 

0.908 

0.925 

0.907 

0.923 

0.000 

0.000 

FB1 

FB2 

0.798 

0.901 

0.799 

0.902 

0.000 

0.000 

 

 

  

(Source: this study) 

 

 

 

CV* = control variable  

Note: p-value=0.000 (<0.01) in the main model as well as in 

the presence of weather variable.  
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5.6 Hypotheses Testing  

 

Although the direct relationships between perceived brand quality and brand experience with 

brand satisfaction and brand love were not hypothesised in the conceptual framework chapter 

(i.e. chapter 3), the present researcher reported the results related to these links as a further 

confirmation of their significance. More importantly, prior to testing the mediations, it is 

essential to confirm a significant relationship between the independent variable and the 

mediator, in addition to the mediator and the dependent variable (Baron and Kenny, 1986). 

Similarly, the relationships between brand satisfaction with behavioural intentions (brand 

loyalty, WOM and WTP) and brand love with behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours 

are, additionally, displayed (see Table 5.16, p. 223).  

The findings illustrated in Table 5.16 demonstrate that all the indicated relationships are 

positively significant (p<0.01). Moreover, what is prominent about the figures in this table is 

that the effect of brand love on brand loyalty, WOM and WTP (with a path coefficients of 

0.626, p=0.000; 0.706, p=0.000; 0.693, p=0.000, respectively) outperforms the influence of 

brand satisfaction on brand loyalty, WOM and WTP (0.420, p=0.000; 0.172, p=0.000; 0.187, 

p=0.000). Another interesting aspect revealed in Table 5.6 is that the effect of perceived brand 

quality on brand satisfaction (0.805, p=0.000) is greater than its effect on brand love (0.570, 

p=0.000); whereas the effect of brand experience on brand satisfaction (0.602, p=0.000) is 

weaker than its effect on brand love (0.898, p=0.000).  
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Table 5. 16 Findings of the structural model estimates  

 

Relationships in the model  

 

 

Standardized 

paths Est. 

 

p-value 

Perceived brand quality→ brand satisfaction 

 

0.805 0.000 

Perceived brand quality→ brand love  

 

0.570 0.000 

Brand satisfaction→ brand loyalty 

 

0.420 0.000 

Brand satisfaction→ WOM 

 

0.172 0.000 

Brand satisfaction→ WTP 

 

0.187 0.000 

Brand experience→ brand love 

 

0.898 0.000 

Brand experience→ brand satisfaction 

 

0.602 0.000 

Brand love→ brand loyalty 

 

0.626 0.000 

Brand love→ WOM 

 

0.706 0.000 

Brand love→ WTP 

 

0.693 0.000 

Brand love→ Facebook behaviours 

  

0.535 0.000 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

5.6.1 Mediation Analysis  

 

A mediator is defined as an intervening variable that affects, partially or fully, the direct 

relationship between an independent variable and a dependent variable (e.g. Baron and Kenny, 

1986; Iacobucci, 2012). The basic procedure to empirically test for mediation was first 

provided by Baron and Kenny (1986); however, this method received some remarkable 

criticism (e.g. Zhao et al., 2010; Zheng et al., 2015). To test the interceding effects of brand 

satisfaction and brand love, the present researcher relied on the approach recommended by 

Zhao and his colleagues (2010), who have strongly called for a substitution of the Baron-Kenny  

“three tests + Sobel” procedure by the bootstrap test of the indirect effect to determine its 
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significance. Following Iacobucci, Saldanha and Deng’s (2007) suggestion, the mediation 

analysis was conducted via SEM using Mplus 8 given that structural equations are considered 

more robust and superior compared to traditional regressions.  

Table 5.17 shows the results of the mediational effects of brand satisfaction on perceived brand 

quality → brand loyalty/WOM/WTP (i.e. functional routes), in addition to brand experience 

→ brand loyalty/WOM/WTP (i.e. the interaction between the functional and the experiential 

routes). Based on Table 5.6.1, the indirect paths from perceived brand quality to brand loyalty, 

WOM and WTP, as well as the indirect paths from brand experience to WOM and WTP are 

stronger than the direct effects. Nonetheless, the direct effect of brand experience on brand 

loyalty (0.152; p=0.000) is greater than the indirect effect (0.071; p=0.000) which indicates 

that brand satisfaction partially mediates brand experience-brand loyalty link. 

Correspondingly, it is conceived that even in the absence of brand satisfaction, brand 

experience still exerts a significant impact on brand loyalty. Thus, H1a, H1b, H1c, H4a, H4b 

and H4c are all supported; indicating that brand satisfaction exerts a mediating effect on 

perceived brand quality → brand loyalty/WOM/WTP relationships, in addition to brand 

experience → brand loyalty/WOM/WTP relationships. However, both the indirect and direct 

effects are significant except for perceived brand quality → WOM (-0.040; p=0.555) and 

perceived brand quality → WTP (-0.016; p=0.823). In other words, the direct effect of 

perceived brand quality is found to be significant only on brand loyalty but not on WOM and 

WTP, which confirms the fully mediating role of brand satisfaction on these relationships and 

the partially mediating role on the former.  

It is apparent from Table 5.17 that the indirect mediating effect of brand satisfaction is greater 

on perceived brand quality → brand loyalty/WOM/WTP (0.320, p=0.000; 0.162, p=0.000; 

0.152, p=0.000) compared to its indirect effect on brand experience → brand 

loyalty/WOM/WTP (0.071, p=0.000; 0.036, p=0.000; 0.034, p=0.000), which means that the 
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impacts of the functional routes (i.e. perceived brand quality → brand satisfaction → 

behavioural intentions) on behavioural intentions are stronger than the impacts of the 

interacting routes (i.e. brand experience → brand satisfaction → behavioural intentions).  

 

Table 5. 17 Results of the mediational effects of brand satisfaction and the direct effects 

 

 

Independent 

variable 

Dependent 

variable 

Direct 

effect  

p-

value 

Indirect 

effect 

p-value 

Perceived 

brand quality 

Brand 

loyalty 

 

0.034 0.000 0.320 0.000 

Perceived 

brand quality 

WOM -0.040 0.555 0.162 0.000 

Perceived 

brand quality 

WTP -0.016 0.823 0.152 0.000 

Brand 

experience  

Brand 

loyalty 

0.152 0.000 0.071 0.000 

Brand 

experience 

WOM 0.148 0.009 0.036 0.000 

Brand 

experience 

WTP 0.132 0.190 0.034 0.000 

(Source: this study) 

 

On the other hand, the results of the mediational effects of brand love are displayed in Table 

5.18 along with the direct effects previously presented in Table 5.17. The researcher reported 

the direct effects again for a more indicative comparison.  As shown in Table 5.18, the indirect 

effects of perceived brand quality → brand loyalty/WOM/WTP/Facebook behaviours as well 

as between brand experience → brand loyalty/WOM/WTP/Facebook behaviours are greater 

than the direct effects. As the direct effects of perceived brand quality on WOM, WTP and 

Facebook behaviours are non-significant, brand love fully mediates these relationships (with 

path coefficients of 0.085, p=0.000; 0.084, p=0.000; 0.033, p=0.033, respectively). 

Additionally, perceived brand quality has an indirect influence on brand loyalty through brand 

Mediator: Brand satisfaction 
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love; hence, brand love partially mediates this relationship. Correspondingly, the hypotheses 

H3a, H3b, H3c and H3d are all confirmed, ascertaining the mediating effect of brand love on 

perceived brand quality → brand loyalty/WOM/WTP and Facebook behaviours.  

In support of H2a, H2b, H2c and H2d, Table 5.18 provides evidence on the direct and indirect 

effect of brand experience on brand loyalty and WOM through brand love; thereby, the impact 

of brand experience on brand loyalty and WOM is partially mediated by brand love. However, 

the brand experience-WTP and brand experience-Facebook behaviours relationships are fully 

mediated by brand love given that their direct effects are non-significant (see Table 5.18).  

Interestingly, what stands out in Table 5.18 below is the superior mediating effect of brand love 

on brand experience → brand loyalty/WOM/WTP/Facebook behaviours (0.468, p=0.000; 

0.449, p=0.000; 0.439, p=0.000; 0.174, p=0.021) in contrast to its effect on perceived brand 

quality → brand loyalty/WOM/WTP/Facebook behaviours (0.089, p=0.000; 0.085, p=0.000; 

0.084, p=0.000; 0.033, p=0.033). Therefore, the effects of the experiential routes (i.e. brand 

experience → brand love → behavioural intentions/Facebook behaviours) are stronger than the 

effects of the interacting routes (i.e. perceived brand quality → brand love → behavioural 

intentions/Facebook behaviours).  

A more in-depth discussion of the mediation results is provided in the following chapter 

(Chapter 6).  
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Table 5. 18 Results of the mediational effects of brand love and the direct effects 

 

 

Independent 

variable 

Dependent 

variable 

Direct 

effect 

p-value Indirect 

effect 

p-value 

Perceived 

brand quality 

Brand 

loyalty 

 

0.034 0.000 0.089 0.000 

Perceived 

brand quality 

WOM -0.040 0.555 0.085 0.000 

Perceived 

brand quality 

WTP -0.016 0.823 0.084 0.000 

Perceived 

brand quality 

Facebook 

behaviours  

0.003 0.979 0.033 0.033 

Brand 

experience 

Brand 

loyalty 

0.152 0.000 0.468 0.000 

Brand 

experience 

WOM 0.148 0.009 0.449 0.000 

Brand 

experience 

WTP 0.132 0.190 0.439 0.000 

Brand 

experience 

Facebook 

behaviours  

0.091 0.585 0.174 0.021 

(Source: this study) 

 

A closer inspection of the above tables (Tables 5.17 and 5.18) shows that brand experience and 

brand love are more strongly associated with brand loyalty, WOM and WTP (0.468, p=0.000; 

0.449, p=0.000; 0.439, p=0.000) than perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction (0.320, 

p=0.000; 0.162, p=0.000; 0.152, p=0.000). Accordingly, the influence of the experiential routes 

on behavioural intentions (brand experience → brand love → behavioural intentions) are 

higher than the influence of the functional routes (perceived brand quality → brand satisfaction 

→ behavioural intentions); thus, supporting H5. Furthermore, looking at the interplay between 

perceived brand quality-brand love and brand experience-brand love on Facebook behaviours 

(0.033, p=0.033; 0.174, p=0.021), it is evident that the latter has a greater effect. Therefore, 

confirming that the effect of the experiential route on Facebook behaviours (i.e. brand 

experience → brand love → Facebook behaviours) is stronger that the effect of the interaction 

Mediator: Brand love 
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route (i.e. perceived brand quality → brand love → Facebook behaviours), further supporting 

H5.   

A summary of the results of all the mediational hypotheses and the hypotheses comparing the 

strengths of the functional and experiential routes are shown in Table 5.19 (pp. 228-229).  

 

Table 5. 19 Summary of the results of all the mediational hypotheses 

Hypothesis 

Code 

Hypothesis Statement Result 

H1a 

 

 

 

H1b 

 

 

H1c 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on 

brand loyalty through the mediating role of brand 

satisfaction. 

 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on 

WOM through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on 

WTP through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

 

 

 

 

All supported  

H2a 

 

 

 

H2b 

 

 

 

H2c 

 

 

H2d 

Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on brand 

loyalty through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on WOM 

through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on WTP 

through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on 

Facebook-related behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty) 

through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All supported  

H3a 

 

 

H3b 

 

 

H3c 

 

 

H3d 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on 

brand loyalty through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on 

WOM through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on 

WTP through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on 

Facebook-related behaviours through the mediating role 

of brand love. 

 

 

 

 

All supported  
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H4a 

 

 

H4b 

 

 

H4c 

Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on brand 

loyalty through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on WOM 

through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on WTP 

through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

 

All supported  

H5 

 

 

 

 

The effects of the experiential routes on behavioural 

intentions and Facebook behaviours are stronger than the 

effects of the functional routes on behavioural intentions.  

 

Supported  

(Source: this study) 

 

 

5.6.2 Moderation Analysis  

 

In accordance with previous studies, this research defines a moderator as a construct that 

influence the slope or intensity of a relationship between an independent variable and a 

dependent variable (e.g. Caceres and Vanhamme, 2003; Walsh et al., 2008). The moderation 

analysis was run through SEM using Mplus 8. The hypothesized moderators for this research 

are self-esteem, public self-consciousness, and product involvement. Each moderator was 

considered simultaneously in the process of the moderating tests. The findings of the 

moderating effects are presented in Table 5.20, indicating that two out of the three postulated 

moderators are significant.  

Regarding the first moderator variable, self-esteem (SE), the results demonstrate a positive 

moderating impact of self-esteem on brand satisfaction-brand loyalty and brand love-brand 

loyalty relationships, in support of H6a and H6b (H6a: 0.304; p<0.01; H6b: 0.180; p<0.01). 

These results indicate that when self-esteem is high, the relationship between brand satisfaction 

and brand loyalty, as well as the relationship between brand love and brand loyalty become 

stronger.  
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With respect to the second moderator, public self-consciousness (PSC), the results reveal that 

when public self-consciousness is high, consumers who are satisfied with a brand and have 

feelings of love towards it are more likely to spread positive WOM and recommend this brand 

to others. Therefore, public self-consciousness strengthens brand satisfaction-WOM and brand 

love-WOM relationships, supporting H7a and H7b (H7a: 0.085; p<0.01; H7b: 0.045; p<0.01).   

Unexpectedly, the findings of the third moderator, product involvement (PI), are not 

significant, leading to the rejection of H8a and H8b (H8a: -0.017; p=0.574; H8b: -0.003; 

p=0.946). Although, product involvement is considered an important moderator on the 

relationship between attitudes and behavioural intentions in the marketing and consumer 

behaviour literatures, it was found to have no effect on the strength of brand satisfaction-WTP 

and brand love-WTP relationships in the present study.  

The interpretation of the moderation findings is considered in the discussion chapter (Chapter 

6).  

 

Table 5. 20 Results of all the moderating effects  

Moderator Relationship Est. p-value 

 

Self-esteem (SE) 

 

LOY: SE×SAT 

 

LOY: SE×LOVE 

 

0.304 

 

0.180 

0.000 

 

0.000 

Public self-

consciousness (PSC) 

WOM: PSC×SAT 

 

WOM: PSC×LOVE 

0.085 

 

0.045 

0.000 

 

0.000 

Product involvement 

(PI) 

WTP: PI×SAT 

 

WTP: PI×LOVE 

-0.017 

 

-0.003 

0.574 

 

0.946 

(Source: this study) 
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A summary of the results of all the moderation hypotheses is displayed in Table 5.21.  

 

Table 5. 21 Summary of all the moderation hypotheses results 

Hypothesis 

Code 

Hypothesis Statement Result 

       

      H6a 

Self-esteem strengthens the relationship 

between brand satisfaction and brand loyalty. 

Supported 

 

H6b 

Self-esteem strengthens the relationship 

between brand love and brand loyalty.  

 

Supported 

 

H7a 

Public self-conscious strengthens the positive 

impact of brand satisfaction on WOM.  

 

Supported 

 

H7b 

Public self-consciousness strengthens the 

positive impact of brand love on WOM.  

 

Supported 

 

H8a 

Product involvement strengthens the 

relationship between brand satisfaction and 

WTP. 

Not supported 

 

H8b 

Product involvement strengthens the 

relationship between brand love and WTP.  

 

Not supported 

(Source: this study) 

 

 

5.7 Summary of the Chapter  

 

The aim of this chapter was to present and describe the findings of the quantitative data analysis 

conducted through SPSS statistics version 24 and SEM using Mplus 8 software. First, the 

researcher checked the dataset for accuracy and screened it for non-normality. Transformation 

was not employed to the dataset due to its limitations such as, loss of metric linked to 

transformation restrain the comparison of the findings across the constructs. Then, a description 

of the sample, in terms of demographic variables, was offered.  

Next, a factor analysis was respectively conducted. The researcher has first performed an 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) through a series of analytical decisions involving the 

Kaiser’s Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity, the 
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communalities and the total variances explained. In addition, the reliability of all the variables 

was determined, wherein all the variables indicated a satisfactory level of reliability. The EFA 

and reliability test were subsequently followed by a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), in 

order to identify a set of items that best estimate the latent variables in the structural equation 

model. Construct, convergent and discriminant validities were demonstrated for all the retained 

measures. The results of both measurement models (model 1a and model 1b) were satisfactory 

and the overall model (i.e. path model analysis) achieved good fit. The researcher further 

reported the findings of the structural model estimates revealing significant relationships 

between all the indicated variables in the main model. Moreover, the effect of the control 

variables, age and gender, was examined and the results showed no significant impact of both 

covariates on the variables in the model. The common method variance, which was investigated 

by the inclusion of a conceptually unrelated marker variable, was also assessed and the findings 

demonstrated that it did not cause a major problem to the present model. Finally, the hypotheses 

outlined in the conceptual framework chapter were tested. The results provided empirical 

support for all the mediational hypotheses as well as the hypotheses comparing the different 

effects of functional and experiential routes on behavioural intentions and Facebook 

behaviours. In addition, the moderation hypotheses related to self-esteem and public self-

consciousness were all supported; whereas the moderations related to product involvement 

were rejected. This chapter closes with a summary of all the reported findings.  

The next chapter (chapter 6) moves on to, thoroughly, discuss all the findings corresponding 

to the tested hypotheses and documented in this chapter.  
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 

 

6.0 Introduction 

  

Based on the findings presented in the previous chapter (Chapter 5), this chapter provides a 

thorough discussion in accordance with the main research aims and hypotheses. The discussion 

begins with a recall of the present research objectives, stated earlier in this study and 

summarises the key conclusions drawn from the findings. The general discussion section 

(Section 6.1) is divided into three sub-sections, in which the first sub-section (Section 6.1.1) 

discusses the results of the dissimilarities of the effects of the functional and experiential routes 

on behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours. Next, sub-section 6.1.2 interprets the 

findings of the direct effects of perceived brand quality and brand experience on brand loyalty, 

word-of-mouth, willingness to pay a price premium and Facebook behaviours as well as the 

mediational effects of brand satisfaction and brand love on these relationships. The final sub-

Section 6.1.3 explains the results of the moderation analysis regarding self-esteem, public self-

consciousness, and product involvement. Finally, a short summary of the discussion chapter is 

presented in Section 6.2.  

 

6.1 General Discussion  

 

The present research offers a comprehensive conceptual model that uncovers the different 

effects of functional and experiential routes on both facets of loyalty: attitudinal and 

behavioural. More specifically, this empirically validated model constitutes an extended 

framework of the concept of loyalty relationships, mediators, and moderators. An overview of 

the impacts of perceived brand quality (i.e. representing the functional routes) and brand 

experience (i.e. representing the experiential routes) on behavioural intentions, namely brand 
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loyalty, word-of-mouth, and willingness to pay a price premium (i.e. attitudinal loyalty) as well 

as on Facebook behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty) is, theoretically and methodologically, 

justified and provided. 

In sum, the key aims and objectives of this research, which were stated in the introduction 

chapter (Chapter 1) and the methodology chapter (Chapter 4), were mostly achieved: (1) to 

provide a holistic, extended model of brand loyalty (attitudinal and behavioural loyalty), its 

relationships with other brand constructs, mediators, and moderators; (2) to examine the 

difference between the effects of the functional (i.e. perceived brand quality and brand 

satisfaction) and the experiential (i.e. brand experience and brand love) brand constructs on 

behavioural intentions (i.e. brand loyalty, WOM and WTP) and actual Facebook behaviours 

(i.e. behavioural loyalty); (3) To investigate the different interactions between the functional 

and experiential brand constructs and their influence on behavioural intentions and actual 

Facebook behaviours; and (4) explore the moderating effects of self-esteem, public self-

consciousness and product involvement on brand satisfaction → behavioural intentions and 

brand love → behavioural intentions relationships. 

The direct relationships between perceived brand quality and brand experience with brand 

satisfaction and brand love, in addition to brand satisfaction-behavioural intentions and brand 

love-behavioural intentions/Facebook behaviours relationships were examined and found 

positive. The partially and fully mediating roles of brand satisfaction and brand love were 

identified on perceived brand quality → behavioural intentions/Facebook behaviours and brand 

experience → behavioural intentions/Facebook behaviours links. Note that brand satisfaction 

does not mediate the relationship between perceived brand quality and brand experience with 

Facebook behaviours, in accordance with previous research (e.g. Kumar et al., 2013; Seiders 

et al., 2005) that demonstrated the non-significant influence of satisfaction on consumers’ 

behaviours. In practice, the present researcher tested the mediating effect of brand satisfaction 
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on perceived brand quality-Facebook behaviours and brand experience-Facebook behaviours, 

and found no mediational impact of brand satisfaction on the indicated relationships; although 

these were not hypothesized in this study. In general, the findings show support for the 

mediational hypotheses as well as the hypothesis comparing the different effects of functional 

and experiential effects on behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours. In terms of the 

control variables, age and gender, the results reported no significant impact of both variables 

on any construct in the model. In respect to the moderators, the results show that brand 

satisfaction-brand loyalty and brand love-brand loyalty relationships are stronger in the 

presence of self-esteem (path coefficient 0.304, p-value=0.000; 0.180, p=0.000, respectively), 

in addition brand satisfaction-WOM and brand love-WOM relationships are strengthened by 

public self-consciousness (path coefficient 0.085, p=0.000; 0.045, p=0.000, respectively). 

Surprisingly, product involvement did not influence the strength of brand satisfaction-WTP 

and brand love-WTP links.  

 

6.1.1 Functional vs. Experiential Routes  

 

Hypothesis Result 

 

H5: The effects of the experiential routes on behavioural intentions and 

Facebook behaviours are stronger than the effects of the functional routes.  

 

 

Supported 

 

In reviewing the literature, only four research papers (Broyles et al., 2009; Chang and Chieng, 

2006; Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote, 2015; Zarantonello et al., 2013) were found to examine 

the influence of both functional and experiential routes in the consumer-brand relationships 

domain. Despite their importance, none of these studies has presented a single, inclusive 

conceptual framework that distinctly compares the different impacts of both routes on 

attitudinal and behavioural loyalty.  
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In a cross-cultural context, Broyles et al. (2009) have examined the effect of functional and 

experiential beliefs on consumers’ purchase behaviours. Chang and Chieng (2006) evaluated 

the influence of functional and experiential factors on the relationships between consumers and 

brands. Zarantonello and her colleagues (2013), conducted a study in the advertising setting, 

wherein they considered the functional and experiential routes of persuasion on purchase 

intention. While the previously mentioned research considered both functional and experiential 

routes in different settings, Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote (2015) made the first attempt to 

compare the dissimilar impacts of functional and experiential values in the consumer-brand 

realm. In particular, the authors showed the variations of the functional and experiential’s 

effects on brand equity, consumer-brand identification and positive WOM. In addition, they 

investigated the moderating role of age on the relationships between functional and experiential 

values on the beforementioned brand consequences. Building on Delgado-Ballester and 

Sabiote’s (2015) empirical study, the present research endeavored to extend, in part, on their 

work and provide a more comprehensive theoretical model that juxtaposes the effects of 

functional and experiential pathways to loyalty intentions and behaviours by the inclusion of 

other influential antecedents of attitudinal and behavioural loyalty. Hence, the outcomes in the 

present model enclosed both facets of loyalty delineated by behavioural intentions (i.e. 

attitudinal loyalty), precisely, brand loyalty, word-of-mouth (WOM) and willingness to pay a 

price premium (WTP) and Facebook behaviours representing the behavioural side of loyalty.  

On the question of the dissimilar effects of both routes on loyalty intentions and behaviours, 

this research discovered that the experiential routes represented by brand experience and brand 

love have a stronger relationship with behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours than 

the functional routes characterised by perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction. This 

finding supports evidence of some aspects of ‘the primacy of affect’ hypothesis proposed by 

Zajonc (1980; 1984; Zajonc and Markus, 1982) about the predominance of affect in stimulating 
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preferences. As distinguished in the conceptual framework chapter (Chapter 3), the functional 

value is related to the utilitarian attributes of a product/brand and is depicted as a rational and 

information processing whereas, the experiential value resides in the hedonic function 

surrounding the product/brand and entail feelings, fantasies and fun (Andreini et al., 2018; 

Holbrook and Hirschman,1982; Schmitt, 1999; Schmitt et al., 2015; Schmitt and Zarantonello, 

2013). Correspondingly, affect is a solid component that resides in the experiential value. 

Based upon Zajon’s (1980; 1984) theory of preference, affective responses are formed 

instantaneously and temporarily precede cognitive responses in the process of attitude 

formation. In this sense, consumers form an instant affect-based reaction (perhaps classically 

conditioned, see Greenwald, 1981) when they experience a brand and its related stimuli (i.e. 

colors, shapes, brand’s design and identity, packaging, marketing communications) before 

acquiring and interpreting its utilitarian attributes. Hence, the findings indicating that the effect 

of brand experience and brand love are stronger on behavioural intentions and Facebook 

behaviours than perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction are consistent with this 

reasoning. Furthermore, affective responses are perceived as more subjectively valid and more 

closely related to the self than are cognitive responses (Zajonc, 1980; 1984). Therefore, the 

experiential routes are more revealing of consumers’ true intentions and actual behaviours than 

cognitive appraisals of the brand’s functional attributes because they stimulate stronger 

affective reactions by nature. Affective responses are built and maintained through direct 

experience with the brand, thereby, consumer’s loyalty intentions and behaviours toward the 

brand are more likely to be affectively than cognitively driven in the consumer-brand 

relationships domain. In short, brand experience and brand love are, prominently, more 

powerful determinants of brand loyalty, WOM, WTP and Facebook behaviours. Being so, 

consumers who have a pleasurable experience with the brand, develop greater feelings of love 

towards it, and in turn, show higher levels of loyalty toward that brand, intend to recommend 
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the brand to others and pay higher price for it. Additionally, this positive experience 

accompanied by strong feelings of love, eminently, affect consumers’ behaviours by evoking 

them to express their love toward the brand through specific medium behaviours. In the current 

context, consumers showed that they are more likely to like their favourite fashion brand (i.e. 

click the ‘like’ button) and to make comments on posts (e.g. photos, videos) related to the brand 

on Facebook platform.  

It is encouraging to compare these findings with those found by Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote 

(2015) who showed that brand experiential value is more positively associated with brand 

equity and consumer-brand identification, while brand functional value is more strongly 

connected with positive WOM. Both studies demonstrated the outperformance of the 

experiential routes over the functional routes through different antecedents. Nevertheless, the 

present research offers a more extended theoretical framework that covers the two facets of 

loyalty, attitudinal and behavioural, as the outcomes in the present model. Delgado-Ballester 

and Sabiote (2015) examined the two routes on positive WOM which represents only the 

attitudinal side of loyalty. In addition, this study shows that brand experience associated with 

brand love has a greater effect on WOM than perceived brand quality associated with brand 

satisfaction, unlike Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote (2015) who found that brand functional 

value has a greater influence on WOM than brand experiential value. This difference could be 

highly attributed to the presence of brand love and its influential effect on the relationship 

between brand experience and behavioural intentions/Facebook behaviours. The role of brand 

love and brand satisfaction, and the dissimilarities between their mediating effects, are 

discussed in the following section (Section 6.1.2).  

Drawing on the differences between the effects exhibited by the functional and the experiential 

antecedents on loyalty intentions and behaviours, the present findings clearly demonstrate the 

importance of both on fostering brand loyalty, positive WOM and willingness to pay a price 
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premium, in addition to stimulating consumers’ Facebook behaviours. Nevertheless, the most 

obvious finding to emerge from this comparison is that the impacts of the experiential 

constructs (brand experience and brand love) exceeded those of the functional constructs 

(perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction). The strong emotional responses elicited by a 

positive experience with the brand result in enhanced feelings of love that lead to greater brand 

loyalty, WOM, WTP and provoke consumers’ behaviours on Facebook.  

 

 

6.1.2 Direct Effects and Mediating Roles of Brand Satisfaction and Brand Love  

 

Hypothesis Result 

H1a: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on brand 

loyalty through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

H1b: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WOM 

through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

H1c: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WTP 

through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

 

 

All supported  

H2a: Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on brand loyalty 

through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

H2b: Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on WOM through the 

mediating role of brand love.  

 

H2c: Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on WTP through the 

mediating role of brand love.  

 

H2d: Brand experience has a positive indirect impact on Facebook-related 

behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty) through the mediating role of brand 

love.  

 

 

 

 

 

All supported 

H3a: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on brand 

loyalty through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

H3b: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WOM 

through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

 

 

 

All supported 
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H3c: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on WTP 

through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

H3d: Perceived brand quality has a positive indirect impact on Facebook-

related behaviours through the mediating role of brand love.  

 

H4a: Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on brand loyalty 

through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

H4b: Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on WOM through 

the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

H4c: Brand Experience has a positive indirect impact on WTP through the 

mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

 

 

 

All supported 

 

Besides examining and comparing the effects of the functional and the experiential routes to 

loyalty intentions and behaviours, the present researcher made a further attempt to investigate 

the possible interactions between the two routes: (1) perceived brand quality → brand love → 

behavioural intentions/Facebook behaviours and (2) brand experience → brand satisfaction 

→ behavioural intentions. The findings indicated that brand experience still exerts a notable 

significant impact on brand loyalty, WOM and WTP through brand satisfaction (0.071, 

p=0.000; 0.036, p=0.000; 0.034, p=0.000, correspondingly), yet its effect on the behavioural 

intentions through brand love remains stronger (0.468, p=0.000; 0.449, p=0.000; 0.439, 

p=0.000, correspondingly). In contrast, it was shown that perceived brand quality influences 

behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours through brand love; however, this influence 

is weaker than when brand satisfaction intercedes (refer to Chapter 5, Tables 5.17, p. 225 and 

5.18, p. 227). Thus, the results linked to the interactions routes, also accord with the earlier 

findings, which demonstrated that the experiential routes are more strongly associated with 

behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours than the functional routes. In other words, 

these observations support that the effects of the experiential routes on attitudinal and 

behavioural loyalty are more compelling than the interacting routes as well.   
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Comparison of both interaction routes confirms that the effect of brand love is greater than 

brand satisfaction in determining consumers’ loyalty intentions and behaviours. These results 

corroborate the idea of the superior influence of brand love compared to brand satisfaction on 

brand loyalty, WOM, WTP and Facebook behaviours, highlighted in Section 6.1.1. Therefore, 

according to the present findings, the mediating effect of brand love dominates the mediating 

effect of brand satisfaction, which further matches Zajonc’s (1980; 1984) primacy of affect 

proposition. In fact, brand satisfaction captures a positive appraisal in post-consumption that 

leads to loyalty intentions (e.g. repurchase intention, willingness to engage in positive WOM 

and to pay a price premium); nevertheless, it is not sufficient in and of itself in retaining and 

fostering loyalty for a long-term. As mentioned earlier in the discussion, previous research 

(Kumar et al., 2013; Seiders et al., 2005) showed that satisfaction does not affect consumers’ 

behaviours, which was also confirmed in this study, although not postulated. Hence, brand 

satisfaction only influences attitudinal loyalty whilst, brand love has an impact on consumers’ 

behavioural intentions and actual behaviours. The present research revealed that the 

relationship between brand love and Facebook behaviours is positively significant, which 

position brand love as a more powerful antecedent not only to attitudinal loyalty but also to 

behavioural loyalty. These findings broadly support the work of other studies in the consumer 

behaviour area linking brand love to brand loyalty, positive WOM and willingness to pay a 

price premium (e.g. Albert and Merunka, 2013; Bagozzi et al., 2017; Bairrada et al., 2018; 

Batra et al., 2012; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Coelho et al., 2019; Fetscherin, 2014; Karjaluoto 

et al., 2016; Kaufmann et al., 2016; Roy et al., 2013). More importantly, limited studies 

investigated the antecedents and outcomes of brand love in the online setting (e.g. Bergkvist 

and Bech-Larsen, 2010; Machado et al., 2019; Wallace et al., 2014). For instance, Bergkvist 

and Bech-Larsen (2010) showed that brand love positively affects consumers’ active 

engagement. Most recently, Machado et al. (2019) indicated, in a study conducted on 
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Facebook, that brand love has a positive impact on consumer-based brand equity. By advancing 

these findings in the consumer-brand relationship domain, particularly fashion brands on 

Facebook, the current research affirms that brand love strongly influences consumers’ 

Facebook behaviours, illustrated by the number of likes and comments made on posts (i.e. 

photos, videos) related to their favourite fashion brand. These Facebook-related behaviours 

represent, specifically, behavioural loyalty in this study. According to Swani et al. (2013), 

consumers’ liking and commenting on a brand’s page or related post is a form of word-of-

mouth behaviour, considering that by clicking the “like” button and/or commenting on a post 

related to a brand, the message appears instantly on consumers’ Facebook newsfeed as well as 

on their friends/followers’ page. Consequently, love toward a brand strengthens the bond 

between the consumer and the brand, and in turn enhances consumers’ loyalty intentions in 

terms of their willingness to repurchase the brand (i.e. brand loyalty, in this study), spread 

positive WOM about it and pay a higher price for it. Moreover, this feeling of love stimulates 

consumers’ actual behaviours toward their favourite brands on Facebook (i.e. liking and 

commenting on the brand related posts, in this study).      

The traditionally and theoretically well-grounded relationship between perceived brand 

quality, brand satisfaction and behavioural intentions (e.g. Anderson and Sullivan, 1993; Hult 

et al., 2019; Netemeyer et al., 2004; Oliver, 1997), was further confirmed by the results of the 

present research. In relation to the direct links between perceived brand quality and behavioural 

intentions and Facebook behaviours, it was found that perceived brand quality is directly and 

indirectly linked to brand loyalty, albeit, its relationships with WOM, WTP and Facebook 

behaviours are only significant through the mediating effects of brand satisfaction and brand 

love. It is notable that brand satisfaction showed a more effective mediating role on the 

functional routes (0.320, p=0.000; 0.162, p=0.000; 0.152, p=0.000) compared to the effect of 

brand love on the functional routes (0.089, p=0.000; 0.085, p=0.000; 0.084, p=0.000). This 
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result explains the relatively good correlation between perceived brand quality and brand 

satisfaction (0.805, p=000, see Chapter 5, Table 5.16, p. 223), which are inherently functional 

constructs. As such, the interaction between these two functional variables, produced a stronger 

impact on behavioural intentions than between functional-experiential variables. With respect 

to the relationship between perceived brand quality and brand love, the current findings mirror 

those of Bagozzi et al. (2017), Batra et al. (2012) and Rauschnabel and Ahuvia, (2014), 

reinforcing that perceived quality is an antecedent to brand love; yet, oppose those of Bairrada’s 

et al. (2018), who, unexpectedly, found that quality and brand love are not directly linked. 

Perceived brand quality, reflecting the utilitarian attributes of a brand, arouses consumers’ 

feeling of love toward a brand; hence, it is considered an important predictor of brand love, 

although its effect is weaker than the effect of brand experience on brand love based on the 

findings reported in chapter 5. In fact, this particular result also accords with Rauschnabel and 

Ahuvia’s (2014) findings, who established that brand quality had a lower effect on brand love 

compared to anthropomorphism. Previous studies have only determined that brand quality is 

an antecedent to brand love without further advancing the outcomes of this interaction. 

Interestingly, the present empirical research is the first to examine and validate the mediating 

role of brand love on perceived brand quality-loyalty intentions and actual behaviours links in 

the consumer-brand relationship context; thus, complementing previous findings (Bagozzi et 

al., 2017; Batra et al., 2012; Rauschnabel and Ahuvia, 2014) and broadening them, beyond the 

offline scope, to the social media setting, specifically, Facebook (e.g. Machado et al., 2019).  

Regarding the experiential routes proposed in this research (brand experience → brand love → 

behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours), one study (Huang, 2017) reported in the 

literature examined the influence of brand experience on behavioural and attitudinal loyalty 

through the mediating role of brand love. In consonance with Huang (2017), the present results 

confirm, to some extent, the significant mediational effect of brand love. In contrast to Huang 
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(2017), however, who found that brand love affects more strongly behavioural loyalty (mainly 

purchase behaviour) than attitudinal loyalty, the current research confirms that the feeling of 

love toward a brand is positively associated with both attitudinal and behavioural loyalty, 

wherein behavioural loyalty is reflected by consumers’ actual Facebook behaviours. Hence, 

the present findings advance those of Huang (2017) and further extend the behavioural 

measures of loyalty to include more actual behaviours (Merz et al., 2018). Also, Huang’s 

(2017) study, using mobile phone brands, failed to include the four dimensions of brand 

experience construct, and showed that only sensory experience significantly influences brand 

love. This research indicates that all aspects of brand experience are important precursors of 

brand love. Therefore, these results agree with Langner et al. (2016) who argued that a positive 

experience with the brand exhibits a substantial influence on building and maintaining brand 

love, in view of the interpersonal love paradigm. Additionally, they support the studies 

conducted by Biҫakcioǧlu et al. (2018) and Roy et al. (2013) which link brand experience and 

brand love.   

In terms of the relationship between brand experience and brand satisfaction, the results are in 

line with those of previous studies, mainly Brakus et al. (2009) who were the first authors to 

demonstrate the positive relationship between brand experience and consumer satisfaction. 

Furthermore, this research’s results are in agreement with de Oliveira Santini et al.’s (2018) 

recent meta-analysis study, confirming a direct positive relationship between brand experience 

and brand satisfaction, in addition to other empirical studies in the marketing field (e.g. Lin, 

2015; Morgan-Thomas and Veloutsou; 2015; Nysveen et al., 2013). The findings recorded on 

the direct effects of brand experience on behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours, 

indicate a significant, direct relationships between brand experience-brand loyalty and brand 

experience-WOM, consistent with earlier studies (e.g. Chen et al., 2014; Francisco-Maffezzolli 

et al., 2014; Iglesias et al., 2011; Klein et al., 2016; Nysveen et al., 2013). Besides the direct 
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associations between these variables, considerable indirect effects were found through brand 

satisfaction and brand love, reflecting, comparatively, those of de Oliveira Santini et al., (2018) 

and Huang (2017). Conversely, the relationships between brand experience → WTP and brand 

experience → Facebook behaviours only showed significance through the intercession of brand 

satisfaction and brand love. The outcome of the link between brand experience and WTP is 

contrary to that of Dwivedi et al. (2018) who discovered that brand experience directly affects 

consumers’ willingness to pay a price premium. Additionally, this outcome does not support 

the recent finding of Nikhashemi et al. (2019) who found that customers’ retail brand 

experience directly increases their willingness to pay more to the apparel retailer. In particular, 

the present results confirm that this relationship is fully mediated by both brand satisfaction 

and brand love with a stronger impact of the latter. In this vein, consumers intend to pay a 

higher price for a fashion brand they experience, on condition they are highly satisfied with 

this brand and have strong feelings of love towards it.  
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6.1.3 Moderating Effects of Self-Esteem, Public Self-Consciousness, and Product       

Involvement 

 

Hypothesis Result 

H6a: Self-esteem strengthens the relationship between brand satisfaction 

and brand loyalty. 

 

H6b: Self-esteem strengthens the relationship between brand love and 

brand loyalty.  

 

 

 

All supported  

H7a: Public self-conscious strengthens the relationship between brand 

satisfaction and WOM.  

 

H7b: Public self-consciousness strengthens the relationships between 

brand love and WOM.  

 

 

All supported 

H8a: Product involvement strengthens the relationship between brand 

satisfaction and WTP. 

 

H8b: Product involvement strengthens the relationship between brand love 

and WTP.  

 

 

Not supported  

 

 

One of the key objectives of this research was to offer supplementary insights into brand 

satisfaction-behavioural intentions and brand love-behavioural intentions relationships, by 

exploring the moderating effects of three psychographic and psychological moderators: self-

esteem, public self-consciousness, and product involvement.  

On the one hand, numerous studies (e.g. Kumar et al., 2013), in the field of marketing, argued 

that the satisfaction-loyalty link is rather weak and not linear, pointing out on the impact of 

mediators and moderators on this relationship. A bulk of research (e.g. Casidy and Wymer, 

2016; Hansen et al., 2013; Homburg and Giering, 2001; Homburg et al., 2003; Kumar et al., 

2013; Mittal and Kamakura, 2001; Riquelme et al., 2016; Seiders et al., 2005; Walsh et al., 

2008), discussed thoroughly in Chapter 3, has been carried out to examine a wide range of 

moderators affecting the development and maintenance of loyalty.  
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On the other hand, few recently published studies (e.g. Karjaluoto et al., 2016; Kaufmann et 

al., 2016; Khamitov et al., 2019; Sarkar et al., 2019) assessed the influence of certain 

moderators on the relationship between brand love and loyalty. Notwithstanding the growing 

body of research on brand love, as a relatively new concept, a systematic understanding of how 

this construct contributes to brand loyalty, positive word-of-mouth and willingness to pay a 

price premium, in the presence of potential moderators, is lacking. Therefore, in the surge of 

adding to previous studies and advancing research on the influence of brand satisfaction on 

loyalty intentions as well as the effect of brand love on behavioural intentions, this study 

examined (1) the moderating role of self-esteem on brand satisfaction-brand loyalty and brand 

love-brand loyalty, (2) the moderating role of public self-consciousness on brand satisfaction-

WOM and brand love-WOM, and (3) the moderating role of product involvement on brand 

satisfaction-WTP and brand love-WTP. To date no study in the branding and consumer 

behaviour literatures attempted to investigate these moderators on the indicated relationships; 

thereby, the present research provides new insights in this field.  

This research demonstrated positive, significant results confirming the moderating effect of 

self-esteem on brand satisfaction → brand loyalty and brand love → brand loyalty. In 

particular, the findings imply the importance of self-esteem in strengthening these 

relationships. Consumers high in self-esteem show higher level of loyalty to the brand they 

love and feel satisfied by its functional quality, because these elicited sensations, following the 

post-consumption, stimulate their bond with the brand that matches their self-concepts. 

Regarding the second moderator, public self-consciousness, the results also indicated that it 

has a significant impact on the relationships between brand satisfaction-WOM and brand love-

WOM. The moderating effect of public self-consciousness fortifies the influence of both brand 

satisfaction and brand love on WOM. When public self-consciousness is high, consumers are 

more willing to recommend their favourite fashion brand to others when they are highly 
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satisfied with its performance and have strong feelings of love towards it resulting from a 

positive experience. Although these results differ from Lo et al.’s (2019) study, they reflect the 

important role played by public self-consciousness in shaping consumers’ willingness to spread 

positive WOM about their loved fashion brand. To note that Lo et al. (2019) inspected the 

moderating role of self-consciousness on the relationship between perceived norms and 

willingness to recommend and showed that consumers high in public self-consciousness are 

less likely to recommend online second-hand apparel shopping when compared with privately 

self-conscious consumers. It seems possible that their results are due to the fact, that consumers 

high in public self-consciousness dislike consuming preowned clothing as they perceive them 

unfavorable for their self-image or they prefer not to show others that they are wearing 

preowned clothing. The findings of the third and final moderator, product involvement, 

signaled that there was no moderating effect neither on brand satisfaction-WTP nor on brand 

love-WTP links. These unexpected results do not support the view maintaining that 

involvement is recognized as a crucial moderator of the intensity of the relationship between 

attitudes and behavioural intentions (Assael, 1998). It is difficult to explain the non-significant 

moderating findings of product involvement in this study though it could be attributed to 

consumers’ perception of involvement. According to Malär et al. (2011), involvement is not 

inherent in the product itself; however, it is determined by a consumer’s perception. In fact, 

given that the present research investigated the functional and experiential routes to attitudinal 

and behavioural loyalty, some respondents listed a functional fashion brand, whereas others 

have chosen an experiential fashion brand. Therefore, the influence of product involvement 

should have been interpreted separately on each of the two categories because product 

involvement might exert different effects based on the nature of the brand (functional vs. 

experiential) and the respondents’ perception of that brand. This possible explanation will be 

considered under the limitations section in the next chapter (Chapter 7).  
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In sum, the findings concerning the moderators, particularly those related to self-esteem and 

public self-consciousness, offer novel and promising insights on how consumers’ loyalty 

toward a brand and their willingness to say positive word-of-mouth about it are respectively 

shaped.  

 

6.2 Summary of the Chapter  

 

This chapter offered a systematic interpretation of all the findings reported in chapter 5 in 

relation to the key aims and objectives of the current research. This chapter reaffirmed the 

study’s objectives by linking them to the major results of the hypothesised, mediation and 

moderation relationships, as well as the tested hypothesis on the different effects exhibited by 

the functional and the experiential routes on behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours. 

First, the researcher discussed the findings of the two routes and explained the outperformance 

of the experiential route represented by brand experience and brand love over the functional 

routes represented by perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction. Further to the 

juxtaposition of the functional and experiential routes, the researcher provided additional 

insights into the interaction routes, explaining the linkages of perceived brand quality with 

brand love and brand experience with brand satisfaction and uncovering their effects on brand 

loyalty, WOM, WTP and Facebook behaviours. Second, the direct effects of perceived brand 

quality and brand experience on behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours were 

interpreted accordingly, along with a meticulous comparison between the mediating roles of 

brand satisfaction and brand love which revealed a stronger influence of the last. Third, a 

discussion around the three moderating variables, self-esteem, public self-consciousness, and 

product involvement was provided, uncovering novel knowledge corresponding to the effects 

of the first two moderators on the development of brand loyalty and word-of-mouth intentions.  
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The next and final chapter (Chapter 7) considers the theoretical, methodological, and 

managerial implications and evaluates the limitations of this research in conjunction with 

valuable directions for future research.  
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION 

 

7.0 Introduction  

 

Following an in-depth discussion of the findings in chapter 6, this final chapter further 

discusses the theoretical implications drawn from the present research (Section 7.2.1), 

highlighting the contribution to the investigation of the brand loyalty concept through a 

comprehensive and extended framework encompassing its relationships with mediators and 

moderators. This chapter starts with an overview of the research, reviewing its main objectives, 

and key findings (Section 7.1). Section 7.2 covers respectively all the theoretical, managerial, 

and methodological implications. Section 7.2.1 presents, distinctly,  the theoretical 

implications related to each of the functional and experiential routes, the interaction routes, the 

mediating roles of brand satisfaction and brand love and lastly, the moderating effects of self-

esteem, public self-consciousness, and product involvement. Then, the researcher presents 

some methodological implications in Section 7.2.2. Then, Section 7.2.3 considers notable 

implications in the managerial scope, focusing on practical actions recommended to brand 

marketing managers in the fashion retailing context. Subsequently, the present researcher offers 

an evaluation of the study’s limitations and link them to a number of promising directions for 

future research (Section 7.3). Finally, a summary of the chapter is presented in Section 7.4.  

 

7.1 Research Overview  

 

This research developed a comprehensive framework of brand loyalty (attitudinal and 

behavioural loyalty) and its relationships with other brand constructs. In the aim of gaining a 

better understanding of which brand constructs have a more influential effect on brand loyalty, 

this study sets out to examine the different effects of the functional and the experiential 
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antecedents to attitudinal and behavioural loyalty. Particularly, the researcher investigated the 

influence of perceived brand quality and brand experience on behavioural intentions (i.e. brand 

loyalty, WOM, and WTP), and Facebook behaviours through the mediating roles of brand 

satisfaction and brand love. In addition, in this investigation, the aim was to determine the 

effects of the interaction routes by evaluating the influence of perceived brand quality on 

behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours through brand love and the influence of brand 

experience on behavioural intentions through brand satisfaction. Furthermore, this study has 

explored the moderating impacts of self-esteem, public self-consciousness, and product 

involvement on the relationships between brand satisfaction → behavioural intentions and 

brand love → behavioural intentions.  

The objectives of this research stem from several gaps in the consumer behaviour and branding 

literatures, discussed in Chapter 2 and, subsequently, translated into a framed conceptual model 

and developed hypotheses (Chapter 3). This research followed a quantitative research 

approach, rooted in the positivism philosophy, to examine the relationships between the 

different variables in the model; thus, to verify or reject the formulated hypothesis. As justified 

in Chapter 4, the researcher employed the questionnaire technique to collect the data. The 

questionnaire was designed and administered through Qualtrics survey software and distributed 

online, in the UK, by ‘Qualtrics’, through which 440 complete responses were obtained. SPSS 

statistics version 24 was applied to conduct a series of descriptive statistical tests related to the 

demographic data and normality, in addition to the examination of EFA and reliability. 

Additionally, CB-SEM approach using Mplus 8 software was implemented to validate the 

measurement model (CFA) and test the overall model fit, besides confirming constructs 

reliability, convergent, and discriminant validity (Chapters 5 and 6). The findings of this 

research, presented in Chapter 6, supported all the mediational hypotheses and the hypothesis 

positing the stronger effect of the experiential routes over the functional routes on behavioural 
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intentions and Facebook behaviours. Moreover, the results of the moderators showed positive 

moderating effects of self-esteem and public self-consciousness while no effect was found in 

relation to product involvement. Taken together, these findings have significant theoretical and 

managerial implications, which are discussed in this chapter, conjointly with methodological 

implications, limitations, and directions for future research.  

 

7.2 Contribution to Knowledge  

 

The present research delivers an empirically validated conceptual model of brand loyalty’s 

relationships, mediators and moderators, of use for both academics and practitioners in quest 

for an improved understanding of the influence of the functional (i.e. perceived brand quality 

and brand satisfaction) and the experiential (i.e. brand experience and brand love) on brand 

loyalty, WOM and willingness to pay a price premium (i.e. attitudinal loyalty) as well as 

Facebook behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty) in the consumer-brand relationships domain. 

The theoretical framework proposed and examined is beneficial in enhancing not only the 

performance of fashion retailers but could be generalised to other areas in terms of validating 

existing as well as new models of antecedents, measurements, and concepts.  

 

7.2.1 Theoretical Implications 

 

The findings of the present research make several contributions to the branding and consumer 

behaviour literatures. Most of these contributions have been discussed throughout the previous 

chapter (chapter 6) with respect to the tested hypotheses, but the researcher highlights them 

more explicitly in this chapter. First, this study offers a nomological, extended theoretical 

framework of brand loyalty, uncovering its relationships with functional (perceived brand 
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quality and brand satisfaction) and experiential (brand experience and brand love) precursors. 

Furthermore, the present model reveals potential moderating variables, self-esteem and public 

self-consciousness, that come into play with brand satisfaction and brand love to form stronger 

and long-lasting bonds between consumers and brands which are reflected by higher levels of 

brand loyalty, willingness to spread positive WOM and to pay a price premium, in addition to 

enhanced Facebook behaviours.  

 

Functional vs. experiential routes. This is the first study to evaluate and compare the 

effectiveness of both functional and experiential antecedents to attitudinal and behavioural 

loyalty in a single conceptual model. Limited previous research (Broyles et al., 2009; Chang 

and Chieng, 2006; Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote, 2015; Zarantonello et al., 2013) have 

examined the functional and the experiential factors on the relationships between consumers 

and brands; however, none of these studies has provided a model on both routes leading to 

attitudinal and behavioural loyalty. There is a lack in the literature regarding which brand 

constructs can better predict and foster brand loyalty, and in the presence of which constructs 

these brand concepts perform more effectively. Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote (2015) 

confirmed that the brand experiential value has a greater effect on brand equity and consumer 

brand identification and positive WOM is more influenced by brand functional value. 

Nevertheless, the authors failed to capture the two dimensions of loyalty, attitudinal and 

behavioural. Recently, Khamitov et al. (2019) conducted a meta-analysis, through which they 

demonstrated the positive influence of brand attachment, brand love, self-brand connection, 

brand identification and brand trust on customer brand loyalty. However, Khamitov and co-

authors (2019) did not consider functional brand constructs such as perceived brand quality 

and brand satisfaction in their study. In fact, as discussed in Chapter 1 and 3, perceived brand 

quality and brand satisfaction are still considered important precursors of brand loyalty, 
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regardless of their minor effects; thus, it is suggested not to neglect them when seeking to 

understand brand loyalty from a more inclusive lens (Delgado-Ballester and Sabiote, 2015; 

Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982; Zarantonello et al., 2013). Alternatively, brand experience and 

brand love have been shown as powerful determinants of brand loyalty (e.g. Batra et al., 2012; 

Brakus et al., 2009; de Oliveira Santini et al., 2018). Along these lines, the consideration of 

both functional and experiential brand constructs in a single model and the examination of their 

different effects on attitudinal and behavioural loyalty are of great importance. Therefore, this 

research offers a comprehensive framework that compares the influences of functional and 

experiential precursors to loyalty intentions and behaviours by examining other influential 

brand constructs including perceived brand quality, brand satisfaction, brand experience and 

brand love. Perceived brand quality and brand satisfaction have been characterized as the 

functional antecedents whereas brand experience and brand love have been depicted as the 

experiential antecedents in the current research. The results provide strong empirical 

confirmation of the outperformance of the experiential routes over the functional routes on 

behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours. Although both functional and experiential 

values, remarkably, affect consumers’ behavioural intentions and actual behaviours, 

experiential brands are dominant in their ability to arouse consumers’ feelings of love which 

result in greater loyalty intentions and behaviours. Hence, apart from determining the 

functional and experiential antecedents of attitudinal and behavioural loyalty, this study 

disclosed the existence of dissimilarities between these antecedents in terms of the influence 

they elicit on brand loyalty, WOM, WTP and Facebook behaviours. Furthermore, these results 

reinforce the fundamental role of brand experience in the formation of strong relationships 

between consumers and brands (Andreini et al., 2018; Chang and Chieng, 2006; Delgado-

Ballestter and Sabiote, 2015). This also accentuates the importance of the relational dimension 

of brand experience, identified previously by Schmitt (1999) and brought to the attention by 
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Schmitt et al. (2015) and Andreini et al. (2018) in their recent theoretical paper. An additional 

explanation of the dominant strength of brand experience is that experiential brands prompt the 

consumer to repeat experiences (e.g. Brakus et al., 2009; Schmitt et al., 2015), resulting in 

deeper affective feelings (i.e. brand love) over time, which in turn, substantially, impact 

consumers’ attitudinal and behavioural loyalty toward the brand. 

 

Interaction routes. The present research provides the first comprehensive assessment of the 

interaction between functional and experiential antecedents and reveals the difference between 

their effects on brand loyalty outcomes. Given that previous research has confirmed the link 

between brand experience, brand satisfaction and brand loyalty (e.g. de Oliveira Santini et al., 

2018), this study provides further evidence of the positive influence of brand experience on 

behavioural intentions (i.e. attitudinal loyalty) through the mediating role of brand satisfaction. 

On the other hand, perceived brand quality has been determined as an antecedent to brand love 

without further investigating the effect of this interaction on brand loyalty (e.g. Batra et al., 

2012). Moreover, examining the effects of the interaction routes provides clarity regarding the 

circumstances under which the functional and experiential brand constructs have a greater 

influence on brand loyalty. From the one side, the researcher has investigated and confirmed 

the interaction of perceived brand quality with brand love and its positive impact on 

behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours. From the other side, the study has examined 

the interaction of brand experience with brand satisfaction and the influence it exerted on 

behavioural intentions. The findings of the interaction routes provide additional support with 

respect to the superior influence of the experiential routes. Moreover, this study has been one 

of the first attempts to examine the relationship between perceived brand quality, brand love 

and behavioural intentions/Facebook behaviours. Previous limited research (e.g. Batra et al., 

2012; Rauschnabel and Ahuvia, 2014) have only identified perceived brand quality as an 
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antecedent to brand love without extending this relationship and examining its effect on loyalty 

intentions and behaviours. In other words, this is the first study that has presented evidence for 

the mediating effect of brand love on the relationships between perceived brand quality and 

behavioural intentions as well as Facebook behaviours. Prior to this research, the influence of 

perceived brand quality on brand loyalty, WOM, WTP and Facebook behaviours, in the 

interceding presence of brand love, had not been investigated. Thus, this research confirms 

previous findings and extends marketing scholars’ knowledge of the significant influence of 

perceived brand quality-brand love on cultivating brand loyalty, WOM, WTP and enhancing 

Facebook behaviours outcomes. Upon closer investigation of brand love’s link with perceived 

brand quality and brand experience, this research is in keeping with Park et al.’s (2016) 

suggestions, which maintained that brand love stems based on captivating benefits that play 

into consumers cognitive and affective responses. From the cognitive perspective, brands are 

required to provoke consumers cognition and senses, while from the affective perspective, they 

need to prompt feelings that ‘warm the heart’, eliciting warmth, gratitude, and empathy. On 

these grounds, consumers will experience these sensations, which consequently drive brand 

love.  

Mediating roles of brand satisfaction and brand love. Despite the existence of prior research 

on perceived brand quality → brand satisfaction → behavioural intentions (e.g. Kumar et al., 

2013; Netemeyer et al., 2004; Oliver, 1997); brand experience → brand satisfaction → 

attitudinal and behavioural loyalty (e.g. de Oliveira Santini et al., 2018; Lin, 2015; Morgan-

Thomas and Veloutsou; 2015; Nysveen et al., 2013), and brand experience → brand love → 

attitudinal and behavioural loyalty (Huang, 2017) relationships in different contexts, this study 

appears to be the first to empirically compare the mediating effects of brand satisfaction and 

brand love in a single conceptual model through the examination of different pathways. The 

inclusion of brand satisfaction and brand love as mediators, in a single framework, offers a 
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more effective evaluation of both than when either is assessed alone. For example, the 

interaction of brand experience → brand satisfaction yields a different degree of influence on 

behavioural intentions than the interaction of brand experience → brand love. Thereofore, 

considering these two constructs, simultaneously, allows for a better understanding of the 

effectiveness of the relationships between the functional and the experiential brand constructs 

and brand loyalty. The findings offer important insights into the influential mediating role of 

brand love in enhancing attitudinal and behavioural loyalty, unlike brand satisfaction that only 

affects the attitudinal facet of loyalty. Thereby, this study complements previous research (e.g. 

Albert and Merunka, 2013; Bairrada et al., 2018; Batra et al., 2012; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; 

Coelho et al., 2019; Kaufmann et al., 2016) that identified brand love as a crucial consumer-

brand relationship construct. Another interesting implication that emerge from this research is 

the enhanced understanding of brand love’s outcomes in the online setting, particularly social 

media (Facebook, in this study), expanding earlier research (Bergkvist and Bech-Larsen, 2010; 

Machado et al., 2019; Wallace et al., 2014). This novel insight helps to improve predictions of 

the influence of brand love on consumers’ actual Facebook behaviours which represent 

behavioural loyalty in the current framework.  

 

Moderating effects of self-esteem, public self-consciousness, and product involvement. In 

terms of the moderators, this is the first study to test the moderating effects of self-esteem, 

public self-consciousness, and product involvement on brand satisfaction → behavioural 

intentions and brand love → behavioural intentions relationships. These specific moderators 

were deemed relevant for the current context because consumers purchase fashion brands to 

increase their self-esteem, in addition, to express and present themselves, publicly, to others, 

while reflecting their degree of involvement to the fashion brand. Moreover, the psychological 

moderators (self-esteem and public self-consciousness) might be useful for brand managers 
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who intend to develop effective brand positioning and segmentation strategies. The findings of 

the moderating effects of self-esteem and public self-consciousness shed new light on the 

interplay of these moderators with brand satisfaction and brand love and their important role 

in predicting, particularly, consumers’ brand loyalty and willingness to say positive WOM. 

Specifically, that self-esteem moderates the influence of brand love on brand loyalty echoes 

Bairrada et al.’s (2018) conclusion, in which they suggest that self-esteem may be a promising 

moderator on the effects of brand love. In addition, the findings related to the moderating 

effects of self-esteem and public self-consciousness on brand love → brand loyalty and brand 

love → WOM respectively, answer Palusuk et al.’s (2019) call on the need of further exploring 

brand love’s moderators in the consumer-brand relationship realm.  

The present research supports Kumar et al.’s (2013) holistic view of the satisfaction → loyalty 

link maintaining that satisfaction is not a sufficient predictor of loyalty and suggesting that the 

inclusion of other variables is important to shape this relationship. Therefore, conceptual 

models entailing other influential variables such as moderators or mediators, or both are better 

determinants of loyalty than just satisfaction. Notably, this study adds new moderating 

variables, self-esteem and public self-consciousness, to the long list of moderators previously 

studied such as age and gender (e.g. Homburg and Giering, 2001; Mittal and Kamakura, 2001), 

value (e.g. Agustin and Singh, 2005), income (e.g. Walsh et al., 2008), and need for cognition 

(Hansen et al., 2013). Similarly, in terms of the brand love → behavioural intentions 

relationships, this study is the only empirical investigation into the moderating influences of 

self-esteem, public self-consciousness, and product involvement on these relationships. 

Therefore, the present findings add to the growing body of literature on the relationship 

between brand love and brand loyalty in general (Albert et al., 2008; 2009; Albert and Merunka, 

2013; Bagozzi et al., 2017; Bairrada et al., 2018; Batra et al, 2012; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; 

Coelho et al., 2019; Zarantonello et al., 2016) and extends, in particular, those of the limited 
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research that attempted to assess the impact of some moderators on this relationship (Karjaluoto 

et al., 2016; Kaufmann et al., 2016; Sarkar et al., 2019). More specifically, these findings are 

important in furthering marketing academics’ understanding of the role of self-esteem and 

public self-consciousness in strengthening the effect exerted by brand satisfaction and brand 

love on brand loyalty and positive WOM (i.e. behavioural intentions). From a theoretical 

perspective, the present research highlights the potential usefulness of the social context in the 

development and maintenance of strong affective bonds that result in greater loyalty toward 

the brand; thereby, providing deeper insights into the role of consumers’ psychological traits 

in building long-term consumer-brand relationships.   

In sum, the theoretical contributions drawn from the core of this research’s findings are briefly 

outlined below:  

1. The first study to extend the conceptual framework of brand loyalty’s concept, its 

relationships, mediators, and moderators.  

2. The first study to examine and compare the functional (i.e. perceived brand quality and 

brand satisfaction) and the experiential (i.e. brand experience and brand love) 

antecedents to attitudinal and behavioural loyalty in a single conceptual framework, in 

the consumer-brand relationships setting with a focus on fashion brands.  

3. The first study to investigate the interactions between the functional and experiential 

constructs and their influence on behavioural intentions (i.e. brand loyalty, WOM and 

WTP) and Facebook behaviours (i.e. behavioural loyalty).  

4. The first study to identify and empirically evaluate the moderating roles of self-esteem, 

public self-consciousness, and product involvement on brand satisfaction → 

behavioural intentions links as well as brand love → behavioural intentions.  
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7.2.2 Methodological Implications  

 

Although contributing to the research method literature was not within the scope of this study’s 

objectives, it is important to note some of the methodological implications deriving from the 

quantitative methods applied herein. With respect to the measurement scales, the present 

research provides additional support for the validity and reliability of all the scales developed 

and adopted from previous studies (Bagozzi et al., 2017; Brakus et al., 2009; Carroll and 

Ahuvia, 2006; Malär et al., 2011; Netemeyer et al., 2004; Oliver, 1980; Yoo and Donthu, 2001). 

Regarding the brand love scale, this study is amongst the first to employ the recently developed 

six-item scale by Bagozzi et al. (2017), which further shows evidence of its validity in the 

context of consumer-brand relationships. Previous empirical research used, predominantly, 

Batra et al. (2012) as well as Carroll and Ahuvia’s (2006) scales. Bagozzi et al.’s (2017) brand 

love scale is more practical because it is a parsimonious scale with three different versions, 

respectively, 26-items, 13-items and 6-items, contrary to Batra et al.’s (2012) scale, which is 

problematic for the development of questionnaires given that it comprises 59-item measures. 

Furthermore, regarding the Facebook behaviours measures, this research attempted to develop 

new self-reported measures that reflect consumers’ actual behaviours, by adapting Merz et al.’s 

(2018) previous measures. Two out of four self-reported measures were found valid and 

reliable, which provides an adjusted Facebook behaviours scale for use in future consumer 

behaviour research.  

A key strength of this research is the combination of traditional measures based on Likert scales 

with self-reported ones in a single framework. Therefore, this study considers not only 

consumers’ intentions (brand loyalty, WOM and WTP) but also their actual Facebook 

behaviours (liking and commenting on their favourite brand’s posts), reflecting their true 

behavioural loyalty. These Facebook behaviours measures are useful in supplementing and 

extending the measures of behavioural loyalty in the marketing literature beyond merely the 
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purchase behaviour’s standard measure. Analogously, in the aim of developing a customer co-

creation value scale, Merz and his co-authors (2018) developed actual brand value co-creation 

behaviours of Facebook users and demonstrated their positive associations with the customer 

co-creation value. To note that Merz et al.’s paper (2018) is the only study in the branding 

literature that used Facebook measures to examine consumers’ actual behaviours.  

 

7.2.3 Managerial Implications  

 

Beyond the theoretical ground, the present research has several noteworthy managerial 

implications for future practice. Brand managers are, drastically, striving to find ways to attain 

high levels of loyalty among their consumers, which is at the heart of nurturing successful, 

long-term relationships with them. Specifically, marketing managers can effectively use this 

research to increase investment in their marketing tactics and plans that aspire to develop and 

foster brand loyalty and prompt positive WOM and price tolerance, in addition to stimulate 

consumers’ behaviours on Facebook.  

First, it is imperative for fashion retailers to be conscious of the importance of both functional 

and experiential aspects of brands in the aim of yielding loyalty intentions and behaviours. For 

a successful brand management strategy, neither the functional attributes of a brand nor its 

experiential values can be overlooked. Aside from enhancing and offering a superior brand 

quality (e.g. quality of packaging and designs), brand managers are encouraged to put more 

efforts in creating positive brand experiences. Experiences with brands can hardly be copied 

by competitors; thereby they constitute an asset of competitive advantage compared to brand 

quality. In other terms, creating unique and pleasurable experiences should be brand managers’ 

key strategic interest because by establishing such valuable experiences, fashion retailers can 

succeed in building strong consumer-brand relationships and thus, stand out in the competitive 
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marketplace. In fact, a superior brand quality by itself may be considered as a ‘status-quo’ 

expectation and even a ‘weak signal’, as designated by Swaminathan et al. (2020), especially 

in a hyperconnected world where consumers’ access to information about different brands is 

only a click away.  

Based on the present research, brand experience is proven to play a vital role in cultivating 

strong emotional connections between consumers and brands which in turn enhance their 

loyalty toward the brands. Brand experience, in the presence of brand love, is found more 

pertinent in fostering brand loyalty, positive WOM and WTP, besides significantly stimulating 

consumers’ behaviours on Facebook given that it has a more unique value that dwell within 

the brand. Hence, on top of brand experience, this study is useful in emphasising the influential 

role of brand love and its effectiveness in predicting consumers’ loyalty towards a fashion 

brand, their willingness to spread positive WOM about the brand, to pay a higher price for it 

and increase their Facebook behaviours related to this brand. Based on this reasoning, creating 

marketing programs to generate brand love is another crucial keystone because fashion retailers 

who invest in these actions can undoubtedly develop greater brand loyalty among their 

consumers. In this setting, brand managers are urged to find various ways through which 

consumers can experience brands and to rethink their brand experience cocreation strategies to 

elicit brand love and subsequently harvest loyalty. According to Swaminathan et al. (2020), the 

cocreation of brand experience commonly occurs on the digital mediums, which are, in fact, 

branded, and their brand associations derive from numerous users who cooperate in cocreating 

the experience with the brand. For instance, Zara or Chanel’s fashion models, who display the 

clothing and fashion accessories, and the consumers who engage with these brands on social 

media pages, promote the success of the brand experience to the same extent as the technology 

that empowers the social media platforms used by these brands. Following on the managerial 

suggestion regarding the brand experience cocreation, it is recommended that brand managers, 



265 
 

aiming to improve consumers’ experiences with the brand, enhance their feeling of love and 

also develop higher loyalty, proactively and continuously communicate with their consumers 

on social media networks. From a managerial perspective, consumers’ Facebook behaviours 

offer good opportunities to marketing managers seeking to better understand their consumers’ 

brand loyalty and accordingly, establish successful bonds with them through the digital 

platforms. In fact, likes and positive comments on brands related posts are important metrics 

for fashion brands, which brand managers are called to focus on, especially, when seeking to 

promote WOM from brand supporters. For example, fashion retailers could find innovative 

ways to connect with their consumers on the digital platforms, such as collaborating with well-

known brand ambassadors to deliver daily/weekly programmes live streamed on Facebook, 

including home workout classes. Another possible way is to offer consumers the opportunity 

to have one-to-one conversations or video chats with brand consultants or stylists or deliver 

collective online styling sessions.  

With respect to the psychological moderators, both self-esteem, and public self-consciousness, 

have a salient role in stimulating brand loyalty and positive WOM. The present findings 

revealed that self-esteem strengthens the relationship between brand satisfaction-brand loyalty 

and brand love-brand loyalty whereas public self-consciousness boosts the effects of brand 

satisfaction on WOM and brand love on WOM. Therefore, marketing managers are well 

advised to take these results into consideration, and, to a further extent, use them to enhance 

their brand positioning and segmentation strategies in order to succeed in consumer-brand 

relationship management. To do so, fashion brand managers, particularly, should carefully 

examine and understand their target segments and transmit messages through their promotional 

activities that liaise with the self-concepts of consumers. In other words, brand managers could 

improve their communication campaigns by establishing creative ways, through which they 

blend the consumers’ selves with their branding strategies. For example, taken the current 
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Covid-19 situation into account, consumers are spending more time on social media; 

consequently, online fashion retailers could organise virtual events on the digital platforms to 

enable social experience and facilitate the live communication between consumers, by allowing 

them to share their experiences with brands.  

In short, the present comprehensive conceptual model, offering different functional and 

experiential routes to loyalty intentions and behaviours, holds a considerable promise not only 

for fashion retailers but also for other retailers that seek to develop and maintain strong bonds 

between consumers and brands.  

 

7.2.4 Limitations and Directions for Future Research  

 

Despite the significant theoretical, managerial, and methodological implications, this research 

entails several limitations which may yield fruitful avenues for future research. First, the 

current research is limited by the fact that it only involved respondents from the UK. Further 

work needs to consider other countries and cultures. In fact, cross-cultural studies remain scarce 

in the branding field, deserving further research given their importance in demonstrating the 

generalisability and boundaries of marketing and branding concepts. Cultural differences are 

important especially for the investigation of the functional and experiential routes leading to 

behavioural intentions and Facebook behaviours. Although the present study confirmed the 

dominance of the effect of the experiential routes over the functional routes in the British 

culture, the performance and the functional/utilitarian attributes of a brand might be more 

valued in a different culture. As well, Facebook might not be the most, commonly used social 

media network in another culture; therefore, the results could be different in a cross-cultural 

context. An additional limitation is the high average age of the fashion consumers (55 + years), 

explaining the reason behind the popularity of Facebook in this study, over Instagram and 

Twitter, which are generally more popular amongst younger fashion consumers. Furthermore, 
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the generalisability of the findings is limited to the choice of fashion brands. Future studies 

should include supplementary branded product categories such as cars, electronics, food and 

beverage, and pharmaceuticals. It would be also interesting to compare the effects of the 

functional and experiential routes in the service context like hotels, restaurants, and airlines. In 

short, it is hoped that marketing researchers broaden the scope of future research in terms of 

exploring more various contexts.  

Another limitation lies in the fact that the present researcher only examined the actual Facebook 

behaviours through self-reported measures. It is suggested that marketing researchers observe 

and track these medium specific behaviours in the future, by accessing consumers’ Facebook 

profiles, to look at a conformation to the self-reported behaviours. In this setting, further studies 

need to be carried out to validate the Facebook behaviours measures developed by Merz et al. 

(2018) and the current research. Given that self-reported measures can potentially lead to 

common method bias, some procedural remedies were taken to limit it: including an unrelated 

marker variable (Podsakoff et al., 2003), ensuring anonymity and confidentiality of responses 

in addition to avoiding the use of ambiguous terms in the questionnaire. Relevant statistical 

tests were carried out and showed that common method bias did not cause concern in this study 

(Chapter 5). Nevertheless, these remedies do not completely guarantee that there was no 

common method bias in the data because the only way to eliminate it is by having independent 

sources for the cause and effect variables.  

Also, to note that Facebook has recently developed new interacting emoticons to the posts, 

characterized by the ‘red heart’, the ‘caring emoji’ and the ‘sad emoji’ buttons, which should 

be developed as measures and considered in future work as these new metrics may help brand 

managers better understand consumers’ emotional connections to brands. An additional 

alternative to self-reported measures is neuroscience methods pointed out recently by Bagozzi 

and his colleagues (2021) as an encouraging avenue for future research. A neuroscience 
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approach would be relevant for the examination of the current theoretical framework because 

earlier research (e.g. Esch et al. 2012; Reimann et al., 2012) discovered specific areas in the 

brain that are stimulated when emotional and cognitive processes are together involved in 

decision making. 

The present researcher attempted to develop other medium behaviours, particularly, Instagram 

and Twitter (presented in chapter 4); however, due to the age profile of the respondents (55 + 

years), Facebook was the most used social media platform. A future research using these 

Instagram and Twitter measures along with the Facebook measures (possibly comparing the 

three medium behaviours) and investigating the influence of the functional and the experiential 

antecedents on these outcomes, across different age groups, would be warranting. Particularly, 

further research is needed to develop a deeper understanding of the relationships between brand 

experience, brand love and behavioural loyalty (in particular, actual behaviours); thus, 

examining other medium behaviours is strongly recommended. For instance, experiencing 

brands on Instagram might be different than on Facebook given that Instagram offer additional 

options such as sharing instant stories and ‘IGTV’ videos which are frequently used to share 

interviews with brand ambassadors and other related advertising activities. Therefore, brand 

experiences on Instagram might elicit deeper brand love which result in more positive 

behaviours toward the brand.  

Although this study has successfully given evidence of the moderating effects of self-esteem 

and public self-consciousness, it has been unable to demonstrate the influence of product 

involvement. In future investigations, a reasonable approach to tackle this issue would be to 

consider two categories because product involvement might exert different effects based on the 

nature of the brand (functional vs. experiential) and the consumers’ perception of that brand, 

as previously mentioned in the discussion chapter (Chapter 6). Future research needs to 

examine more closely the links between brand love and behavioural intentions as well as actual 
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behaviours by broadening the list of the moderating variables and exploring their effects on 

these relationships such as brand characteristics (luxury vs. non-luxury) (Hengner, Fenko and 

Teravest, 2017) and shopping values (utilitarian vs. hedonic) (Babin et al., 1994). Another 

important moderator is self-brand connection, reflecting the extent to which consumers 

assimilate specific brands in their self-concept (Escalas and Bettman, 2003; 2005). According 

to Bagozzi et al. (2021), high self-brand connections are valuable to the brand because they 

increase consumers’ defense against brand failure and prompt positive behaviours toward the 

brand. Hence, the degree of self-brand connection (high vs. low) may moderate the 

relationships between brand love-behavioural intentions/Facebook behaviours as well as 

between brand satisfaction-behavioural intentions.  

Lastly, this study followed a quantitative research approach, which was arguably shown as the 

most appropriate. However, it would be worthwhile to adapt a mixed methods approach in 

future studies, by combining in-depth interviews or as mentioned earlier, neuroscience methods 

(Lin et al., 2018; Plassmann et al., 2015), with quantitative methods to tap into certain aspects 

of the different brand concepts in this model (e.g. brand experience, brand love, brand 

satisfaction, brand loyalty) that might be outside of the direct consciousness of individuals. 

Accordingly, MacInnis et al. (2020) argue, in a recent paper, that employing additional methods 

can generate diverse insights, which can widen the impact.  

In conclusion, notwithstanding the aforementioned limitations, the present research lays the 

groundwork for future research into unexploited potential avenues in the consumer-brand 

relationships realm, with additional benefits for marketing academics and practitioners.  
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7.3 Summary of the Chapter  

 

This chapter presented an overview of the current research, summarizing the main objectives 

and methodological steps undertaken, in addition to the key findings. Next, the researcher 

discussed the theoretical implications related principally to the findings on the dissimilarities 

of the effects of the functional and experiential routes on behavioural intentions and Facebook 

behaviours, the differences between the interaction routes, the mediating roles of brand 

satisfaction and brand love and finally, the moderating effects of self-esteem, public self-

consciousness and product involvement. Next, some methodological implications were noted. 

Following on this, the managerial implications were considered, focusing on the 

outperformance of the experiential routes, and highlighting the importance of brand experience 

and brand love in stimulating loyalty intentions and behaviours. Finally, the limitations of this 

research were evaluated alongside promising directions for future research.  
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APPENDICES 

 

 

Appendix 1. Sample of the Questionnaire of this Research 

 

Link to Consent Form 1 

 

1- Please indicate your gender: 

□ Male 

□ Female  

 

2- Are you aged 18 and above? 

□ Yes  

□ No (Survey termination) 

 

3- If yes, please indicate to which age group you belong:  

□18-24 years 

□ 25-34 years 

□ 35-44 years  

□ 45-54 years 

□ 55 + years  

 

4- Have you bought at least ONE fashion brand in the last 12 months? 

□ Yes 

□ No (Please discard the survey) 

 

5- Do you have at least one of the following social media networks: Facebook, Instagram or 

Twitter?  

□ Yes 

□ No (Please discard the survey) 

 

6- Have you used your social media account (s) at least once in the last 12 months?  
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□ Yes 

□ No (discard the survey) 

 

You will be asked a series of questions on fashion brands and social media networks.  

Reflect back to the time when you bought any type of fashion brand in the last 12 months 

and try to approach this survey through those eyes.  

Please be as honest as you can throughout, and try not to let your responses to one 

question influence your response to other questions. There is no right or wrong answers.  

 

 

7- Please list below a fashion brand that you are most loyal to and you have purchased 

in the last 12 months.  

 

8- Is the brand you have listed a ‘fashion’ brand? 

 

□ Yes 

□ No  

 

⁕ If no, please make sure to go back to the first question and list a fashion brand.  

 

9- How frequently did you purchase a product from X brand in the last 12 months? 

 

□ Once 

□ 2-3 times   

□ 4-5 times 

□ More than 5 times  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10- Think about X brand ‘s quality.   
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        Rate the below statements on a scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to 

‘strongly agree’. 

 

Statement 

  

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Disagree 

somewhat 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Agree 

somewhat 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

I believe 

this brand 

has a 

functional 

quality. 

       

I believe 

this brand 

is 

practical. 

       

I believe 

this brand 

is well 

made. 

       

 

 

11- Think about your experience with X brand.  

 

Rate the below statements ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.  

 

Scale 

Dimension 

 

Statement Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Disagree 

somewhat 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Agree 

somewhat 

Agree Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

 

 

 

Sensory  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This brand 

makes a 

strong 

impression 

on my 

visual sense 

or other 

senses. 

       

I find this 

brand 

interesting 

in a sensory 

way. 

       

This brand 

does appeal 

to my 

senses.  
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Affective 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This brand 

induces 

feelings and 

sentiments.  

       

I have 

strong 

emotions 

for this 

brand.  

       

This brand 

is an 

emotional 

brand.  

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intellectual  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I engage in 

a lot of 

thinking 

when I 

encounter 

this brand. 

       

This brand 

makes me 

think.  

       

This brand 

stimulates 

my 

curiosity 

and 

problem 

solving. 

       

Please 

select 

“strongly 

agree”. 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

Behavioural  

 

 

 

 

I engage in 

physical 

actions and 

behaviours 

when I use 

this brand. 

       

This brand 

results in 

bodily 

experiences.  
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This brand 

is action 

oriented. 

       

 

 

 

12- Think about how much satisfied you are with X brand.  

 

 Rate the below statements on a scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to 

“strongly agree”. 

 

Statement 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Disagree 

somewhat 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Agree 

somewhat 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

I am satisfied 

with the 

brand and its 

performance. 

 

       

If I could do 

it again, I 

would buy a 

brand 

different 

from that 

brand. 

 

       

My choice to 

get this brand 

has been a 

wise one. 

 

       

I feel bad 

about my 

decision to 

get this 

brand. 

 

       

I am not 

happy with 

what I did 

with this 

brand. 
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13- Think about your feelings toward X brand. 

 

 Select the answers that best describe your feelings towards it from a scale 

ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.  

 

Statement 

 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Disagree 

somewhat 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Agree 

somewhat 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

To what extent 

to you feel that 

wearing this 

brand says 

something 

“true” and 

“deep” about 

whom you are 

as a person? 

 

       

To what extent 

do you feel 

yourself desiring 

to wear this 

brand clothing? 

 

       

Please express 

the extent to 

which you feel 

emotionally 

connected to this 

brand? 

 

       

Please express 

the extent to 

which you 

believe that you 

will be wearing 

this brand. 

 

       

Suppose this 

brand were to go 

out of existence, 

to what extent 

would you feel 

anxiety? 

 

       

On the following 

scale, please 

express your 
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overall feelings 

and evaluations 

towards this 

brand. 

 

 

 

14- Think about your loyalty to X brand.  

       Please indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with each statement.  

 

Statement Strongly 

disagree 

Disagre

e 

Disagree 

somewhat 

Neutral Agree 

somewhat 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

I consider 

myself loyal 

to this 

brand. 

       

This brand 

would be 

my first 

choice. 

       

I will not 

buy other 

brands if 

this brand is 

available at 

the store. 
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15- Think about how much you talk positively about X brand.  

 

 Indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with the following statements.  

 

Statement Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Disagree 

somewhat 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Agree 

somewhat 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

I have 

recommended 

this brand to 

lots of 

people. 

       

I ‘talk up’ 

this brand to 

my friends. 

       

I try to spread 

the good-

word about 

this brand. 

       

I give this 

brand tons of 

positive 

word-of-

mouth 

advertising. 
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16- Think about your willingness to pay a premium price for a product from X 

brand.  

 

  Indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with each statement.  

 

Statement Strongl

y 

disagre

e 

Disagree Disagree 

somewha

t 

Neutral Agree 

somewha

t 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

The price of X 

brand would have 

to increase quite a 

bit before I would 

switch to another 

brand. 

 

       

I am willing to 

pay a higher price 

of X brand than 

for other brands. 

 

       

I am willing to 

pay a lot more for  

X brand over 

other brands. 

       

 

I am 

willing to 

pay ---% 

more for 

X brand 

over 

other 

brands. 

 

0% 

 

5% 

 

10% 

 

15% 

 

20% 

 

25% 

 

30% and 

more 
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17- Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statement 

about the city where you live. 

Statement Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Disagree 

somewhat 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Agree 

somewhat 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

I like the 

weather of 

the city 

where I 

live.  

  

       

 

18- Think of the product you have purchased from X brand in the last 12 months.  

 

Indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with the following statements.      

 

Statement Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Disagree 

somewhat 

Neutral Agree 

somewhat 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

Because of 

my personal 

attitudes, I 

feel that this 

is a product 

that ought to 

be important 

to me. 

       

Because of 

my personal 

values, I feel 

that this is a 

product that 

ought to be 

important to 

me. 

 

       

This product 

is very 

important to 

be personally. 

 

       

Compared 

with other 

products, this 

product is 

important to 

me. 
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I am 

interested in 

this product. 

 

       

Please select 

“disagree”. 

 

       

 

 

 

 

19-  Now think about yourself and the way you present yourself to others.  

                Indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement. 

 

Statement Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Disagree 

somewhat 

Neutral Agree 

somewhat 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

I’m 

concerned 

about the 

way I 

present 

myself. 

 

       

I usually 

worry about 

making a 

good 

impression. 

 

       

One of the 

last things I 

do before I 

leave my 

house is look 

in the 

mirror. 

 

       

I’m usually 

aware of my 

appearance.  

 

       

 

 

 



313 
 

20- Think about your general feelings about yourself.  

 

Please indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with each statement.  

 

Statement Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Disagree 

somewhat 

Neutral Agree 

somewhat 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

On the 

whole I am 

satisfied 

with 

myself. 

 

       

I feel that 

I’m a 

person of 

worth.  

 

       

All in all, I 

am 

inclined to 

feel that 

I’m not a 

failure.  

 

       

I take a 

positive 

attitude 

towards 

myself. 

 

       

 

 

 

Section 2. Now think about X brand on social media.  

Answer the following questions about your behaviours toward this brand on the 

medium you are using the most.  

 

 

21- Select from the list below the social media network you use the most.  

(Instruction: choose only ONE).  

□ Facebook                 □ Instagram                      □ Twitter 
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22- Think about X brand on Facebook. 

  

Answer the following questions related to your Facebook-related behaviours 

toward this brand IN THE LAST 3 MONTHS.  

             (Instruction: Answer by indicating a number e.g. 0, 1, 2…) 

 

1. How many photos/videos have you posted related to this brand over the last 3 months?  

(Instruction: Including photos of yourself wearing/featuring a product from this brand). 

 

2. How many comments have you made on photos/videos related to this brand over the 

last 3 months? 

 

3. How many shares have you done for photos/videos of this brand over the last 3 

months? 

 

 

 

4. How many likes have you done on photos/videos related to this brand over the last 3 

months? 

 

5. Are you happy to share with me your Facebook account details to track your Facebook-

related behaviours noted above? 

 

□ Yes (Please read and sign Consent Form 2 by clicking on the link on the next page 

and thus waive your anonymity) 

 

□ No (Please continue to the final section of the survey) 

 

 

Link to Consent Form 2… 
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23- Think about X brand on Instagram. 

 

Answer the following questions related to your Instagram-related behaviours 

toward this brand IN THE LAST 3 MONTHS.  

 

(Instruction: Answer by indicating a number e.g. 0, 1, 2…) 

 

1- How many photos/videos have you posted related to this brand over the last 3 months?  

(Instruction: Including photos of yourself wearing/featuring this brand) 

2- How many hashtags (#) have you mentioned in your posts related to this brand over 

the last 3 months? 

 

3- How many users tags (@) have you made for this brand over the last 3 months? 

(Tagging this brand) 

 

4- How many likes have you made on photos/videos related to this brand over the last 3 

months? 

 

 

5- Are you happy to share with me your Instagram account details to track your Instagram-

related behaviours noted above? 

 

□ Yes (Please read and sign Consent Form 2 by clicking on the link on the next page 

and thus waive your anonymity.) 

 

□ No (Please continue to the final section of the survey) 

 

Link to Consent Form 2… 

 

 

24- Think about X brand on Twitter. 

       Answer the following questions related to your Twitter-related behaviours 

toward this brand IN THE LAST 3 MONTHS.  

             (Instruction: Answer by indicating a number e.g. 0, 1, 2…). 

 

1- How many tweets have you made related to this brand over the last 3 months? 

 

2- How many re-tweets have you made related to this brand over the last 3 months? 

 

3- How many replies have you made related to this brand over the last 3 months? 
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4- How many likes have you made on photos/videos related to this brand over the last 3 

months? 

 

5- Are you happy to share with me your Twitter account details to track your Twitter-

related behaviours noted above? 

 

□ Yes (Please read and sign Consent Form 2 by clicking on the link on the next page 

and thus waive your anonymity.) 

 

□ No (Please continue to the final section of the survey) 

 

Link to Consent Form 2… 

 

 

Section 3: Demographics 

 

25- In which region in the UK you live? 

□ England 

□ Scotland 

□ Wales 

□ Northern Ireland  

 

26- What is the highest level of education you have achieved? 

□ A level 

□ Bachelor’s degree 

□ Master’s degree 

□ Doctorate 

□ Other. Please specify------ 
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27- What is your current occupation? 

□ Student 

□ Professional  

□ Self-employed  

□ Retired     

□ Other. Please specify-----  

 

28- What is your average annual family/household income? 

□ 10£-20£ 

□ 20£-30£ 

□ 30£-40£ 

□ 40£-50£ 

□ 60£ +  

 

 

29- Please indicate how you perceive your annual family/household income. 

□ Very low  

□ Lower than average  

□ Average 

□ Higher than average  

□ Very high  

 

Your honest responses are highly important and valuable to the researcher and to the study 

and will be kept strictly confidential. 

Thank you very much for your time to complete the survey! 
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Appendix 2. Consent Form 1 

                                                  Investigator Contact 

Details: 

Soulaima Mouawad 

Doctoral Researcher 

Roehampton Business School 

University of Roehampton London 

Roehampton Lane, SW15 5SL 

mouawads@roehampton.ac.uk 

+44 (0) 2083926288 

 

Dear participants, 

My name is Soulaima Mouawad. I am a PhD student at Roehampton Business School in 

London. My research project, entitled ‘Functional and Experiential Routes to Brand Loyalty’ 

intends to examine the factors that affect consumers’ loyalty towards fashion brands and how 

this shape their behaviours on social media networks.  

You will be asked a series of questions related to your purchase behaviours and feelings toward 

a fashion brand that you have bought in the last 12 months. 

The questionnaire is expected to take nearly 10 minutes to complete. In total, there are 421 

participants in this study. 

 

Right to Withdraw 

Your participation in the study is voluntary. You have the right to decline the invitation or to 

withdraw from the questionnaire at any time without providing an explanation by just clicking 

on the ‘Exit Survey’ link visible on the screen. In case of withdrawal, your data will not be 

used.  

However, I really appreciate your input in this questionnaire. 

 

Confidentiality 

Your responses will be completely confidential and used for the purpose of the present study 

only. All data will be stored in a password protected electronic file on my University’s desktop.  

 

 

 

mailto:mouawads@roehampton.ac.uk
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Consent Statement  

 

I agree to take part in this research, and am aware that I am free to withdraw at any point 

without giving a reason, although if I do so I understand that my data might still be used in a 

collated form. I understand that the information I provide will be treated in confidence by the 

investigator and that my identity will be protected in the publication of any findings, and that 

data will be collected and processed in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998 and with 

the University’s Data Protection Policy.  

 

By clicking on the ‘agree’ button I am confirming that: 

 

-I am 18 or over. 

-I have read the above information carefully. 

 

□ I agree         □ I do not agree (withdrawal) 

 

 

Please note: if you have a concern about any aspect of your participation or any other queries 

please raise this with the investigator (or if the researcher is a student you can also contact the 

Director of Studies.) However, if you would like to contact an independent party please contact 

the Head of Department.  

 
Director of Studies Contact Details:                Head of Department Contact Details: 

Prof. Mohammed Rafiq                 Dr. Mark Richardson 

Roehampton Business School                            Roehampton Business School 

University of Roehampton London                      University of Roehampton London 

Roehampton Lane, SW15 5SL                Roehampton Lane, SW15 5SL 

Mohammed.Rafiq@roehampton.ac.uk               mark.richardson@roehampton.ac.uk 

+44 (0) 20 8392 3489                                            +44 (0) 20 8392 3460 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Mohammed.Rafiq@roehampton.ac.uk
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Appendix 3. Consent Form 2 

                                                            Investigator Contact 

Details: 

Soulaima Mouawad 

Doctoral Researcher 

Roehampton Business School 

University of Roehampton London 

Roehampton Lane, SW15 5SL 

mouawads@roehampton.ac.uk 

+44 (0) 2083926288 

 

Dear participant,  

The second part of this study consists of observing your actual behaviours on the social media networks 

that you use the most and which you have previously reported in the first part of the questionnaire. The 

reason behind this observation is to look at a conformation to the self-reported behaviours mentioned 

beforehand and reach a deeper understanding of how your loyalty toward the fashion brand you have 

listed affects these behaviours. If you accept to participate in this part of the study, you will have the 

chance to win an Amazon voucher worth £150.  

You will be asked if you are happy to provide details on your social media account (s) and thus waive 

your anonymity.  

I will be personally accessing your profiles to track a series of behaviours related to the brand chosen 

and asked in the first part over a period of 3 months, no longer than that.  

For Facebook, I will look particularly at the number of photos you posted related to the brand in the last 

3 months, comments you posted on photos/videos related to the brand in the last 3 months, number of 

shares done for photos/videos of the brand in the last 3 months, number of likes done on photos/videos 

related to the brand in the last 3 months.  

For Instagram related behaviours, I will look particularly at the number of photos posted related to the 

brand in the last 3 months, Instagram live stories posted related to the brand in the last 3 months, 

hashtags made mentioning the brand in the last 3 months, user tags made for the brand in the last 3 

months, number of likes made on photos/videos related to the brand in the last 3 months. 

For twitter related behaviours, I will look particularly at the number tweets posted related to the brand 

in the last 3 months, re-tweets posted related to the brand in the last 3 months, replies and likes made 

related to the brand in the last 3 months.  

 

 

 

mailto:mouawads@roehampton.ac.uk
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Confidentiality 

Your social media accounts details will be held in strict confidence viewed only by me and kept in a 

secure document with a password protector and used only for the purpose of this study. It is not possible 

to access other people’s data from your accounts.  

Right to Withdraw 

Accepting to take part in study 2 is voluntary. You have the right not to agree. However, this part of the 

study is of high importance to my research project and in particular to the contribution of knowledge 

regarding this research area.   

Your input will be greatly appreciated.   

 

Consent Statement  

 

I agree to take part in this research, and am aware that I am free to withdraw at any point without giving 

a reason, although if I do so I understand that my data might still be used in a collated form. I understand 

that the information I provide will be treated in confidence by the investigator and that my identity will 

be protected in the publication of any findings, and that data will be collected and processed in 

accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998 and with the University’s Data Protection Policy.  

 

By clicking on the ‘agree’ button I am confirming that: 

 

-I accept to waive my anonymity. 

-I have read the above information carefully. 

 

        □ I agree (to provide details of my most used social media account below). 

 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   

       

                             □ I do not agree (withdrawal and continue to the final section of the survey). 

 

Please note: if you have a concern about any aspect of your participation or any other queries please 

raise this with the investigator (or if the researcher is a student you can also contact the Director of 

Studies.) However, if you would like to contact an independent party please contact the Head of 

Department.  

 

Director of Studies Contact Details:                Head of Department Contact Details: 

Prof. Mohammed Rafiq                 Dr. Mark Richardson 

Roehampton Business School                            Roehampton Business School 

University of Roehampton London                      University of Roehampton London 

Roehampton Lane, SW15 5SL                Roehampton Lane, SW15 5SL 

Mohammed.Rafiq@roehampton.ac.uk               mark.richardson@roehampton.ac.uk 

+44 (0) 20 8392 3489                                            +44 (0) 20 8392 3460 

 

 

mailto:Mohammed.Rafiq@roehampton.ac.uk
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Appendix 4. A list of the most recorded fashion brand names in the questionnaire. 

 

Functional Fashion Brand 

(non-luxury brands) 

Experiential Fashion Brand 

(luxury brands) 

Boden 

Abercrombie 

Gap 

Express 

Nike 

Vans 

Mudd 

Old Navy 

Adidas 

Zara 

H&M 

Forever 21 

Converse 

Under Armour 

Chloe 

Prada 

Louis Vuitton 

Gucci 

Chanel 

Ralph Lauren 

Coach 

Michael Kors 

Kate Spade 

Lululemon 

Victoria Secret 

Christian Dior 

Burberry 

Calvin Klein 

(Source: this study) 
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The End 

Happily, ever after! 


