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Abstract
This study investigates how brand experience, satisfaction, trust, and commitment 
influence brand loyalty. The results show that when these drivers separately affect 
brand loyalty, brand satisfaction and brand trust have a stronger effect on attitudinal 
loyalty than on behavioral loyalty, while brand experience and brand commitment 
have a stronger effect on behavioral loyalty than on attitudinal loyalty. When they 
are combined, however, their effects on brand loyalty are at least partially mediated. 
Moreover, brand satisfaction has the strongest effect on attitudinal loyalty, and brand 
commitment has the strongest effect on brand loyalty, whether they separately or 
jointly affect brand loyalty. Finally, research and managerial implications and limita-
tions are also discussed.

Keywords  Brand loyalty · Brand experience · Brand satisfaction · Brand trust · 
Brand commitment

Brand loyalty is the core component of brand equity (Aaker, 1991). Scholars argue 
that building brand loyalty should be the top priority of marketing efforts and rela-
tionship marketing for many firms (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Khamitov et al., 2019; 
Palmatier et al., 2006), because brand loyalty provides many benefits such as creat-
ing barriers to competitors, generating higher revenue streams, offering brand-exten-
sion opportunities, offering significant cost savings, and generating word of mouth 
(WOM) (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 2005). Ever since the brand loyalty concept was first 
introduced in the 1940’s (Schultz & Block, 2012), it has been studied extensively, 
especially during the last three decades, and numerous drivers of brand loyalty 
have been identified. Scholars have argued that brand experience, satisfaction (e.g., 
Kuikka & Laukkanen, 2012; Voss et al., 2010), trust (e.g., Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 
2001; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Menidjel et  al., 2017), and commitment (e.g., 
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Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Dick & Basu, 1994; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; 
Watson et al., 2015) are the most important drivers of brand loyalty.

However, brand loyalty results from a combination of many factors and cannot be 
explained by any single factor (Foroudi et al., 2018; Russo et al., 2016). Unfortunately, 
it is still not clear how these four major antecedents (brand experience, satisfaction, 
trust, and commitment) jointly affect brand loyalty. The ambiguous and sometimes 
conflicting findings regarding this question can be attributed to certain limitations in 
the literature. First, only a few studies have included all the above-mentioned anteced-
ents, and most research has mentioned only a few of these drivers. Second, the studies 
have been carried out in different research contexts (Pan et al., 2012), such as in differ-
ent countries or industries. Therefore, the findings are often conflicting and may not be 
generalizable across industries. Third, most studies have used a one-dimension scale 
to measure brand loyalty, although most scholars agree that loyalty is a two-dimension 
construct and using a one-dimension scale is highly problematic (Dick & Basu, 1994) 
Moreover, these studies have barely investigated whether the antecedents have different 
effects on attitudinal and behavioral loyalty. Fourth, some studies have investigated only 
the direct effects of antecedents on brand loyalty and have ignored the interrelation-
ships of antecedents and possible mediation effects (e.g., Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Pan 
et al., 2012; Rather & Sharma, 2016; Rialti et al., 2017). However, the effects of certain 
variables on brand loyalty may change when other variables are included (Russo et al., 
2016), or when their interrelationships and mediation effects are taken into account. 
Therefore, Russo et al. (2016) suggested that scholars should investigate the combined 
effects of predictors on brand loyalty, and Watson et al. (2015) suggested that scholars 
should examine how different antecedents affect brand loyalty differently.

Responding to their calls, this paper investigates how brand experience, satisfac-
tion, trust, and commitment together affect brand loyalty. Specifically, this paper 
examines the interrelationship among these variables and whether their effects on 
brand loyalty are fully or partially mediated. Understanding the combined effects 
of antecedents on brand loyalty can help managers and practitioners to find a bet-
ter strategy to build brand loyalty. Moreover, this paper will examine the combined 
effects of antecedents on brand loyalty across numerous industries using a two-
dimension scale to measure brand loyalty.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. I first review the theoretical 
background on major determinants of brand loyalty. Second, I develop hypotheses 
based on the theoretical background and literature. Third, I describe the methodol-
ogy and study design and report on tests of the hypotheses using AMOS 26 Graph-
ics. Finally, I discuss the results, offer managerial implications, and discuss limita-
tions and future research directions.

1 � Theoretical background

1.1 � Brand loyalty

Brand loyalty is defined as “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or re-patronize a 
preferred product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive 
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same-brand or same brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and market-
ing efforts having the potential to cause switching behavior” (Oliver, 1999, p. 34). 
Loyalty is positively related to higher performance outcomes such as higher sales 
and profits (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Liu-Thompkins & Tam, 2013), positive word 
of mouth (Eelen et al., 2017; Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001), and brand equity (Aaker, 
1991; Muniz et al., 2019). Initially (in the early literature in the 1950’s and 1960’s), 
brand loyalty was conceptualized and measured using repeat purchase behavior 
(Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Day, 1969; McConnell, 1968; Tucker, 1964). Later, 
scholars argued that brand loyalty should be conceptualized as attitudes toward a 
brand (Day, 1969; Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978; Reichheld, 1996). Now, most scholars 
agree that brand loyalty is a two-dimensional construct that includes both attitudi-
nal and behavioral loyalty (Baldinger & Rubinson, 1996; Chaudhuri, 1995; Fournier 
& Yao, 1997) because purchase behavior alone may correspond to spurious brand 
loyalty, but attitudinal loyalty alone may correspond to latent brand loyalty (Dick & 
Basu, 1994).

1.2 � Brand experience

Providing brand experience is the first step in creating brand loyalty (Foroudi et al., 
2018). Therefore, managing brand experience is one of the major concerns for any 
brand (Brakus et al., 2009; Iglesias et al., 2019; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Schmitt, 
1999). Brand experience is defined as “subjective, internal consumer responses 
(sensations, feelings, and cognitions), as well as behavioral responses evoked by 
brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s design and identity, packaging, com-
munications, and environments” (Brakus et  al., 2009, p. 53). Brand experience 
consists of five dimensions: sensory, affective, behavioral, intellectual, and social 
experience (Brakus et al., 2009; Das et al., 2019; Schmitt, 1999). Brand experience 
is gained when consumers interact with brands directly or indirectly via numerous 
touch points through a variety of sources, channels, and media (Brakus et al., 2009; 
Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). It can also be co-created with consumers (at the micro-
level), communities, social groups, and sub-cultural groups (at the meso-level), or 
institutions, class systems, societies, and inter-societal systems (at the macro-level) 
(Andreini et al., 2018). Brand experience varies in valence, strength, and duration 
(Brakus et al., 2009). Consumers may have positive, neutral, or negative experience, 
and they may have stronger or more intense experience with a certain brand than 
others. After consumers have had multiple interactions or have accumulated experi-
ence with a brand, they will be more familiar and knowledgeable about it. Then they 
can determine whether they are satisfied with the quality of its product and trust its 
ability to deliver its promises (Anderson et al., 1994; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999), 
and they may become loyal to it (Ramaseshan & Stein, 2014).

1.3 � Satisfaction

Brand satisfaction is the perceived difference between a consumer’s expectation 
and the actual performance of a product or service (Tse & Wilton, 1988), and it is 
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a major driver of brand loyalty (Dick & Basu, 1994; Kuikka & Laukkanen, 2012; 
Voss et  al., 2010). Consumers must have experience with a product or service to 
determine how satisfied they are with it (Anderson et al., 1994). There are two types 
of brand satisfaction: transaction-specific satisfaction and cumulative satisfaction 
(Boulding et  al., 1993; Homburg et  al., 2005). Transaction-specific satisfaction is 
based on a consumer’s evaluation of his or her experience with a particular product 
or service (Oliver, 1993; Olsen & Johnson, 2003). Cumulative satisfaction is a con-
sumer’s overall evaluation of a product or service over time (Anderson et al., 1994; 
Johnson et  al., 1995). Therefore, cumulative satisfaction has a stronger effect on 
behavioral and intentional outcomes (Anderson et al., 1997; Homburg et al., 2005; 
Olsen & Johnson, 2003). Moreover, brand satisfaction can also vary in strength 
(Chandrashekaran et  al., 2007), and strongly-held brand satisfaction is a prerequi-
site for brand loyalty (Chandrashekaran et al., 2007; Reichheld, 2003). Many schol-
ars have found that brand satisfaction has a positive impact on brand loyalty or on 
behavioral or intentional outcomes (e.g., Elsäßer & Wirtz, 2017; Trivedi & Yadav, 
2020).

1.4 � Trust

Trust is an essential part of any positive human interaction or exchange (Moorman 
et al., 1993; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). It is also the central construct in relationship 
marketing (Palmatier et al., 2006; Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002) and a major determi-
nant of brand loyalty (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; 
Menidjel et al., 2017). Pan et al. (2012) argue that brand trust is the most important 
driver of brand loyalty because it explains about 33% of variance of brand loyalty. 
Brand trust is defined as “the willingness of the average consumer to rely on the 
ability of the brand to perform its stated function” (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001, p. 
82). Brand trust, which is based on direct or indirect experience and cumulative sat-
isfaction (Ganesan, 1994; Keller, 1993), is composed of a cognitive dimension and 
an affective and emotional dimension (Delgado-Ballester et al., 2003). First, brand 
trust involves confidence in the quality and reliability of the products and services 
offered. Second, it involves confidence in the honesty and integrity of the company 
and its employees (Delgado-Ballester et al., 2003; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Sird-
eshmukh et al., 2002). Specifically, the company and its associates are believed to 
act in the consumers’ best interest and to not take opportunistic advantage of con-
sumers’ vulnerability (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán, 2001; Michell et al., 
1998). Trust reduces the perceived risk and information costs associated with pur-
chasing a product or brand (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán, 2001; Ganesan, 
1994; Paulssen et al., 2014).

1.5 � Commitment

Brand commitment is defined as consumers’ emotional attachment to a brand, which 
drives their desire to maintain their relationship with it and patronize it over time, as 
well as counteracting efforts to make them change their preference (Germann et al., 
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2014; Hsiao et al., 2015). Therefore, brand commitment has two dimensions: affec-
tive and continuance commitment (Fullerton, 2003; Gruen et al., 2000; Gustafsson 
et al., 2005). Consumers are reluctant to commit to a company or brand if they do 
not trust it (Aurier & N’Goala, 2010).

Emotional attachment is driven by two major factors. First, it depends on the 
degree to which a brand’s personality matches the consumers’ self-concept (Albert 
et  al., 2008; Huang, 2017; Kleine et  al., 1993; Park et  al., 2010) because people 
have a strong desire to incorporate others (e.g., other people or brands and products) 
into their self-concept (Park et al., 2010). The more a brand is consistent with the 
self-concept of its consumers, the more strongly the consumers will be attached to 
the brand (Malär et al., 2011; Matzler et al., 2011). Second, consumers can build an 
emotional bond with a brand if it can become a physical and emotional haven for 
them, offering support and comfort (Bowlby, 1969). Specifically, a product should 
be available when desired, perform its basic functions, and deliver expected value 
to its consumers (Paulssen, 2009; Pedeliento et  al., 2016). Attachment varies in 
strength, and higher levels of attachment involve feelings such as affection, connec-
tion, passion, and even love (Albert et  al., 2008; Aron & Westbay, 1996; Thom-
son et al., 2005). A strong attachment is developed over time through interactions 
between consumers and a brand (Baldwin et al., 1996).

Consumers not only want to build an emotional bond with a brand but also 
believe that “an ongoing relationship with another is so important as to warrant 
maximum efforts at maintaining it” (Morgan & Hunt, 1994, p. 23). They actively 
invest their financial, time, and social resources to maintain the brand relationship 
because they do not want to be merely recipients of the resources of a brand (Park 
et al., 2010). Consumers are highly committed to a brand because they do not want 
to lose something they trust and value (Fullerton, 2003), and they try to avoid the 
high risks and uncertainties they may associate with purchasing other brands (Belaid 
& Behi, 2011). Consumers who are committed to a brand are “less likely to patron-
ize other firms and to become ‘always a share’ client” (Aurier & N’Goala, 2010, p. 
308) and are less likely to accept competitors’ offers and maintain multiple business 
relationships (Ahluwalia et al., 2000, 2001; Swaminathan et al., 2007).

2 � Hypothesis development

2.1 � Direct effect

The proposed model is shown in Fig. 1. Building a brand experience is the first 
step in creating brand loyalty (Foroudi et al., 2018). After consumers have gained 
experience with a brand, they will be more familiar with and knowledgeable 
about it, then they can determine whether they are satisfied with and trust that 
brand (Anderson et al., 1994; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999), and they may become 
loyal to it (Ramaseshan & Stein, 2014), as consumers tend to repeat satisfied and 
pleasurable purchasing experiences (Brakus et  al., 2009). Scholars have dem-
onstrated that brand experience is positively related to brand satisfaction (e.g., 
Brakus et  al., 2009; Iglesias et  al., 2019; Pansari & Kumar, 2017). Moreover, 
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scholars have also found that it is also significantly related to brand loyalty (e.g., 
Brakus et al., 2009; Ramaseshan & Stein, 2014; Sahin et al., 2011; van der West-
huizen, 2018).

However, brand experience may have different effects on attitudinal loyalty and 
behavioral loyalty. Since brand experience is the first step in building brand loy-
alty, it may have stronger effects at early phases, such as the cognitive and affec-
tive phases of brand loyalty, than in later phases, such as the conative and action 
phases. Moreover, Brakus et al. (2009) and Liu-Thompkins and Tam (2013) also 
argue that attitudinal loyalty is driven mainly by evaluations of previous shopping 
experience with a brand. Therefore, I hypothesize the following:

H1: Brand experience will have a stronger effect on attitudinal loyalty than 
on behavioral loyalty.

Consumers are satisfied when the performance of the products or services of 
a brand meets their expectations (Tse & Wilton, 1988), and they may not trust 
a brand until they are satisfied with it (Ganesan, 1994; Keller, 1993; Ravald & 
Grönroos, 1996). As a result, satisfied consumers may want to continue or main-
tain their behavior, vis-a-vis a brand in the future and are less interested in alter-
native brands (Menidjel et al., 2017).

Numerous studies have found that there is a strong and positive relationship 
between brand satisfaction and brand trust (e.g., Atulkar, 2020; Giovanis, 2016; 
Horppu et al., 2008; Lee et al., 2015; Paulssen et al., 2014). Moreover, scholars 
also have found that brand satisfaction affects brand loyalty intentions or behav-
iors directly (e.g., Brakus et al., 2009; Chandrashekaran et al., 2007; Elsäßer & 
Wirtz, 2017; Sahin et  al., 2011; Szymanski & Henard, 2001; Trivedi & Yadav, 
2020). However, brand satisfaction may have different effects on attitudinal loy-
alty and behavioral loyalty. Since attitudinal loyalty is driven mainly by evalu-
ations of previous shopping experiences with a brand (Brakus et al., 2009; Liu-
Thompkins & Tam, 2013), and brand satisfaction is based on positive shopping 
experience, satisfaction may have a stronger effect on attitudinal loyalty than on 
behavioral loyalty. Therefore, I expect that:

Fig. 1   The proposed model. 
Note: AL attitudinal loyalty, BL 
behavioral loyalty

Experience

Sa�sfac�on

Trust

Commitment

AL

BL



209

1 3

Italian Journal of Marketing (2022) 2022:203–231	

H2: Brand satisfaction will have a stronger effect on attitudinal loyalty than on 
behavioral loyalty.

Brand trust is defined as “the willingness of the average consumer to rely on 
the ability of the brand to perform its stated function” (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 
2001, p. 82). As the central construct of relationship-marketing, brand trust is the 
key driver of not only brand commitment (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Palmatier et al., 
2006; Sirdeshmukh et  al., 2002), but also brand loyalty (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 
2001; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999). Brand commitment is based on the consumer’s 
satisfied interaction and experience with a brand that develops over time (Baldwin 
et al., 1996) Consumers are reluctant to commit to a company or brand if they do not 
trust it (Aurier & N’Goala, 2010; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Numerous studies have 
found that brand trust has a positive impact on brand commitment (e.g., Aurier & 
N’Goala, 2010; Delgado-Ballester & Luis Munuera-Alemán, 2001; Giovanis, 2016; 
Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Nadeem et  al., 2020). Moreover, many scholars have also 
demonstrated that brand trust is positively related to loyalty intentions or behaviors 
(e.g., Aurier & N’Goala, 2010; Belaid & Behi, 2011; Menidjel et al., 2017; Nguyen 
et al., 2018; Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002; Trivedi & Yadav, 2020). Since brand trust is 
based on direct or indirect experience and cumulative satisfaction (Ganesan, 1994; 
Keller, 1993), it may have a stronger effect on attitudinal loyalty than on behavioral 
loyalty. Therefore, I hypothesize that:

H3: Trust will have a stronger effect on attitudinal loyalty than on behavioral 
loyalty.

Consumers not only want to build an emotional bond with a brand but also main-
tain an ongoing relationship with it (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Consumers who are 
committed to a brand are “less likely to patronize other firms and to become ‘always 
a share’ client” (Aurier & N’Goala, 2010, p. 308) because they do not want to lose 
something they trust and value (Fullerton, 2003), and they try to avoid the high risks 
and uncertainties associated with purchasing other brands (Belaid & Behi, 2011). 
Moreover, they are less likely to accept competitors’ offers and maintain multiple 
business relationships (Ahluwalia et al., 2000, 2001; Swaminathan et al., 2007).

Many scholars have demonstrated that brand commitment is positively related to 
loyalty intentions and behaviors (e.g., Li et al., 2020; Nyadzayo et al., 2018; Park 
et al., 2010; Thomson et al., 2005). Consumers who have built a strong emotional 
attachment with a brand are more likely to incorporate it into their self-concept 
(Malär et al., 2011; Matzler et al., 2011; Park et al., 2010). They are motivated to 
express their self-concept through the purchase and consumption of a brand (Sirgy, 
1982). Moreover, consumers also believe that “an ongoing relationship with another 
is so important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it” (Morgan & Hunt, 
1994, p. 23) and do not want to lose something they trust and value (Fullerton, 
2003). They actively invest their financial, time, and social resources to maintain 
the brand relationship because they do not want to be merely recipients of a brand’s 
resources (Park et al., 2010). Therefore, although brand commitment can also drive 
attitudinal loyalty, it may have a stronger effect on behavioral loyalty. Therefore, I 
expect the following:
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H4: Commitment will have a stronger effect on behavioral loyalty than on atti-
tudinal loyalty.

According to previous discussions, brand experience is positively related to brand 
satisfaction; brand satisfaction can affect brand trust, which drives brand commit-
ment. Therefore, I expect that:

H5: There will be a chain effect from brand experience to brand satisfaction to 
brand trust to brand commitment.

2.2 � Mediation effect

Although the effects of brand experience, satisfaction, trust, and commitment on 
brand loyalty have been widely studied, how they jointly affect brand loyalty is still 
ambiguous, and sometimes the findings are conflicting. For example, it is unknown 
whether the effect of experience is fully or partially mediated by brand satisfaction, 
trust, and commitment, whether the effect of brand satisfaction is fully or partially 
mediated by brand trust and commitment, and whether the effect of brand trust is 
fully or partially mediated by brand commitment.

These unclear and inconsistent findings can be attributed to a few factors. First, 
only a few studies have investigated the joint effects of these antecedents on brand 
loyalty, and most research has included only a few of these drivers. Second, these 
studies were carried out in different research contexts (Pan et al., 2012). They were 
based on different industries (e.g., banking, retailing, wireless services, restaurants, 
mobile phones, cars, sportswear, disposable nappies, etc.) and in different countries 
(e.g., France, Spain, Saudi Arab, Korea, India, etc. See Table 1 for summary). Third, 
these studies used different measurements of brand loyalty (Pan et al., 2012). While 
some studies used a two-dimension or four-dimension scale, most were based on 
a one-dimension scale (about 70%; see Table 1). Fourth, some studies have inves-
tigated only the direct effects of antecedents on brand loyalty while ignoring their 
interrelationships and possible mediation effects (e.g., Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Li 
et al., 2020; Pan et al., 2012; Rather & Sharma, 2016; Rialti et al., 2017; Trivedi & 
Yadav, 2020). However, the effects of variables on brand loyalty may be expected to 
change when other variables are included (Russo et al., 2016) or when their inter-
relationships and mediation effects are considered. Even the studies that have inves-
tigated the possible mediation effects have also found mixed results. Some scholars 
have found that the effect of brand experience on brand loyalty is fully mediated by 
affective commitment (e.g., Iglesias et al., 2011) or by both brand trust and commit-
ment (Khan et al., 2020), while others have found that the effect of brand experience 
was partially mediated by brand satisfaction (e.g., Brakus et al., 2009; Sahin et al., 
2011), brand trust (Sahin et al., 2011), or both brand attachment and commitment 
(e.g., Ramaseshan & Stein, 2014). In a study of the mediation effects of brand love 
and brand trust on the relationship between brand experience and attitudinal and 
behavioral loyalty, Huang (2017) found mixed results.

Scholars have found that the effects of brand satisfaction on brand-loyalty inten-
tions or behaviors are fully mediated by brand trust (e.g., He et al., 2012) or brand 
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commitment (e.g., Aurier & N’Goala, 2010; Davis-Sramek et al., 2009), while oth-
ers have found that the effects of brand satisfaction are partially mediated by brand 
trust (e.g., Atulkar, 2020; Aurier & N’Goala, 2010; Javed & Wu, 2020; Lee et al., 
2015; Menidjel et  al., 2017; Paulssen et  al., 2014), brand commitment (e.g., Han 
et  al., 2018), or both brand trust and brand commitment (e.g., Bove & Mitzifiris, 
2007; Miquel-Romero et al., 2014).

Other scholars have found that the effects of brand-trust on brand-loyalty inten-
tions or behaviors are partially mediated by brand satisfaction (e.g., Chiou & Droge, 
2006; Harris & Goode, 2004; Jin et al., 2016; Park et al., 2017) or brand commit-
ment (e.g., Aurier & N’Goala, 2010; Bove & Mitzifiris, 2007), while others have 
found that the effects of brand trust on brand loyalty are fully mediated by brand 
commitment (e.g., Miquel-Romero et  al., 2014; Nadeem et  al., 2020). Since the 
empirical studies for these mediation effects have conflicting results, I expect:

H6: The effect of brand experience on (a) attitudinal loyalty and (b) behavioral 
loyalty will be at least partially mediated.
H7: The effect of brand satisfaction on (a) attitudinal loyalty and (b) behavioral 
loyalty will be at least partially mediated.
H8: The effect of brand trust on (a) attitudinal loyalty and (b) behavioral loy-
alty will be at least partially mediated.

3 � Methodology

3.1 � Sample and data collection

This study employed an online survey, which was hosted on Google Forms and 
posted on Amazon MTurk to recruit participants, who were told they had to be loyal 
to a brand to be eligible for the study. After they agreed to participate in the study, 
they were asked to recall a brand to which they were loyal. A similar method has 
been used by many scholars (e.g., Das et al., 2019; Karjaluoto et al., 2016; Thomson 
et  al., 2005). In all, 501 participants took the survey. Please see the participants’ 
profile and demographic information in Table 2. The most represented brands were 
Apple (12.2%), Nike (11.2%), Samsung (8.8%), Sony (2.6%), Adidas (2.2%%), and 
Coca Cola (1.2%), with 13.6% of the participants had used the brand for less than 
three years, 34.9% had used the brand between three and five years, 19% had used 
the brand between six and ten years, and 32.5% had used the brand for more than ten 
years. Females and males represented 49.1% and 50.9% of the participants, respec-
tively (see participants’ demographics in Table 2). In all, 1.3% of the participants 
were between 18 and 20 years old, 36.4% were between 21 and 30 years old, 38.7% 
were between 31 and 40 years old, 11.8% were between 41 and 50 years old, 9.6% 
were between 51 and 60 years old, and 2.3% were over 60 years old. Income demo-
graphics include: 17.1% of the participants made less than $25,000 annually, 38.4% 
made between $25,000 and $49,999, 25.1% made between $50,000 and $74,999, 
13.3% made between $75,000 and $99,999, and 2.3% made more than $100,000. 
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The data shows that the sample was highly diversified and represented the popula-
tion well.

3.2 � The construct measurement

Brand experience included five dimensions: sensory, affective, behavior, intellectual, 
and social experience dimensions. Every sub-experience measure contained three 
questions adapted from those used by Brakus et al. (2009) and Schmitt (1999). The 
brand satisfaction measure included eight items adapted from those used by Dodds 
et  al. (1991), and Kuikka and Laukkanen (2012). The brand trust index included 
five items adapted from those used by Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) and Del-
gado-Ballester et  al. (2003). The brand commitment index consisted of two parts: 
emotional attachment and continuance commitment. The measurement of emo-
tional attachment included seven items adapted from those used by Garbarino and 
Johnson (1999), Matzler et al. (2011), and Swaminathan et al. (2008). Similarly, the 
continuance commitment index included three questions adapted from those used 
by De Wulf et al. (2001) and Palmatier et al. (2009). The attitudinal loyalty index 
included eight items adapted from those used by Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001), 
Picón et al. (2014), and Watson et al. (2015). Finally, the behavioral loyalty index 
included seven items adapted from those used by Algesheimer et  al. (2005) and 
Watson et al. (2015). All items were based on a seven-point Likert scale anchored 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

3.3 � Reliabilities and validities of measurement scales

An exploratory factor analysis with principal factor analysis and Promax rotation 
was first conducted on SPSS. For brand experience, all three sensory-experience 

Table 2   Participants profile and demographic information

Demographics Percentage (%) Demographics Percentage (%)

Gender Income
 Female 49.1 Less than $25,000 17.6
 Male 50.9 $25,000–$49,999 47.2

$50,000–$74,999 30.7
$75,000–$99,999 16.8

Age $100,000 or more 9.0
 18–20 1.2
 21–30 31.7 African American 12.0
 31–40 36.9 Asian or Pacific Islander 4.6
 41–50 13.4 Hispanic or Latino 7.2
 51–60 11.8 Native American or American Indian 1.4
  > 60 5.0 White 73.3

Other 1.6
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items were loaded on one factor, and two behavioral-experience items and three 
intellectual-experience items were loaded on another factor. Four items from brand 
satisfaction were retained for the brand satisfaction index, while five items from 
brand trust were loaded on the brand trust scale. All seven emotional attachment 
items and two continuance commitment items were loaded on one factor. Five items 
of attitudinal loyalty and three items of behavioral loyalty were loaded on the attitu-
dinal loyalty scale. Four items for behavioral loyalty were kept. All factor loadings 
were greater than 0.5, and no cross-loading factor difference was smaller than 0.2.

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed on AMOS 26. One item 
from each of the brand experience, brand trust, attitudinal loyalty, and behavio-
ral loyalty scales was dropped. Another CFA was performed. The model fit was 
good (χ2(482) = 1042.972, p < 0.01; χ2/df = 2.164; GFI = 0.894, AGFI = 0.869, 
NFI = 0.911, TLI = 0.941, CFI = 0.950, RMSEA = 0.048). All factor loadings were 
significant (p < 0.01), supporting convergent validity. The factor loadings ranged 
from 0.713 to 0.888 for experience, from 0.754 to 0.802 for brand satisfaction, from 
0.699 to 0.806 for brand trust, from 0.706 to 0.850 for brand commitment, from 
0.710 to 0.795 attitudinal loyalty, and from 0.637 to 0.848 for behavioral loyalty. 
Moreover, the AVE and Composite Reliability (C.R.) of all measures exceeded the 
recommended minimums of 0.5 and 0.7, respectively (Bagozzi & Yi, 1998; For-
nell & Lacker, 1981). Cronbach’s alpha exceeded 0.7 for all measures. Moreover, 
discriminant validity was supported because the estimated pairwise correlations 
between factors did not exceed 0.85 and were significantly less than one (Bagozzi 
& Yi, 1998), and the square root of the AVE for each construct was higher than the 
correlations between them (except for the correlation between brand satisfaction and 
attitudinal loyalty) (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) (see Tables 3 and 4). A common latent 
factor with a marker variable was performed using SPSS AMOS, and common vari-
ance was about 46.2%. Therefore, Common Method Bias was not a major issue in 
this study.

3.4 � Results

I first investigated the effects of these four antecedents on brand loyalty sepa-
rately. AMOS was used to check the effect of brand experience, satisfaction, trust, 
and commitment on attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty (see Table  5). The 
model fit of four models was good (χ2/df < 3.00; GFI, AGFI, NFI, TLI & CFI > 0.9; 
RMSEA < 0.06). Brand experience has a stronger effect on behavioral loyalty than on 
attitudinal loyalty (βattitudinal loyalty = 0.497, p < 0.01; βbehavioral loyalty = 0.713, p < 0.01). 
H1 was reversed. Brand satisfaction has a stronger effect on attitudinal loyalty than on 
behavioral loyalty (βattitudinal loyalty = 0.883, p < 0.01; βbehavioral loyalty = 0.373, p < 0.01). 
H2 was supported. Brand trust has a stronger effect on attitudinal loyalty than on 
behavioral loyalty (βattitudinal loyalty = 0.356, p < 0.01; βbehavioral loyalty = 0.532, p < 0.01). 
H3 was supported. Brand commitment has a stronger effect on behavioral loyalty 
than on attitudinal loyalty (βattitudinal loyalty = 0.497, p < 0.01; βbehavioral loyalty = 0.713, 
p < 0.01). H4 was supported. Next, I investigated how these antecedents together 
affected brand loyalty. The model fit was good (χ2(485) = 950.344, p < 0.01; 
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Table 3   CFA results

Measurement constructs and items Standardized 
factor loading

AVE C.R α

Brand experience 0.665 0.933 0.855
This brand makes a strong impression on my visual sense or other 

senses
0.794

I find this brand interesting in a sensory way 0.813
This brand appeals to my senses 0.839
This brand leads me to think about my actions and behaviors 0.713
I engage in a lot of thinking when I encounter this brand 0.87
This brand makes me think 0.888
This brand stimulates my curiosity and problem solving 0.78
Satisfaction 0.599 0.857 0.858
I believe I did the right thing when I used this brand 0.783
This is a high-quality brand 0.756
This brand offers good value for the price I paid 0.754
All things considered (price, time, and effort), this brand is a good 

buy
0.802

Trust 0.571 0.841 0.838
I trust this brand 0.806
This brand is trustworthy 0.762
This brand is safe 0.699
This brand is honest 0.751
Commitment 0.619 0.936 0.936
This brand mirrors who I am 0.793
This brand says something about me to others 0.757
This brand has personal meaning for me 0.801
I have a personal positive emotional relationship with this brand 0.745
I am proud to belong to this brand 0.85
I feel a sense of belonging to this brand 0.845
I have a personal bond with this brand 0.842
I am willing “to go the extra mile” to work with this brand 0.706
I view the relationship with this brand as a long-term partnership 0.725
Attitudinal Loyalty 0.567 0.902 0.901
I prefer this brand over competitors 0.71
I consider this brand my first preference 0.727
I have a positive attitude toward this brand 0.795
I really like this brand 0.767
I would recommend this brand to friends and family 0.74
I intend to keep on purchasing this brand 0.763
I intend to buy this brand in the future 0.767
Behavioral loyalty 0.522 0.763 0.749
The last time I purchase a product/service, I bought from this brand 0.637
I frequently buy from this brand 0.664
I buy most from this brand 0.848



218	 Italian Journal of Marketing (2022) 2022:203–231

1 3

χ2/df = 1.959; GFI = 0.902, AGFI = 0.879, NFI = 0.919, TLI = 0.952, CFI = 0.958, 
RMSEA = 0.0044; see Table 6 and Fig. 2).

As expected, brand experience had a significant effect on brand satisfac-
tion (β = 0.392, p < 0.01), brand satisfaction had a significant effect on brand trust 
(β = 0.886, p < 0.01), and brand trust was positively related to brand commitment 
(β = 0.258, p < 0.01). Moreover, attitudinal loyalty is positively related to behavioral 
loyalty (β = 0.495, p < 0.01). Therefore, hypotheses 5 was supported. Brand experi-
ence had a significant, direct effect on behavioral loyalty (β = 0.143, p < 0.01), but its 
direct effect on attitudinal loyalty was insignificant (β = -0.032, p > 0.1). The boot-
strapping method showed that the indirect effects from brand experience to attitu-
dinal loyalty [95% CI (0.075, 0.354), p < 0.01] and behavioral loyalty [CI (0.028, 
0.177), p < 0.01] were significant. Therefore, the effect of brand experience on 

Table 4   Means, reliability, and correlations of model construct

Diagonals are the square root of AVE of each factor. Correlations on the off diagonal
AL attitudinal loyalty, BL behavioral loyalty
p < .01 for all correlations

Mean SD AVE Experience Satisfaction Trust Commitment AL BL

Experience 5.18 1.09 0.665 0.815
Satisfaction 6.11 0.9 0.599 0.300 0.774
Trust 6.11 0.83 0.571 0.353 0.772 0.756
Commitment 5.25 1.19 0.619 0.709 0.361 0.458 0.787
AL 6.17 0.82 0.567 0.233 0.793 0.717 0.365 0.753
BL 5.5 1.21 0.520 0.435 0.302 0.349 0.462 0.380 0.721

Table 5   Model summary (direct model)

*** : p < .01; **: p < .05; *: p < .1

Brand Brand Brand Brand

Dependent variables Experience Satisfaction Trust Commitment
Attitudinal loyalty 0.497*** 0.883*** 0.795*** 0.356***
Behavioral loyalty 0.713*** 0.373*** 0.436*** 0.532***
Model fit
χ2 258.254 137.09 165.75 334.026
df 108 68 69 138
χ2/df 2.391 2.016 2.402 2.420
GFI 0.944 0.963 0.956 0.936
AGFI 0.921 0.943 0.933 0.912
NFI 0.944 0.964 0.954 0.944
TLI 0.958 0.975 0.964 0.958
CFI 0.966 0.981 0.973 0.966
RMSEA 0.053 0.045 0.053 0.053
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attitudinal loyalty was fully mediated but its effect on behavioral loyalty was par-
tially mediated. H6 was supported.

Brand satisfaction had a significant, direct effect on both attitudinal loyalty 
(β = 0.27, p < 0.01) and behavioral loyalty (β = 0.444, p < 0.5). The bootstrapping 
method showed that the indirect effect from brand satisfaction to attitudinal loyalty 
is not significant [CI (−0.155, 0.208), p > 0.1], but the indirect effect from brand sat-
isfaction to behavioral loyalty is significant [CI (0.319, 1.422), p < 0.01]. Therefore, 
the effect of brand satisfaction on attitudinal loyalty was not mediated. Brand satis-
faction still had a strong, direct effect on attitudinal loyalty. However, the effect of 
brand satisfaction on behavioral loyalty was partially mediated. H7b was supported, 

Table 6   SEM structural paths 
and model fit (mediation model)

*** : p < .01; **: p < .05; *: p < .1

Structural paths Estimate 95% CI

Direct effects
Brand experience → AL − 0.021
Brand experience → BL 0.143**
Brand satisfaction → AL 0.827***
Brand satisfaction → BL − 0.444**
Brand trust → AL 0.065
Brand trust → BL 0.174
Brand commitment → AL 0.009
Brand commitment → BL .392***
Brand experience → brand satisfaction .392***
Brand satisfaction → brand trust .886***
Brand trust → brand commitment .258***
Attitudinal loyalty → behavioral loyalty 0.495***
Indirect effects
Brand experience → atitudinal loyalty 0.218*** 0.075, 0.354
Brand experience → bhavioral loyalty 0.078*** 0.028, 0.177
Brand satisfaction → attitudinal loyalty 0.043 − 0.155, 0.208
Brand satisfaction → bhavioral loyalty 0.737*** 0.319, 1.422
Brand trust → atitudinal loyalty 0.002 − 0.014, 0.014
Brand trust → bhavioral loyalty 0.169* − 0.049, 0.373
Model fit
χ2 950.344
df 485
χ2/df 1.959
GFI 0.902
AGFI 0.879
NFI 0.919
TLI 0.952
CFI 0.958
RMSEA 0.044
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but H7a was not supported. The direct effects of brand trust on both attitudinal loy-
alty (β = 0.065, p > 0.1) and behavioral loyalty (β = 0.174, p > 0.1) were insignificant. 
Moreover, brand commitment was positively related to behavioral loyalty (β = 0.392, 
p < 0.01), but its effect on attitudinal loyalty was not significant (β = 0.002, p > 0.1). 
Moreover, the indirect effect from brand trust to attitudinal loyalty is not significant 
[CI (-0.014, 0.014), p > 0.1], but the indirect effect from brand trust to behavioral 
loyalty (BL) is marginally significant [CI (−0.049, 0.3738), p < 0.01]. Therefore, the 
effect of brand trust on attitudinal loyalty is not mediated by brand commitment, 
but the effect of brand trust on behavioral loyalty was fully mediated. H8b was sup-
ported but H8a was not supported.

4 � General discussion

4.1 � Research implications

Loyalty has been studied for many decades, and many antecedents of brand loyalty 
have been identified. Scholars have argued that brand experience, satisfaction, trust, 
and commitment are the most important drivers of brand loyalty. However, scholars 
have rarely investigated how these four antecedents affect brand loyalty jointly, even 
though it is understood that brand loyalty is not the result of any single factor but 
comes from the combined effect of many factors (Foroudi et al., 2018; Russo et al., 
2016). Moreover, findings on how these antecedents jointly affect brand loyalty are 
still ambiguous and sometimes conflicting. Therefore, the current paper investigates 
how brand experience, satisfaction, trust, and commitment jointly influence both 

Experience

Sa�sfac�on

Trust

Commitment

AL

BL

0.392***

0.886***

0.258*** 0.392***

0.495***

0.143***

0.827***

-0.444***

Fig. 2   The proposed model with results. Note: AL attitudinal loyalty, BL behavioral loyalty. Solid Line: 
Significant; Dash Line: Not Significant, *p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty. The results show that when these drivers 
separately affect attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty, brand satisfaction and 
trust have stronger effects on attitudinal loyalty than on behavioral loyalty, but brand 
experience and commitment have a stronger effect on behavioral loyalty than on atti-
tudinal loyalty.

In contrast to my hypothesis, my findings show that brand experience has stronger 
effect on behavioral loyalty than on attitudinal loyalty. This finding is not very sur-
prising because purchasing behavior is largely based on the consumption experience 
of consumers, who are more likely to repeat a satisfied experience and less likely to 
repeat an unsatisfied experience. When these antecedents are combined, however, 
the drivers have different effects on attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty. The 
effects of brand experience on attitudinal loyalty and the effects of brand trust on 
behavioral loyalty are fully mediated. The effects of brand experience on behavioral 
loyalty and the effects of brand satisfaction on behavioral loyalty are only partially 
mediated. The effects of brand satisfaction and trust on attitudinal loyalty are not 
mediated. Moreover, brand satisfaction has the strongest positive effect on attitu-
dinal loyalty but has the strongest negative effect on behavioral loyalty, and brand 
commitment has the strongest positive effect on behavioral loyalty.

This study sheds light on brand loyalty literature by investigating the joint effects 
of brand experience, satisfaction, trust, and commitment on attitudinal loyalty and 
behavioral loyalty. This study also shows that brand experience, satisfaction, trust, 
and commitment have different effects on attitudinal and behavioral loyalty when 
they affect brand loyalty jointly versus when they affect brand loyalty separately. 
Moreover, this study contributes to the literature by covering a wide range of indus-
tries, such as consumer electronics, apparel and accessories, beverages and drinks, 
autos, cosmetics, musical instruments, home appliances, foods, and tools, as well 
as looking at 200 brands, while most studies researching the effects of these ante-
cedents have been based on only one or two industries or even a few brands. There-
fore, the findings in the current study are more generalizable than those of previ-
ous works. Finally, this study reconciles the ambiguous findings in the literature by 
adapting the two-dimension measurement of brand loyalty developed by Watson 
et  al. (2015), while most studies have used only a one-dimension scale, which is 
highly problematic.

Russo et al. (2016) found that the effects of variables on brand loyalty may change 
when other variables are included. Moreover, the effects of variables on brand loy-
alty may also change when their interrelationships and mediation effects are consid-
ered. Findings from my study confirm these arguments. Although brand experience, 
satisfaction, trust, and commitment can affect loyalty separately, their effects on 
brand loyalty change when the chain effect from brand experience to brand satisfac-
tion to brand trust to brand commitment is considered. Therefore, scholars investi-
gating the effects of variables on brand loyalty should explore not only the effects 
of variables on brand loyalty but also the interrelationships among variables and 
mediation effects. Moreover, most studies have only investigated the effects of ante-
cedents on brand loyalty but have ignored the effects on attitudinal and behavioral 
loyalty. Since my findings suggest that drivers of brand loyalty may have different 
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effects on attitudinal and behavioral loyalty, scholars should investigate the effects of 
the drivers of brand loyalty on different components of brand loyalty.

4.2 � Managerial implications

Providing a brand experience is the first step in creating brand loyalty (Foroudi 
et al., 2018), and managing brand experience is a major concern for any brand (Bra-
kus et al., 2009; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Schmitt, 1999). Some scholars have found 
that the effect of brand experience on brand loyalty was partially mediated by brand 
satisfaction, brand trust, brand love, or brand commitment (Huang, 2017; Ramase-
shan & Stein, 2014; Sahin et al., 2011). However, my findings show that the effects 
of brand experience on attitudinal loyalty are fully mediated by brand satisfaction, 
trust, and commitment, while its effects on behavioral loyalty are only partially 
mediated.

Moreover, consistent with the literature, my findings also show that brand expe-
rience is strongly related to brand satisfaction. Therefore, brand experience is still 
a strong driver of behavioral loyalty. Although providing a satisfactory experience 
(directly or indirectly) is the first step in building brand loyalty, consumers are still 
highly likely to base their repurchasing decisions on their positive purchasing expe-
rience, even though they trust and are highly committed to a brand. This means that 
a bad purchasing experience may hurt consumers’ relationships with a brand or even 
turn them away. Companies and managers need to carefully review the entire expe-
rience or consumption chain from need recognition, information searches, evaluat-
ing alternatives, purchasing decisions, payments, delivery of products, the storage 
of products, use or consumption of the products, returns and exchanges, repairs 
and services, and finally disposal of the products, in order to determine whether the 
brand can provide a satisfactory and unique brand experience. Moreover, since a 
brand experience’s effect on attitudinal loyalty is fully mediated by brand satisfac-
tion, trust, and commitment, managers must understand that brand experience is 
more likely to affect attitudinal loyalty through brand satisfaction and commitment.

Kumar et  al. (2013) found that brand satisfaction explains approximately 8% 
of the variance in brand loyalty; therefore, they argue that “satisfaction is often 
times a necessary but not a sufficient condition to predict loyalty” (p. 258). Oliver 
(1999, p. 33) also argues that “satisfaction is a necessary step in loyalty formation 
but becomes less significant as loyalty begins to set through other mechanisms.” 
However, my findings show that the effect of brand satisfaction on attitudinal loy-
alty is not mediated by brand trust and commitment, and brand satisfaction has a 
stronger effect on attitudinal loyalty than other antecedents of brand loyalty, whether 
it affects brand loyalty separately or together with other variables. Therefore, brand 
satisfaction may still be a strong and the most essential predictor of attitudinal loy-
alty, which drives behavioral loyalty.

However, a very surprising finding revealed in this study is that brand satisfaction 
has a strong, negative, direct effect on behavioral loyalty when the four antecedents 
affect brand loyalty jointly. This surprising finding may be the result of combined 
effects of four drivers of brand loyalty. Although brand satisfaction has a strong, 
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negative, direct effect on behavioral loyalty, it also has a strong, positive, indirect 
effect on behavioral loyalty. Therefore, the effect of brand satisfaction on behav-
ioral loyalty may be mediated by brand commitment and attitudinal loyalty. When 
consumers are highly committed to a brand, emotional attachment and the desire 
to maintain a relationship with a brand matter more than does brand satisfaction. 
Even though consumers may not be very satisfied with the brand, their emotional 
attachment and continuance commitment can still cement their relationship with the 
brand. Therefore, they may by highly tolerant of dissatisfaction. Moreover, consum-
ers may have a higher level of expectations and the degree of brand satisfaction may 
decline as time goes on. This does not mean that managers should pay more atten-
tion to brand commitment instead of brand satisfaction. Satisfying consumers is still 
the top priority of managers and key driver of attitudinal loyalty, which is positively 
related to behavioral loyalty.

Consumers will not trust and commit to a brand if they are not satisfied with it. 
Moreover, even loyal consumers may leave a company, avoid it, and even try to pun-
ish it when they are not satisfied with its products and customer services (Grégoire 
et al., 2009; Kucuk, 2021; Zhang & Laroche, 2020; Zhang et al., 2020). As a result, 
companies must try to satisfy their customers, especially those who have not built 
a committed relationship with a company or brand, because brand satisfaction is a 
critical predictor of brand loyalty for them (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999). First, com-
panies or managers need to understand what the drivers of brand satisfaction are for 
their brands or products. These drivers may be product (perceived) quality, product 
value, brand image/equity, design, etc., depending on the market positioning of the 
brand and characteristics of the product.

Next, companies and managers need to evaluate brand satisfaction regularly by 
using internet, telephone, or social media. They also need to encourage consumers 
to complain via different sources, such as telephone, e-mail, or social media. With-
out proper complaint methods, many unhappy consumers may not communicate 
with the company but instead share their opinions and experiences on social media, 
damaging the brand’s image and reputation. Moreover, companies should pay more 
attention to cumulative satisfaction, which is defined as consumers’ overall evalua-
tion of a product or service over time (Anderson et al., 1994; Johnson et al., 1995) 
instead of transaction-specific satisfaction, which is based on a consumer’s evalua-
tion of his or her experience with a particular product or service (Olsen & Johnson, 
2003), because cumulative satisfaction has a stronger effect on behavioral and inten-
tional outcomes (Anderson et  al., 1997; Homburg et  al., 2005; Olsen & Johnson, 
2003). Therefore, companies and managers should try to keep consumers satisfied 
long-term.

In accordance with the literature, my findings show that brand trust is positively 
related to both brand commitment and loyalty. In contrast to the study of Pan et al. 
(2012), which found brand trust to be the most important driver of brand loyalty, my 
findings show that brand trust is not the most important driver of brand loyalty when 
compared to brand experience, satisfaction, and commitment, regardless of whether 
it separately affects brand loyalty or if it has an effect in combination with other 
variables.
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Moreover, since its direct effect on attitudinal loyalty is not significant and its 
direct effect on behavioral loyalty is fully mediated by commitment, companies and 
managers should pay more attention to brand commitment. By no means does my 
study suggest that brand trust is not important; brand trust is still an essential ingre-
dient in relationship marketing (Palmatier et al., 2006; Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002) and 
may serve as a link between brand satisfaction and commitment. Without a satis-
fied experience, especially cumulative satisfaction, customers may not trust a brand, 
as customers are reluctant to commit to a company or brand if they do not trust it 
(Aurier & N’Goala, 2010). Companies and managers not only need to offer products 
with good quality and/or good value, but they also to demonstrate the company’s 
benevolence, integrity, and honesty (Aurier & N’Goala, 2010). In today’s digital 
age, e-commerce is growing rapidly, and it accounted for about 10% of total retail 
trade in 2018 (The U.S. Bureau of Census, 2020). Therefore, customers may trust a 
brand without having had any direct experience with it because they can see ratings 
and reviews about a brand online.

Consistent with the literature finding that consumers who are committed to a 
brand are more loyal to it (Aurier & N’Goala, 2010; Belaid & Behi, 2011; Huang, 
2014; Thomson et al., 2005; Nyadzayo et al., 2018; Pedeliento et al., 2016; Ramase-
shan & Stein, 2014), my findings also show that brand commitment has a strong 
effect on behavioral loyalty but not on attitudinal loyalty. The surprisingly insig-
nificant effect on attitudinal loyalty may be the combined effect of these four ante-
cedents, especially brand satisfaction, which has the strongest effect on attitudinal 
loyalty.

My findings also show that brand commitment can mediate, at least partially, the 
effects of brand experience, satisfaction, and trust on attitudinal loyalty and behav-
ioral loyalty. However, since brand commitment does not fully mediate the effects of 
brand experience, satisfaction, and trust, brand loyalty is not the only result of brand 
commitment but rather the combined effects of these four major antecedents (in this 
paper).

Moreover, scholars have also found that highly-committed customers are less 
likely to accept offers from competitors (Ahluwalia et  al., 2000, 2001; Swamina-
than et al., 2007). Zhang et al. (2020) found that although brand love can exacerbate 
negative emotions following product or service failure, it can also alleviate the effect 
of negative emotions on retaliation intention. Therefore, developing a strong brand 
commitment on the part of customers should be a top priority for a business firm. 
First, the company should personalize and individualize the brand to attract consum-
ers with similar self-concepts, because consumers prefer to incorporate a brand into 
their self-concept and express their own self through the purchase and use of a brand 
(Sirgy, 1982).

To enhance self-congruency, companies and managers can co-create values with 
consumers. For example, they can increase consumers’ involvement by introducing 
a new product with consumers. They can also use social media websites or apps to 
encourage consumers to share their opinions and comments. Second, the company 
should offer comfort, empathy (e.g., by offering caring and individualized attention 
to customers), and responsiveness (e.g., willingness to help customers) to consum-
ers. Third, companies can also use brand loyalty programs to build both emotional 
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attachment and continuing commitment, because those can serve as reminders of 
repurchase opportunities that can reduce the purchasing effort, encourage habitual pur-
chases, or reward repurchasing behavior (Henderson et al., 2011) and show consumers 
that the company values and rewards their long-term patronage and loyalty. However, 
since brand commitment is not the only driver of brand loyalty, managers also need to 
pay attention to brand experience, trust, and satisfaction.

4.3 � Limitations and future studies

This study has some limitations. First, it focuses on physical goods only and does not 
investigate how antecedents affect brand loyalty in service contexts. This study did 
not include services in its scope because brand experiences with physical goods dif-
fer from those with services. The brand experiences are more complicated for services 
than for physical goods, since services have certain unique characteristics (e.g., intan-
gibility, variability, inseparability, and perishability) and require more interpersonal 
interaction and communication (Mosley, 2007). Nysveen et al. (2013) found that the 
brand experience scale differs between physical goods and services, and that relational 
experience is very important for services. Moreover, the brand satisfaction formation 
processes for physical goods are also different from those for services (Halstead et al., 
1994; Szymanski & Henard, 2001). Future studies should investigate how antecedents 
influence brand loyalty in service contexts. Second, although the current study is based 
on a wide range of industries, consumer electronics and appliances are the most repre-
sented industry (37%), and Apple is the most represented brand (12.2%). Future studies 
should test the effects of these antecedents in less-represented industries (e.g., home 
furniture, tools, shampoos, and laundry detergents, etc.). Moreover, since some com-
panies such Apple and Sony also offer many services, this study also is partially based 
on services. Third, this study is based on data from U.S. consumers; future studies 
should investigate the effects of those antecedents in different countries and cultures, 
especially in rarely studied countries in Latin America, the Middle East, and Africa. 
Fourth, only four major antecedents are included in this study. Therefore, future studies 
should investigate the effects of more antecedents, since combinations of different pre-
dictors may have different effects on brand loyalty (Russo et al., 2016). Lastly, although 
the chain effect from brand experience to satisfaction to trust to commitment may be 
applied to different industries because it has received ample evidence in the literature, 
the mediation effects found in the study may not be applied to specific industries.

5 � Conclusion

This study shows that brand experience, satisfaction, trust, and commitment can 
affect brand loyalty jointly, and that brand loyalty is not the result of any single 
variable. However, these four antecedents have different effects on brand loyalty 
when they affect brand loyalty, either jointly or separately. Specifically, when they 
affect brand loyalty jointly, their effects on brand loyalty can be mediated, at least 
partially. Brand satisfaction is the most important driver of attitudinal loyalty, and 
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brand commitment is the most important driver of behavioral loyalty, regardless of 
whether these four antecedents affect brand loyalty jointly or separately.
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