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There is considerable empirical research on brand loyalty in marketing
and consumer peychology (see Sheth 1967, 19683 Howard and Sheth 1989; Jaeoby
1971, Day 195889, }"arley 1964, Guest 1964, Tuc-.ku‘ 1964). Furthermore, there
isa gmlomsmsusemngmseamhmmdpractﬁ;omrsﬂntmand ty
15 an extremely useful construct in consumer psychology {(Jacoby 1971; Howard
and Sheth 19683 Sheth 1972). Unfortunately, due to (a) different and some-
times eenfl:.cting conoeptual definitions, (b) over-simplified measures based
an relative frequency or stochastic processes, and (¢) lack of any systematic
mddzstimtﬂmamyofhmdhyalty,weluvemtpudthemeattentmnm
research and thinking it deserves in consumer psychology.

Our objective in this paper is to present a comprehensive theory of
‘hurdloyaltybynrteg'ﬂmgmdeapztahmgmmmpmmalengeme,

hmledgemaoc:.alpsychology By providing a comprehensive theory of
rand loyalty, we hope to reconcile past differences in research and thinking,
‘arﬂtogamtemhypothssesfm-addlnmalmseamhmconmpsycmm&;.

Befmmdescr:beﬁzeﬂnoryofbmndloyalty,t}mmtmaspects
which we wish to emphasize as distinet elements of the thecry. First we view
brand loyalty as a hv tmalconstmctmchndmmmeanmgﬂmmt
has been suggested in € rior empirical research. We believe that
mommmmbmnphcedmﬂewhwhwmofmmw
mmmﬂaopammlmaasmsatﬁmedeumtofanythmtmal
underpinnings. - In fact, it may not be an exaggeration to state that most of
the prior empirical research in brand loyalty has been technique-oriented with
emphasis on fitting well-defined mathematical models such as the Bernculli,
ﬂn}h:kovm,orﬂehnearlemmagmdels{seemmxberglesu Massy
Morrtgamery and Morrisen 1§70 forr illusirative examples). In other words,
hmndhyaltyasmmtawazmgvamablehashadsanesumgmputsﬁm
scmla:smmxketugb.ﬁacmableeffmmmloyaltyasaﬂme-
tical construct is almost nonexistent except perhaps the efforts of Day
(1988), Jawcby (1971), and Jacoby and Kyner (1973). .

Second, we view brand loyalty as a multidimensional construct. It is
" determined by several distinet psychological processes and it entails multi-
variate measurements. We strongly feel that the simple univariate measure-
ment in terms of frequency and pattern of repeated brend purchase behavicr is
ret sufficient to fully represent the brand loyalty eonstruct. In fact, we
believe that it drastically limits the realm of products and services in which
bzmdloyaltyem.stsbutoamotbemasuzedbympeatedobsewatms This is
especizlly tyue, for example, in the case of once-in-a-lifetime consumen
decigions for housing and mobility behaviors.



Brand lLeyalty as a Hypothetical Construct

We define brand loyalty as a positively biased emotive, evaluative and/
ar behavioral response tendency toward a branded, labelled or graded alterna-
tive or choice by an individual in his capacity as the user, the choice maker,
and/or the purchasing agent. )

Our definition differs from seversl other definitions of brand loyalty
(Engel, Blackwell and Kellat 1973; Howard and Sheth 1969; Day 1969; Jacoby
1871). The differences are mstly with respect to l:.bemt:.ng the amstruct
of brand loyalty fram the restrictions of repeated overt behavicr. Iet us
summarize the differences as follows:

1. We do not limit brand loyalty to situations where a behavioral
response in terms of buying the brand is necessary to measure brand loyalty.
Consumers may be brand loyal even though they may have never bought the
brend or the product. This 1sespemaLytmeofchlldmnmbecmnebmm
loyal based on consumption experiences rather than buying experzemes.
Similarly, ofteh the teenager becomes extremely loyal to a certain make of an
autoncbile even though he has never bought, ovned, possessed, or even driven
it. In short, it is conceivable that brand loyalty may arise by learmng
from informaticn, imitative behava.or, generalization and consumption behavior
and not from buying behavicr experiences.

2. Even when mrand loyalty is based on repetitive buying behavior, we
believe the consurer or the buyer may have no evaeluative (cognitive or atti-
tudinal) structure underlying his brand loyaity. However, it is often pos-
gible to observe emotive tendencies (affect, fear, respect, corpliance, eta.)
cmmtant with the behavioral brand loyalty.

3. Bnand iovalty can exist at the ronbehavioral level {emotive or eval-
uative level) for those products or services which some consumers never buy.
For example, it is possible that the city dwellers may have positively biased
emotive or evaluative tendencies toward private homes even though they may
never buy it. Smdarly, many of us may have positively biased nonbehavicral
tendencies toward certain automobiles, amell airplanes, boats, ete. even

- though we may never buy them. :

k., We need to distinguish brand loyalty in the mind of the consumer
based upon the specific role he performs with respect to the brand: Is he
loyal as a comsuper, as a buysr (purchasing sgent), as a decision-maker op
a1l of the three? Unless we isolate & personfs loyalty toward the brand for
each of severzl roles he performs with respect to that brand, the menagerial
and public policy actions will not be effective.

5. Brand lovalty as a hypothetical construct is far richer in meaning
than the traditional operational definitions and measurements in terms of
frequency and pattern of repeated purchase behavior. We have therefore
identified several different types of hrand loyalty, each of which requires
dléfafmt rules of correspondence. later, we describe each type of brand

2lty.

6. We believe that differemt types of brand Myélty prevail for differ-
ent consumers and for different product classes. In other words, the typ~
ology of brand loyalty is a function of product and consumer differences.



The specific consumer-related and product-related variables will be described
later in the paper.

Description of Rrand Loyalty Theory

Our theory of Ivend loyalty is summarized in Figure 1. Brend loyalty
defined as a positively biased tendency contains three distinct dimensions.
The first dimension is the emotive tendency toward the hrand, It pefers to
the affective (like-disliike), fear, respect or campliance tendency which is
systematically manifested more in favor of a brand than other brends in the
mariet place. The value-expressive or ego-defensive attitudes as suggested
by Katz (1960) will be part of the emotive brand loyalty. We believe that the
emotive tendencies ave learmed by the consumer either frem prior experiences
with the brand or from nonexperdential or informational services. The
examples of emotive tendencies include the strong emctional sterectypes or
brend imageries which researchers talk about as comonly prevalent among
consumers.

The second dimension of brand loyalty is the evaluative tendency toward
the brand. It refers to the positively bilased evaluation of the brand on a
set of criteria which are relevant to define the brand's utility to the
consumer.  For example, we may positively evaluate Lincoln Continental as a
brand of automobile on durebility, perfermance, prestige, and the 1ike. It
is not ewr intention in this paper to cparationally define how this evaluative
tendency is generated in the consumer. However, we can safely state that the
evaluative tendency includes the instrumental, utilitapian attitudes
suggested by Katz (1960) as well as the perceived instrumentality component
of the Rosenberg (1956) model. Of course, it comes closest in measurement
o the model of attitude structure proposed in Howerd and Sheth (1969) and
Sheth (1873). The evaluative tendercy dimension of brand loyalty is also
learned by the consumer either from pricr experiences with the brand or from
nonexperiential or informational soirces. ]

The third dimension of brand loyalty is the behavioral tendency towards
the brand. It refers to the positivelv biased responses toward the brand
with respect to its procurement, purchase and consumption activities. We
include in the behavioral dimension all the physical activities of shopping,
search, picking up the brend physicelly from the shelf, paying for it and
ultimately consuming or using it in a systematic, biased way. In shert, it
represents the time and motion study of the consimer as he behaves toward
the brard in a positively biassd way. The behavioral tendency is learmed
peimardily from the experdences of buying and consuming the brand or from
generalization of similar tendencies towerd other brands.



Figure 1
Theory of Brand Loyalty
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We theorize that not all the three dimensions are present in every
situation where breand lovalty mvaa.lsq Depending upon the product class
and upcn the consumer, the dimensionality of brand lovalty may be as simple
as any one of the above three dimensicns or as complex as all the three
dimensions. Logically, we can hypothesize & total of seven different types
of trand loyalty based upon the combinations. EZach of brand loyalty is
oriefly described below:

1. Behavicrel nd loyalty. This type of brand loyalty has only the
behavioral tTendency diménsion. It is eaalogous to what Day (1868) has
defined as "spum,ous" brand w;oyal*y although we do not fully agree with his
adiective. The behavicral brand lovalty has no evaluative or emotive come
ponents and it represents the simple R-R relationship presumed in the con-
tiguity oonditiﬁning. n terme of Osgood’s analysis of the learming theory
{1958), it represents the evocative or the predictive integraticn {(Howard and
Sheth, 196 ). The s"‘r\mgth of behavioral brand loyalty is; therefore,
d:tmctly a function of the repetitive ccomrvence of pmf.ha.:e or consumption
behavicr, The consumer sstablishes a sys*enat:.c biased response or habit
simply due t frequency of encounters. It is, therefore, analogous to what
Krugman (1985} has called learning without involvement. Finglly, most of
‘the stochastic learming models (Bush and Mosteller 1955) are operational
peasures of behavioral brand loyelty.

Fram the marketing viewpoint, it is relatively easy to generate behay=-
ioral brand loyalty by prvmamly ensuring that the time and place stimuli are
made conducive to repetitive cccurrence of purchase behavior, for example,
making sure that the brand is available at all times, i1s easy o reach on



the shelf, or that the display is strategically placed. In this respect,
behavioral brand loyalty is analogous to the Minteria" or "marketer's strate-
gies" classifications sugpested by Engel, Blackwell and Kolilat {1973). How-
ever, we alsc believe that once the behavicral brend loyaliy is s‘i:mngly
manifested by the consumer, it is very difficuit to change the e=yst@rm1:1c;
bias away from the brard.

2. Behavioral-evaluztive brend loyalty. This type of trend lovalty is
two dimensional. It represents not only a systematic biased response toward
& brand but concomitantly the consumer also has a consistent cognitive struce
e underlying his biased behavior. 7This represemnts the classical mand-
festation of attitude-behavior theories in social psychclogy in which attitudes
are determined by the instrumentzal or urilitarian evaluation of the brand
{Katz 1950; MeCuire 1969). It is also best represented by the represemtational
mediation model which Osgood (1356) has theordized based on instrumental learn-
ing., Due tr the cog;nitive comistency tendencies (dissonance, incongruity,
balance, and conslstency,, it is presumed that there is a congruent relation-
Ship betwesn the consumer's evaluative dimension and his behavieoral
dimension se that it should be possible to predict cne fram the knowledge of
the other.

The behavioral-evaluative brand loyalty is probably closest to +the
economist's dream of the "retional® consumer. It is also the presumed world
of the consumer for those mass commnication practitioners and researchers
who believe in the persuasion strategy of advertising (Sheth 1974). We
belisve that the behavioral-evaluative brand loyalty is developed by the
reinforcement (instrmental)} conditioning process in which the consequences
foliowing a purchase of the brand strengthen or weaken future behavioral
+endencles and evaluarions. In addition, the informational sources such as
the commercial, social, or the neutral sources (Howard and Sheth 1969) also
strengthen or weaken the behavicral-evaluative brand loyality.

3. Behaviorzl-ecporive brand loyalty. This type of brand loyalty is
alse two dimension, Lt represents the systematic and biased response ten-
dencies toward the brand and concemitantly the consimer has emotive tenden-
cles toward the brand. It is prebsbly most common arong childeen who are
pedmarily the consmers of the brend and menifest affective, ccrrg;ln.ance or
fear responses. However, we believe that it is not ingonceivable to find
behavioral-emotive brand lovalty even among adults, especially when they are
ot the buyers of the brand.  For example, the husband being loyal to a
brand of desgert either due to the simple affective tendency or due to the
compliance tendency. In general, we should expest the manifestation of the
behavioral-emotive brand lovalty in situations where the consumer and the
buyer are distiner individuals. For ewample, the housewife buys the brand
regularly and likes it because her husband likes it as a consumer. We also
think that this type of brand loyelty is often msnifested when the brand has
some distinctive featirs such as color, size, design or has a distinet image
developed by advertising which are not essential to the utility of the brand,
for example, the distinetive styling of an auremobile or the package of a
brangd of perfume.

We theorize that the behaviorel-emotive brand loyalty arises from the
"ontz.guous conditioning and possibly also from the informational sources
which commnicate %o the consumer directly. As contiguous learning, it is



representative of the evocative and predictive m*egrtatmns suggested by
Osgood (19562,

k. Behavioral-evaluative-emctive hrand levalty. This is the most con-
plex type of brand loyalty oonsisting of all the three dimensions. It is
analogous to what Day (1369) calls "intentional® brand loyalty. Also, it
meets all the six necessary and coller tively sufficient =onditions which
Jacchy (1571) has specified as part of his definition of brand loyalty.

The behavioral-evaluative~emotive hramd Joyalty is perhaps the most
cammen type of brand loyalty which has been often suggested in consumer
psychology and marketing by the proponents of the hierarchy-of-effects models
(Howard and Sheth 1969; Lavidge and Steiner 1962; Sheth 1970, Colley 1961).
It probsbly also represents closest to the Rosenberg (1956) and Fishbein
(1867) theories of attitude-behavior relationship. Finally, it is this type
of brand loyalty which can represent all the four functional aspects of atti-
tude (utilitarian, knowledge, ego-defensive and value-expressive) suggested
by Katz (1960). It is presumed that 2 strong consistency relationship exists
among the three dimensions so that it is possible to predict cne from the
knewledge of the other two dimensions. While there have been several
fropetents of this type of brend lovalty, the empirical evidence is as yet
not conclusive. Fspecially, there seems to be z relatively small corre-
laticn betwsen the behavioral and the nonbehavioral compenents, See Sheth
(1873) for some of the explanations in the context of prediction of purchase
behavicr.

The behavioral-evaluative-emotive brand loyalty largely am.se frem the
reinforcement 1-‘*ammg of repetitive buying or consuming ewperiences. It is
&lst likely to arise from the informational sources.

5. Bvaluative brand loyalty., This type of brand loyalty is based on
ene dimension only. Lt i& laciang in both the emoctive and the behavioral
terndencies. It refers to the individuai's positively biased evaluation of
a brand strictly based on the perceived wtility fmetion of that brand.
There are a number of situations in which this type of brand lovalty exists.
Firet, it is sppropriate in all situa lons where the corsumer is neither the
buyer nor the user of the product but at the same time possesses the cogni-
tive evaluative knowledge about +he brand. For example, the husband has
positive evaluative biss toward a brand wihich his wife is both the buyer and
the consumer such as lipstick or pariyhose. Sseond, there are several situa=
tions in the broader comtext of consumer behavior in which the consumer is
expected to have evaluative bizses Tor or against cholcs aitﬂ&*ives but is
never likely to manifest cholice behavior. Tor example, evaluative tenden-
cles toward religions, subcultures, political parties, and the like.

" 8ince there is no behavioral tendency in +his type of brand loyalty,
experience is not the relevant source of learning. It is, therefore,
likely to be elther generelization or informaticnal.

8. Evaluative-smotive brand lovalty. This type of loyalty is probably
more COmmon either simply the evaluative or the emotive brand loyalty.
If consistency theories are of any usefulness, they have proposed a strong

relationship between the evaluative and the smotive tendencies (Rosenberg
13563 Fishbein 1967; Sheth 1970).



The evaluative-emotive brand loyalty is cftem prevalent in consumer
behavior for those products and services which are typically beyond the reach
of the consumer, although he may strengly aspire for them.  For example,
Rolls Royce autemobile is likely to have evaluative-emotive brand loyalty
in the minds of most of us even though we may have never experienced the
automobile either as consumers or buyers. Of course, this type of brand
Joyalty can only arise fram informatic wal sources or from generalizations.

7. Emctive brand loyalty. This type of brend loyalty consists of the
emctive dimensions only. There seems to be & number of areas of consumer
behavior in which the Individual has strong emotive tendencies toward a brand
without any experience or evaluation. We believe that most of the Stereo-
types among nonusers of a product or service fall inte this category. For
example, a strong emotive brand loyalty towards a brand of beer on the part
of a nondrirnker or toward a brend of cigarette on the part of a nonsmoker is
probably based on the sterectype or imagery of the brand. Similarly, one
member of the family may like a brand without any cognitive evaluation or
experience simply because some other member in the family likes it. The only
sources of learning for this type of brand loyalty are information or
generalization.

In sumary, we propose a vector of seven different types of brand loy-
alty in consumer psychology based on combinations of three dimensions of
emotive, evaluative and behavioral tendencies toward a brand. We hypothesize
that the distribution of products and consumers with respect to this vector
of seven types of brand loyaity is neither random nor equal, but skewed
toward some elements more than toward cthers. Since it is a function of the
product differences and consumer differences, we turn owr attention to them
in the next section.

Determinants of Different Types of Brand Loyalty

Considerable empirical and some theoretical research exists in marketing
and consumer psychology which has attempted to identify determinants of
behavioral brand loyalty (Frank, Massy and Lodahl 18893 Prank, 1368).
Unfoertunately, most of it is limited > behavioral brand loyalty and it is
pretty inconciusive., We start our search for the determinants by theorizing
that different consimers manifest different types of brand loyalty for dif-
farent products or services. In order to preserve the parsimony, we have
attempted to identify a minimm rumber of consumer-related and product-
related attributes vhich are probably most salient in summerizing the dif-
ferences in brand loyalty acress products and consumers, even though these
may not exhaust the total variability.

With respect to the congurer-related attributes, we believe the simplest
and probably the bast way to examine the consumer differences with respect to
brargt loyalty is to concentrate on the different roles the consumer plays.

We think that the following four categories of roles of the consumer are a
good start: Consumer as & (1) purchasing agent, (2) choice maker, (3) user,
and {4} combination of ail the three roles. As we discussed earlier, it is
crucial that we examine brand loyalty distinctly for each role in addition
‘to the combination of roles.

With respect to the product-related attributes, we have chosen two
variables: (1} freguency of repetitive purchases or the purchase cycle, and



(2) differentiaticon among brends and/or types of product. The product
purchase cycle is directly relevant for comparing and contrasting the consumer
durables, semidurables, and nondurables as well as capital and consumable
products in organizaticnal buying behavicr. The purchase eyele is also
important in differentiating services which range from being highly regulated
in their purchase and comsumption (utilities) to those which are often once-
in-a-lifetime (insurence). In fact, it is this preduct purchase cycle which
often tends to differentiate behawviorel vs. nenbehavioral brand loyalty. The
product differentiation varisble is also very relevant to differentiate goods
which are necessities of 1ife from those which are lwamdes. We believe that
product differentiation affects the number and pattern of brand purchases.

It is directly related tc the degree of ambiguity in satisfaction derived
from consuming and/or buying the brand. Finally, a nurber of theories of
consurer behavior such as perceived risk, disscnance theory, and assimilation
and contrast theory are directly underlying the product differentiation
variable. It should be emphasized that we are discussing the perceived
product differentiation on the part of the consumer and not the actual product
differentiation.

Since we have multiple types of brand loyalty and muitiple sets of
determinants, it is logical to presume that a canonical correlation function
can be created as a quantitative representation of the theory, The function
is specified below.

Brand Loyalty Consumer Product
dttributes Attributes

(Y, = Behavioral B. L. “ % = purchasing| [%, = Pur- 7]

Y2 = Behaviorel-evaluative B. L. agent chase

YB = Behavioral-evaluative-emotive B. LJ X2 = choice ayele

Y), = Bvaluative-emoctive B. L. = +{ .  makers +] % = Pro=

YS = Behavicral-emotive B, L. XE = user duct

YEE = Evaluative B, L. Xq = a1l three differd

Y7 = Emotive B, L. entia-

n o - L. tion -

While the above canonical model can be expanded by adding other consumer
attributes (e.g., sociceconomic, demographic, psychographic or personality
profiles, Carman, 1870} or by adding other product-attributes (price, dis-
tribution, quality, ete.}, it is a somewhat limited model in the sense that
it does not incorporate the interaction of consumer-related and product-
related attributes. We belleve frat the intevaction effects are likely to
ke present in determining the probabilities of various types of brand loyalty
in a specifie situation. Accordingly, we have prepaved a grid in Table 1
which examines the interaction between the consumer and the product attri-
butes.

The entries in the various cells of Table 1 represent our hypotheses
about the type of brand loyalty we are likely to find across different situa~
tions. [ue to space limitations we will not describe each of the cells.



Table 1

A Grid of Consurer and Product Attributes

uct
Attributes High High Low Low
Diffen?ntiation Differentiation| Differentistion|Differentiation
High Low High Low .
Consumer Treguency Frequency Frequency Frequency
Attributes
Purchasing Behavioral- mmotive Behavioral No loyalty
Agent Emotive
Choice Evaluative~ Evaluative Ermptive Emotive
Maker rive
User Behavicral- Eveluative- Benavicral- Enctive
Evaluative- Brotive Emctive
tive
All Three Behavioral- Fvaluative~ Behavioral- Emotive
Roles Evaluative~ Emotive Exctive
Brotive
Conclusions

In this paper we have attempted to integrate different viewpoints and
research findings by developing a comprehensive theory of brand loyalty.
However, it suffers from two limitations which are cbvious to us.

First, collective buying and consumer pehavicr in family and organi-
sations (Sheth 1971, Sheth 1873) is likely to generate distinctly different
typology of brand loyalty than what has besn conceptualized in this paper.
We simply do not know whether it is sufficient to extend the model to a
vector of consunars all of whem have to decide collectively and sometimes
Conmame the product or service eollectively. Our ventative hunch is that
the simple extension may be datrinental to the understanding of synergistic
affect.

Second, our model has besn limited to loyalty roward a $ingle brand.
Tn situations where multiple brands are bought anc consumed, we again don't
know whether a simple extension to a vector of brards is sufficient. We
. o - . e, - = P -
thirk that such an erxtension is most logical but since there 1s no irical
[y

=

research we are not confident in our judgment.

Third, we need to develep standsrdized Instriments to measure different
types of brend loyalty. We axe fully convinees that simple stochastic models
such as Bernoulli, Mevkeov Chains or linear lsarning models are not sufficient
except perhaps for the measurement of behavioral brand lovaity. Even here
the complexity of loyalty may not fit the simplistic thinking underiying
these models (Sheth 1968, Howard and Sherh 1369).
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