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ABSTRACT

Customer satisfaction has been widely acceptea msirketing benchmark of a company’s performantes |
generally believed that a satisfied customer isenlikely to display loyalty behavior. However, rasghes shows that
there has been a paradigm shift from emphasis tisfagdion to the pursuit of loyalty as a stratebigsiness goal.
Apparently, nowadays companies are concerned ¢laty's consumers tend to be less loyal. Brand palisp enables
companies to create unique and favorable impression consumers’ mind and then establish and enhénaed
loyalty. . If brand personality is constant, rohudistinctive, and desirable, it is more likely &stablish close
relationships between companies and consumers., Thasketers may consider brand personality as afectafe
way of distinguishing from their competitors andhance the effectiveness of marketing. In Aaker39{) study,
she theorized that brand personality is associafdd human characteristics. The five dimensionsraggh proposed
by Aaker’s model includes sincerity, competenceiterment, sophistication, and ruggedness. The fofukis study is
to assess the effect of brand personality on coessinbrand loyalty. The finding of this study showst three
dimensions of brand personality (i.e., competeregitement, and sophistication) have positive ingam brand
loyalty. In addition, the dimension of excitememishfound to have the largest impact on brand lpyain any other

dimensions. Hence, the marketers have to offer gh@iducts up-to-date, daring and imaginative potslu
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INTRODUCTION

Customer satisfaction has been widely acceptednagmportant issue for many marketing managerss It
commonly used as a marketing benchmark of a conpapgrformance (Bennet, R., & Rundle-Thiele, S.0480
Furthermore, it is generally believed that a satisfcustomer is more likely to display loyalty beioa, i.e. repeat
purchase and willingness to give positive word afuth (Schultz, 2005; Bennet, R., & Rundle-Thiele, 2004).
Although this is the case, Taylor (1998) stated tkampanies began to notice that they often wesny customers
despite high satisfaction" Reichheld (1994) argubdt satisfied customers are not necessary loyaidehtly,
Reichheld and Markey (2000) noted that those custsrsaid to be satisfied or very satisfied on thees/, showed that
between 60 and 80% would defect in most busine3$ese researches showed that there has been digpaushift from
emphasis on satisfaction to the pursuit of loyaltya strategic business goal (Oliver L. R., 1998 shift to measure
loyalty is based on a desire to better understatdntion, a component of loyalty which had a dirdatk to a

company's profit.

Brand loyalty is a “marketers’ Holy Grail” and ideally measured the health of the company (BerRet&
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Rundle-Thiele, S., 2004). Studies has reporteddt& increase in consumer retention can generptefa of 25-95%
over 14 industries, for example in auto serviceirhasoftware, brand deposits and credit card imess(Reichheld, F.,
& Detrick, C., Loyalty: A prescription for cuttingosts, 2003) Additionally, those loyal customers anore likely to

advocate for the brand and recommend it to relstifdends and other potential consumers (Sch2@@5s).

In this backdrop, the present paper attempt tesasthe relationship between brand personalitpdlayalty

and satisfaction.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Brand Personality
Brand personality has been a popular researck topmnany conceptual and empirical studies (Aake97)

(Geuens, M.,, Weijters, B, & De Wulf, K., 2009). i a significant brand component and plays an naoo role in
brand management (Aaker D. A., 1996). Three aréassearch can be identified in prior research @nt personality.
First, research focuses on the identification amgigcal validation of various dimensions of brarersonality (Aaker,
J. L.,, Benet-Martinez, V.,, & Garolera, J., 200%pcond, some researchers examine brand perstnalitiecedents,
which include brand experience (Brakus, J. J., $th@. H.,, & Zarantonello, L, 2009) and employé&ehavior

(Wentzel, 2009). Finally, some studies focus onittygacts of brand personality.

Brand personality enables companies to createuan@nd favorable impressions in consumers’ mind and
then establish and enhance brand equity (JohnsoW.|. Soutar, G. N., & Sweeney, J. C., 2000). Braersonality
may be an important concern for both marketers @sumers. In the viewpoint of marketers, the palty of
a brand is an essential component of the imageegnity of the brand and in consumers’ minds, andeievant to
brand value (Keller., 1993). If brand personality donstant, robust, distinctive, and desirablds imore likely to
establish close relationships between companies emisumers. Thus, marketers may consider brandmaity as an
effective way of distinguishing from their competd and enhance the effectiveness of marketinggS¥n J., &
Kim, J., 2010).

Satisfaction

Oliver (1997) defined satisfaction as "the constsndulfilment response. It is a judgment that adurct
or service feature, or the product or servitself, provided (or is providing) a pleasuraldeel of consumption-

related fulfilment, including levels of under- orey-fulfilment".

The previous research on consumer's satisfactmcuséd primarily on the effects of expectations,
disconfirmation of expectations, performance, daffeand equity on satisfaction. The expectancy diooation
paradigm suggests that consumers are satisfied winen product perform better than expected (positive
disconfirmation), dissatisfied when consumers' efg®ns exceeded actual product performance (ivegat
disconfirmation), and neutral satisfaction when theroduct performance matches expectations (zero

disconfirmation/confirmation) (Oli)

For this study, the satisfaction response wilkéflected towards the level of affection for thetmt which is in
line with the suggestions by Jacoby and Chegii8) and Oliver (1997, 1999). Oliver (1999) notkdt consumers at
the affective stage would develop a positive atttuowards the brand or liking the brand as a resiukatisfactory

repetitive usage over time.
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Brand Loyalty

Jacoby and Chestnut (1978) have identified moam th0 operational definitions of brand loyalty, efican
be classified as behavioral, attitudinal and thepaosite approach in the literature. Generally, mibin 60% (33) of
the 53 loyalty measures are behavioral terms faonthcoby and Chestnut's (1978) work. Behaviorghlty has been
considered as repeat purchase frequency or propodi purchase, whereas attitudinal brand loyaltycluded
"stated preferences, commitment or purchase iatesitiof the customers". However, most of these befrav
definitions above are criticized by Oliver (1999da Jacoby and Chestnut (1978) as problematiéve0{1999) for
instance argued that "all of these definitions esuffom the problem that they recorded what custodi¢, and none
tapped into the psychological meaning of loyaltffhe composite definition of loyalty emphasized tdifferent
approaches of loyalty: the behavioral and attitadooncept, which is initially proposed by Jacolmg &hestnut (1978)
and later by Oliver (1997).

Oliver (1997) defined customer's loyalty as "a pldeeld commitment to rebuy or repatronize a preterr
product/service consistently in the future, therelaysing repetitive same-brand or same brand-gehasing, despite

situational influences and marketing efforts theténthe potential to cause switching behavior" .

Brand loyalty can be operationalized either basadbehavioral, attitudinal or composite approacicdby,
J., & Chestnut, R, 1978). Behavioral loyalty haserbeconsidered as repeat purchases frequency oorpicop of
purchase, while attitudinal brand loyalty referred "stated preferences, commitment or purchasentions of the
customers. In addition, few academicians suggetitatl using the composite approach (attitudinal &ethavioral

approach) will provide a more powerful definitioh brand loyalty.

It is important to note that the entire brand loyaphenomenon cannot be assessed if the attitudina
loyalty is not extended over the action behayidmine, 1988). To sum up, the issues of loyalty mhaconcerned
on how loyalty is operationalized. It is very imgant to understand how we should measure loyalihofigh there are
three approaches that can be used to measureylqyalt behavioral, attitudinal, and composite agghes), most
researcher’s resorted to attitudinal measuremererims of intention to repurchase and intentioretbmmend as an

indicator of.
STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

Apparently, nowadays companies are concerned tttity's consumers tend to be less loyal towardsdbra
As products and services are so easily replicabteday's environment, the biggest challenge fonmanies to compete
in the market place is how to differentiate themogucts from the competitors. All other things leiequal, the
only feature that will help consumers identify addferentiate the product in the market is the braRroduct
quality and price are no longer product differetotis. Consumers may prefer some brands or prodoatsmatch with
their own personality. Many marketing activitiese athus employed to attract consumers through ésitatny certain
brand personality. In addition, brand personakityaiso found to strengthen consumers’ communicatiath brands
and further improve brand loyalty and bramdjuality (Govers, P. C. M., & Schoormans, JLP 2005).
Companies must thus make serious commitment tosiimge in developing a brand strategy for their mad and

services.

In this study, brand personality is considerecamasmportant factor in understanding how consundengelop
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their brand loyalty. Brand personality has beeryipa an important role in the process of a brargliscess. It helps
consumers to establish a strong connection withbtlamd (Doyle, 1990). Brand personality should beststent and

can last for a long time. Besides, it should ai$edfrom other brands and make consumers satiisfie
OBJECTIVE OF THE PAPER

Based on the above concerns, we aim to exploréhehdrand personality can make consumers loyaheo

brand. The objective of this paper is:

* To assess the relationships between Brand Pergoimithensions with the customer satisfaction arahdr

loyalty.
In short, we examine the relationships among bpmrdonality, consumer satisfaction, and brandltgy
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Based on the theoretical background, brand peligon@with its five dimensions, including sincerjty
competence, excitement, sophistication and ruggsjnis an important antecedent of consumer sati@fgaowhich

further leads to brand loyalty. Figure 1 depicts thesearch model of our research.

Prior research shows that brand personality hmigketers and consumers differentiate various lsrg@udask,
M. R. & Laskey, H. A., 1990). In Aaker’s (1997) diy she theorized that brand personality is assstiaith human
characteristics with a specific brand. Extendingsting studies on human personality, she furthesppsed five
dimensions to explicate brand personality. The fidenensions include sincerity, competence, exaigm
sophistication, and ruggedness. The five dimensmfnbrand personality have been applied in a felleviong studies
(e.g., Brakus et al., 2009; Sung & Kim, 2010).

In this study, brand personality as consumers’cgiged human characteristics that are associatéld wi
companies’ brands. Given the focus of this studytosunderstand the effect of brand personality onsamers’

brand loyalty, but not to propose new dimensionsbfand personality, the study proposes, the fafigihypotheses:
H1: Perceived brand sincerity of consumers is positively associated with brand loyalty.
H2: Perceived brand excitement of consumers is positively associated with brand loyalty
H3: Perceived brand competence of consumers is positively associated with brand loyalty;
H4: Perceived brand sophistication of consumers is positively associated with brand loyalty; and
H5: Perceived brand Ruggedness of Consumers is positively associated with brand loyalty;
METHODOLOGY

Empirical research design is adopted for the jtestudy. The study has adopted survey researchoehdad
validate the research model. The data relevantherstudy is collected through structured questaaenin a real field

setting. The period of study is during May-June£201
Sampling Design

The study adopted non-probabilistic conveniencepdiag technique. The sample size is limited to 100
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respondents in Coimbatore city. The data colledtech the respondents who are visiting departmesitates of Sri
Kannan Departmental store and Big Bazzer througistipnnaire.

Measuring Instruments

There are fiver dimensions in brand personalitincerity, competence, excitement, sophisticationd a
ruggedness. A total of 13 questions on brand pafitprare asked and the respondents responded smala which
ranged from 1 for "strongly disagree" to 5 for 6sigly agree". A five-item scale taken from Olivd980) and Taylor
and Baker (1994) measured overall satisfaction. f@spondents answered the questions by indicakieg tlevel of
agreement/ disagreement to the statement statémly tise scale from 1 for "strongly disagree" tods fstrongly
agree". For Brand loyalty, four (4) items adaptemhf Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman (1996) are ticsemeasure
brand loyalty : consumers' intention to repurchaisé their willingness to recommend the branded yefdusing five-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 for "very unlikglto 5 for "very likely".

ANALYSIS OF DATA
Data in this study were analysed using SPSS ViatisBcal tools used Multiple Regression analysis.

For the reliability of the variable used, all wefeund to show satisfactory Cronbach Alpha value of
between 0.628 and 0.891 (refer Table 1). Thusyjalhbles are to as considered reliable.

Table 1: Reliability Analysis of the Study Variables

Variable Number of Items Cflg?]‘?h Mean | Std.Dev.
Sincerity 3 0.701 12.30 | 2.30
Competence 2 0.680 8.17 1.60
Excitement 3 0.657 12.06 2.39
Sophistication 2 0.628 8.24 1.28
Ruggedness 3 0.891 11.27 1.90
Brand Personality Overall 13 0.788 47.83| 6.24
Satisfaction 5 0.850 19.75 | 3.365
Brand Loyalty 4 0.875 16.31 | 3.826

Source: Primary Data

The relationship between the brand personality arahd loyalty and satisfaction are analysed thnoug
correlation analysis. The results are depictedhanTable 2 with 5 % level of significance.

Table 2: Correlation Analysis: Brand Personality wih Brand Loyalty and Satisfaction

Brand Personality

Constructs |Brand Loyalty | Satisfaction

Sincerity
Competence
Excitement

phistication
Ruggedness

o|So
=
o

Brand Loyalty 1.00 0.692* 0.343* 0.677% 0.7217% -.014

Satisfaction 0.692* 1.00 0.248* 0.5097 0.560f
Note:Correlation is Significant at the 5 % level

o
-
(@)]

1 0.002
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The Table 2 reveals that brand loyalty has sigaift strong relationship with following brand pevality
dimensions of competence and Excitement. The lefekatisfaction also has significant positive rielaship with
brand loyalty. With respect to Sincerity dimensminbrand personality, the brand loyalty has lowngigant positive
relationship. In respect of sophistication persipalthe brand loyalty has low level of positive significant

relationship. The Ruggedness has negative insigmifi relationship with brand loyalty.

With regard to satisfaction, Competence and Emwit® dimensions of brand personality has moderate
positive relationship with brand loyalty. Brand gemality dimension of Sincerity has low positivegrsficant
relationship with brand loyalty. Sophistication angygedness has low insignificant positive relatlop with brand

loyalty.

Thus, brand personality dimensions of competenué excitement has significant positive relationshith

brand loyalty.
In order to assess impact of brand personalityedsions on brand loyalty, regression analysis iedo

Table 3: Regression Analysis of Brand Loyalty witiBrand Personality Dimension

R R2 F Static Sig.

0.883 0.677 45.502 .000*

Unstandardized Std.

coefficient: coefficients t Sig.

Beta | Std. error| beta
Sincerity 0.099 0.078 0.079 1.278 0.204
Competence 0.879 0.145 0.406 6.077 .000*
Excitement 0.5049 0.063 0.526 8.062 .000*
Sophisticatio | 0.182 0.09¢ 0.10¢ 1.85¢ | .067*
Ruggedness - 0.067 -0.109 - | 0.068

Dependent Variable:Brand Loyalty
Source:Primary Data
Multiple Regression is used to test all the hypséisepostulated in this study. For the hypotheses, i

anticipated that there is a positive relationst@peen brand personality and brand loyalty. ResualfBable 3 indicate
that 67.7 % variances in brand loyalty da@ explained by brand personality dimensk—67.7 p-value <
0.05). Competence (3= .406value < 0.05) have significant impact on brandaloy Excitement (8 = .526- value
< 0.05) dimension and Sophistication (B = .10%alue < 0.05) dimension of brand personality hgsiicant impact
on brand loyalty. Therefore,2H3 and H4 can be partially accepted.

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

This paper explores the relationships among bpmrdonality, satisfaction, and brand loyalty. Toplain the
effect of brand personality, the paper empiricaidsts it with an survey study method. The analgsiews that
three dimensions of brand personality (i.e., compet, excitement, and sophistication) have posithgacts on brand
loyalty. It suggests that if consumers perceive ranth with competent, exciting, and sophisticatedrsqeality
characteristics, then they will be more likely te katisfied. In addition, the dimension of exciteieas found to
have the largest impact on brand loyalty than aimgro dimensions. Hence, the marketers have to dfifieir products

up-to-date, daring and imaginative products.
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