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To advance understanding of how well different types of brand relationships drive
customer brand loyalty and to help companies improve the effectiveness of their
relationship-building investments, this article conducts a meta-analysis of the link
between five consumer-brand relationship constructs and customer brand loyalty.
The analysis of 588 elasticities from 290 studies reported in 255 publications over
24 years (n¼348,541 across 46 countries) reveals that the aggregate brand rela-
tionship elasticity is .439. More importantly, results demonstrate under what condi-
tions various types of brand relationships increase loyalty. For example, while
elasticities are generally highest for love-based and attachment-based brand rela-
tionships, the positive influence of brand relationships on customer brand loyalty
is stronger in more recent (vs. earlier) years, for nonstatus (vs. status) and publicly
(vs. privately) consumed brands, and for estimates using attitudinal (vs. behav-
ioral) customer brand loyalty. Overall, the results suggest that brand relationship
elasticities vary considerably across brand, loyalty, time, and consumer character-
istics. Drawing on these findings, the current research advances implications for
managers and scholars and provide avenues for future research.
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Customer brand loyalty is one of the foundational con-
cepts of both marketing scholarship and practice.

Rooted in the work of psychologist Lester Guest, customer
brand loyalty is the “constancy of preference for commer-
cial brands of various products over a period of years in the
life of the individual” (Guest 1944, 17) and is associated
with many benefits to the firm, such as increasing market
share, cash flows, and profits (Chaudhuri and Holbrook
2001; Homburg, Wieseke, and Hoyer 2009; Morgan and
Rego 2009; Watson et al. 2015; Wernerfelt 1991).

In the last two decades, research also documents how
consumer-brand relationships (CBRs) are a powerful
mechanism in building customer brand loyalty. In large
part fueled by Fournier (1998), marketing academics have
advanced five main concepts to reflect the types of ties that
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develop between consumers and brands: brand attachment
(Park et al. 2010), brand love (Batra, Ahuvia, and Bagozzi
2012), self-brand connection (Escalas and Bettman 2003),
brand identification (Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar, and
Sen 2012), and brand trust (Chaudhuri and Holbrook
2001). A reliable result is that these various CBR aspects
are positive predictors of customer brand loyalty
(Homburg et al. 2009; Mazodier and Merunka 2012).
However, there is little consensus on what types of brand
relationships are superior predictors of loyalty and under
what conditions different types are relatively better. For ex-
ample, research focused on a single type of brand relation-
ship (e.g., attachment) has revealed relatively small
(b¼ .15; Goode, Khamitov, and Thomson 2015), medium
(b¼ .30; Thomson 2006), and large (b¼ .64; Hudson et al.
2016; all ps < .05) estimates of the path to brand loyalty.
At the same time, research across types of brand relation-
ships (i.e., love, identification, and trust) has documented
equally powerful (� .74) paths to brand loyalty (Bergkvist
and Bech-Larsen 2010; He, Li, and Harris 2012; Hudson
et al. 2016). Thus, there is no general consensus in the liter-
ature about what types of brand relationships are more or
less effective at generating loyalty.

There is also no consensus among leading experts. At a
recent conference, we surveyed 42 branding experts, com-
prising mostly academics but also including several senior
brand managers, asking how effective each of the five
CBRs is at driving customer brand loyalty. While about a
quarter thought two or more types of CBRs are equivalent,
the remaining respondents were almost equally split across
the other CBRs. Thus, we observe that neither the literature
nor key stakeholders agree on which type of brand relation-
ship is most effective at eliciting customer brand loyalty.
This gap must be addressed, or companies will continue to
spend billions in marketing dollars to encourage consumer-
brand relationships without a good understanding of their
activities (Avery, Fournier, and Wittenbraker 2014).

In response, we turn to meta-analysis, a method that has
gained popularity among consumer researchers in the face
of systematizing variability both across (van Laer et al.
2014) and within articles (Jhang and Lynch 2015;
McShane and Böckenholt 2017). Specifically, we conduct
a meta-analysis of the link between brand relationships and
customer brand loyalty. Our approach permits us to draw
precise and credible generalizations both with respect to
the links between the various CBRs and brand loyalty, and
with respect to seven moderators that we assess to elabo-
rate on the conditions under which various CBRs are more
or less predictive. For example, we contemplate the effects
of time and brand characteristics such as status and private
versus public consumption mode.

In our meta-analysis, we focus on “brand relationship
elasticity,” which captures the link between a particular
brand relationship and customer brand loyalty and reflects
on average how much a 1% change in the strength of a

brand relationship is associated with a % change in cus-
tomer brand loyalty. There are a number of advantageous
features associated with using elasticities that support using
this effect size metric. Specifically, because elasticities are
dimensionless and unit-free, they permit easy comparison
across studies and contexts; because they are expressed in
terms of percentages rather than standard deviations, elas-
ticities are intuitive and easily interpreted; and because a
range of extant articles have employed elasticities to gauge
the effectiveness of advertising, price, word of mouth, per-
sonal selling, and online product reviews (Albers,
Mantrala, and Sridhar 2010; Assmus, Farley, and Lehmann
1984; Bijmolt, van Heerde, and Pieters 2005; Floyd et al.
2014; Tellis 1988; You, Vadakkepatt, and Joshi 2015),
reporting elasticities enables readers to compare across
marketing tactics, too (table 1).

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PRIOR
META-ANALYSES IN THE DOMAIN

To date, two major meta-analyses have been completed
that are relevant to our current undertaking. First,
Palmatier et al. (2006) conduct an ambitious meta-analysis
of which customer-focused variables (e.g., dependence on
a seller), seller-focused variables (e.g., seller expertise),
and dyadic characteristics (e.g., conflict) impact a range of

TABLE 1

COMPARISON WITH OTHER MARKETING INSTRUMENT
ELASTICITIES

Marketing
instrument Source Mean elasticity

Advertising Assmus, Farley,
Lehmann (1984)

.22 (short-term)

.41 (long-term)
Sethuraman, Tellis,

Briesch (2011)
.12 (short-term)
.24 (long-term)

Price Tellis (1988) –1.76
Bijmolt, van Heerde,

Pieters (2005)
–2.62

Pharmaceutical
promotional

Kremer et al. (2008) .33 (detailing)
.12 (direct-to-physi-

cian advertising)
.06 (other direct-to-

physician
instruments)

.07 (direct-to-con-
sumer
advertising)

Personal selling Albers, Mantrala,
Sridhar (2010)

.31 (short-term)

.75 (long-term)
Online product

review
Floyd et al. (2014) .69 (volume)

.35 (valence)
Electronic word

of mouth
You, Vadakkepatt,

Joshi (2015)
.236 (volume)
.417 (valence)

Brand
relationships

Present research .439
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outcomes (e.g., customer loyalty, cooperation) mediated by
four relational variables (e.g., trust, relationship quality).
They document, for example, that the estimate between
trust and customer loyalty is positive and significant (r ¼
.54, 95% CI ¼ .52, .55). However, their article does not fo-
cus on consumer-brand relationships but rather contem-
plates both business-to-consumer (B2C) and business-to-
business (B2B) literatures, and it does not consider most of
our focal variables (e.g., love, self-brand connection);
therefore, it is mostly silent with respect to our research
questions. However, their approach strongly suggests the
need to include a range of moderators since their results
are considerably context-dependent.

Second, Watson et al. (2015) account for how four pre-
dictors (e.g., trust, incentives) directly impact loyalty and
indirectly impact word of mouth and performance. Their
results show, for example, that the average path between
trust and loyalty is positive and significant (c ¼ .38, p <
.01). However, with a sizable portion of their dataset drawn
from articles in B2B markets and only 15% of their in-
cluded studies focusing on brands (vs. firms, salespeople),
there are considerable differences from our consumer-
brand relationship lens. However, their article importantly
underscores the need to empirically account for different
types of loyalty (e.g., behavioral vs. attitudinal), an ap-
proach that we carry forward to our analysis.

THEORY AND CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORK

Over the last two decades, the marketing literature has
advanced a wealth of brand relationship constructs, con-
verging on five: brand love, brand attachment, self-brand
connection, brand identification, and brand trust. A prelim-
inary keyword search on Google Scholar suggests that over
half of all articles on consumer-brand relationships reflect
some combination of these constructs. We focus on these
constructs because each has been identified in extant re-
search as a predictor of loyalty and because each is “core”
to the CBR field (Albert and Thomson 2018). We exclude
other constructs despite their being tied to loyalty for sev-
eral reasons. For example, they may be too conceptually
proximate (e.g., attitude) to our focal dependent measure
(i.e., many measures of loyalty are attitudinal), or they may
be not be sufficiently core/focal to the CBR literature or of-
fer enough empirical links to loyalty to include them (e.g.,
brand liking; Rossiter 2012).

However, it is important to acknowledge that the five
constructs we include in the meta-analysis may overlap or
interact. For example, some academics have suggested that
self-brand connection is an indicator of attachment (Park
et al. 2010), while others suggest that “emotional
attachment” is an indicator of brand love (Batra et al.
2012). Indeed, as might be expected in a large literature,

there are inconsistencies and disagreements. In some cases,
we are able to directly address some of these issues,1 but
we are constrained with others. For example, due to an un-
derlying lack of studies that simultaneously examine the
interaction of multiple CBR constructs, we are unable to
address how they may jointly predict loyalty. While this
fact helps with aspects of our methodological design—for
example, it greatly reduces concerns about multicollinear-
ity—it means that, as with other meta-analyses, there are
implied limits on what insights can be generated. We are
able to investigate only the direct effects of any particular
CBR construct and cannot address any indirect effects of
one CBR construct through another.

Consumer-Brand Relationship Constructs

Brand Attachment. Brand attachment is an “emotion-
laden target-specific bond between a person and a specific
brand” (Thomson et al. 2005, 78). Several measures of at-
tachment have been advanced. For example, Thomson
et al. (2005) proposed a metric reflecting consumers’ feel-
ings of affection, passion, and connection toward a brand.
Similarly, Park et al. (2010) proposed that attachment can
be captured using brand-self connection and brand promi-
nence. The former reflects the consumer-brand bond that is
emotional in nature but cognitive in its representation,
while the latter represents the salience of the affective and
cognitive connection between the consumer and the brand.

Brand Love. Earlier work (Ahuvia 1993; Shimp and
Madden 1988) introduced love into the branding domain
by examining how consumers interact with particular
objects, but as a construct, brand love was first advanced
by Carroll and Ahuvia (2006). They defined it as the
“degree of passionate emotional attachment a satisfied con-
sumer has for a particular trade name” (81). There are three
main measures of brand love. First, Carroll and Ahuvia
(2006) developed a measure whose core features are pas-
sion for and attachment to the brand, favorable evaluations
of and emotions toward the brand, and other manifestations
of love for the brand. This metric has been largely sur-
passed by a new one (conceptualized in Batra et al. 2012;
scale in Bagozzi, Batra, and Ahuvia 2017) that construes
brand love as a mental prototype that goes beyond self-
brand connection and brand attachment to also include fea-
tures such as anticipated separation distress. The third met-
ric (Albert, Merunka, and Valette-Florence 2009) suggests
brand love comprises two factors. The first reflects the du-
ration of a brand relationship and the proximity between
the brand and the consumer, while the second represents

1 For example, in the meta-analysis, we use effect coding or dummy
coding to capture the use of the Park et al. (2010) measure versus other
attachment measures and the Batra et al. (2012) measure versus other
brand love measures. They are not significant.
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the delight consumers experience in using or possessing
the brand.

Self-Brand Connection. Building on research on the
extended self (Belk 1988), self-brand connection is “the
extent to which individuals have incorporated brands into
their self-concepts” (Escalas and Bettman 2003, 340),
with consumers using brands to express who they are or
who they aspire to be (Escalas 2004). Their scale is com-
posed of seven items, with sample items including “this
brand reflects who I am” and “I (can) use this brand to
communicate who I am to other people.” In fact, there
appears to be a growing interest in this construct. For ex-
ample, we conducted a Web of Science citation analysis
for the two articles containing the most influential measure
of self-brand connection (Escalas and Bettman 2003, 343;
Escalas and Bettman 2005, 382). Together, these two
articles have been cited on average three times more often
in the last five years than in all remaining years since pub-
lication. In addition, other researchers suggest that the self-
brand connection construct has greater “importance” to the
CBR domain than attachment, love, or any of the other
constructs included in our meta-analysis (Albert and
Thomson 2018, figure 2).

Brand Identification. The early development of the
brand identification concept is largely attributed to work
by Bhattacharya, Rao, and Glynn (1995), who, drawing
from organizational and social psychological literatures,
advanced a measure of customer-organizational identifica-
tion by building on earlier conceptualizations from Mael
and Ashforth (1992) and Belk (1988). Bhattacharya and
Sen (2003) followed with an articulation of the nomologi-
cal network around consumer-company identification.
More recent work explicitly grounded in the branding con-
text defines brand identification as “a consumer’s per-
ceived state of oneness with a brand” (Stokburger-Sauer
et al. 2012, 407) and argues that such brands are typically
used by consumers for identity building purposes. Their
measure reflects consumers’ sense of belonging to and
identification with the brand as well as the brand’s per-
ceived capacity to embody a consumer’s beliefs. Another
measure is the Inclusion of Other in Self (IOS) scale, which
assesses the extent to which the brand is incorporated into
the consumer’s self (Reimann et al. 2012).

Brand Trust. The notion of brand trust was introduced
by Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001, 2002) who built on ear-
lier marketing work in inter- and intra-organizational con-
texts (Moorman, Zaltman, and Desphande 1992; Morgan
and Hunt 1994) and empirically validated the first measure
of brand trust, which they define as “the willingness of the
average consumer to rely on the ability of the brand to per-
form its stated function” (Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001,
82). Core features include consumers’ belief that the brand
is honest and safe, as well as subjective feelings of reliance

on the brand. Brand trust has been examined in other ways,
too. For example, Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alem�an
(2001) suggest brand trust is “a feeling of security held by
the consumer that the brand will meet his/her consumption
expectations” (1242). While both views contemplate con-
sumers’ belief in brand characteristics and brand-related
subjective feelings, the latter view focuses somewhat more
on the ideas of certainty and confidence in the brand.

This review documents that consumers form brand rela-
tionships that can be based on attachment, love, self-brand
connection, identification, or trust. An enormous body of
evidence documents that each in turn is effective at creat-
ing or reinforcing customer brand loyalty (Batra et al.
2012; Carroll and Ahuvia 2006; Chaudhuri and Holbrook
2001, 2002; Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alem�an
2001; Magnoni and Roux 2012; Sen et al. 2015;
Stokburger-Sauer et al. 2012; Thomson et al. 2005) where
loyalty generally reflects the degree to which a person con-
sistently demonstrates a preference for the same brand
within a product or service category. For example, attach-
ment predicts brand commitment (Thomson et al. 2005),
identification predicts customer brand loyalty (Haumann
et al. 2014) and repurchase intentions (Lam et al. 2012),
and trust predicts repeat purchase (Ashworth, Dacin, and
Thomson 2009). Because of their positive impact on cus-
tomer brand loyalty, all five types of brand relationships
can thus be construed as brand loyalty drivers, but the liter-
ature lacks a consensus about which is superior. Our meta-
analysis provides an answer.

Moderators of Brand Relationship Elasticity

A major objective of our meta-analysis is to quantify the
overall relationship between key variables, which in our
case is the linkage between CBRs and customer brand loy-
alty. As explained earlier, considerable variation exists in
the associated brand relationship elasticities, implying the
presence of moderator variables (Hunter and Schmidt
1990), which we identified through a careful reading of
prior studies. We then coded these studies based on charac-
teristics that were either explicit or implicit in them. Thus,
our meta-analysis moves beyond a summary of extant em-
pirical work and examines how different moderators influ-
ence how well CBR constructs predict customer brand
loyalty (figure 1) . We focus on these specific moderators
because they are both theoretically and practically impor-
tant, such that their examination has the potential to con-
tribute to the consumer-brand relationship literature and
marketing practice. Because work in the domain claims
that the efficacy of branding strategies and tactics may de-
pend on the type of brand being marketed (Park and
MacInnis 2018), we examined the moderating role of non-
status versus status, privately versus publicly consumed,
utilitarian versus hedonic, material versus experiential, and
foreign versus domestic brands. We sought to assess the
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moderating influence of differences in characteristics of
customer brand loyalty because extant relationship market-
ing work (Watson et al. 2015) indicates that the effective-
ness of relationship building strategies (e.g., trust) seems to
vary as a function of the type of loyalty under question
(e.g., behavioral vs. attitudinal). We also focused on time,
since work in the domain underscores the dynamic nature
of brand relationships (Fournier 2009). The section that
follows provides a more detailed rationale behind investi-
gating these particular moderators.

Time. Scholars underscore that CBRs are dynamic and
fluid (Fournier 2009), evolving over time (Aaker, Fournier,
and Brasel 2004; Fournier 2009; Park and MacInnis 2018).
For instance, Aaker et al. (2004), in a longitudinal field ex-
periment, show that brand relationships with sincere brands
deepen over time in line with friendship templates, while
brand relationships with exciting brands exhibited a differ-
ent developmental pattern resembling that of short-lived
flings. Further, Lam et al. (2013) demonstrate that con-
sumer brand identification can exhibit different trajectories
such that consumer innovativeness generates a transient
identification with the brand that dissipates over time,
whereas self-brand congruity can result in deep-structure
brand identification that grows stronger over time. Despite
these efforts to incorporate a dynamic view into the CBR
literature, there remains much opportunity to examine
“when, why, and how brand relationships change over
time” (Park and MacInnis 2018, 125).

Here, we acknowledge that CBRs are likely to change
over time and that the role of different brand relationship
strength metrics in driving loyalty is itself unlikely to be

static (Haumann et al. 2014). For example, the drivers of
loyalty intentions evolve through the introduction and
growth phases of a life cycle (Johnson, Herrmann, and
Huber 2006), but standard cross-sectional survey or experi-
mental approaches do not account for these temporal
effects and hence fail to reveal trends of stability and
change over time. Thus, it is important not just to look at
the overall contribution of brand relationship metrics in
predicting loyalty but also to consider these effects over
time using multiple studies across years.

We think that the link between CBRs and customer
brand loyalty will become more pronounced with time in
part because the link between CBRs and loyalty is likely to
be made even more acute by the concurrent emergence of
the “attention economy.” That is, the experience of being a
consumer in contemporary markets is exhausting (Doran
2017) and involves being universally targeted by myriad
organizations, brands, and other stakeholders in their com-
petition for eyeballs and clickthroughs (Crogan and
Kinsley 2012). One way that people might successfully
navigate this chaos is to retreat, essentially placing greater
distance between themselves and the source of their stress
(Kasser 2006; Yi and Baumgartner 2004) and relying more
on familiar, easily justifiable structures (Chernev,
Böckenholt, and Goodman 2015; Sela, Berger, and Liu
2009), such as existing CBRs. If our intuition is correct,
then we should see that over time, the link between CBRs
and loyalty has become stronger.

H1: The positive influence of brand relationships on cus-

tomer brand loyalty is stronger in more recent years than in

earlier years.

FIGURE 1

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF CURRENT META-ANALYSIS
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Nonstatus versus Status Brands. Consumers acquire
certain goods in order to display both economic and social
status (Veblen 1899). Conspicuous consumption is one
way consumers can articulate a personal identity (Hebdige
1994) and is manifest in their persistently adorning or sur-
rounding themselves with their status brand purchases,
thereby facilitating their symbolic self-expression
(Wallström, Steyn, and Pitt 2010).

In fact, it is possible to make competing predictions
about brand status as a moderator of the CBR-loyalty link.
On one hand, it is thought that status brands are especially
effective at driving stronger consumer-brand relationships
(Park, Eisingerich, and Park 2013; Park, MacInnis, and
Eisingerich 2016), in part because consumers derive self-
esteem from using such brands (Rindfleisch, Burroughs,
and Wong 2009). Indeed, it has been shown that the imag-
ery associated with a high-status brand is a good predictor
of loyalty (Liu et al. 2012), and when a consumer views a
service brand as prestigious, he is more likely to exhibit
trust and loyalty (Choi, Ok, and Hyun 2017). These find-
ings suggest that brand status may be a positive moderator
of the CBR-loyalty link.

However, there are at least two roles played by status
brands. The first is value expressive, where a person uses a
status brand in appreciation of its superlative qualities,
such as exceptional reliability or quality (Wilcox, Kim, and
Sen 2009). In the examples above, the function served by
the status brands seems more in line with this intrinsic, ex-
pressive function. Second, status brands are linked to a so-
cial adjustive function, whereby consumers use brands to
project a particular image in social situations (Wilcox et al.
2009). If the brands are pursued for the latter reason, one
might expect that status may negatively moderate the
CBR-loyalty link because status brands represent inter-
changeable tools to signal wealth and “success symbolism”
(Shukla 2010, 112). In other words, it wouldn’t matter if
the label said Mercedes or BMW, as long as it is conspicu-
ous and seems expensive (Nunes, Drèze, and Han 2011).
Elsewhere, research documents how consumers motivated
by a social adjustive function can demonstrate frequent
brand switches and a rather “ambivalent attitude towards
commitment” (Lambert and Desmond 2013, 692). Some
consumers are even happy knowingly using counterfeit
brands so long as they signal a desired social status (Han,
Nunes, and Drèze 2010). For these consumers, it is not in-
herent qualities of the brand itself that are behind its status
perception, but the brand’s ability to provoke an upscale
signal. For such consumers, loyalty is unlikely.

H2a: The positive influence of brand relationships on cus-

tomer brand loyalty is stronger for status than nonstatus

brands.

H2b: The positive influence of brand relationships on cus-

tomer brand loyalty is weaker for status than nonstatus

brands.

Privately versus Publicly Consumed Brands. A moder-
ator appearing widely in consumer research is whether
consumption occurs in public versus private. For instance,
it has been shown that lonely individuals opt for minority-
endorsed goods when choices are kept private, but switch
to majority-endorsed products in public (Wang, Zhu, and
Shiv 2012). In the consumer-brand relationship domain,
we expect this distinction to be important because brands
are commonly used as a tool for impression management
(Escalas and Bettman 2005; Graeff 1996).

From the point of view of a consumer who uses a brand
publicly, it has been said “you put yourself out there and
make a statement about yourself with these brand choices”
(Blackston 2018, 69). In fact, the power of brands to affect
one’s public identity is even more pronounced in the cur-
rent age of social media, which has further transformed
brand use into an opportunity to self-express, make a state-
ment, or connect with other “brand tribe” members (Bardhi
and Eckhardt 2017; Schau and Gilly 2003), thereby provid-
ing “affiliation value” (Kleine and Baker 2004, 8). On the
other hand, brands that are used more privately tend to lack
a signaling role, are likely to be more autobiographical and
laced with idiosyncratic meanings, and may have lower po-
tential for the development of consumer-brand relation-
ships (Bearden and Etzel 1982; Richins 1994;
Swaminathan, Stilley, and Ahluwalia 2009a, 2009b).
Privately held consumer-brand relationships can still be
strong and meaningful, but on average we expect them to
be less powerful predictors of brand loyalty.

H3: The positive influence of brand relationships on cus-

tomer brand loyalty is stronger for publicly consumed than

privately consumed brands.

Utilitarian versus Hedonic Brands. One common way
of distinguishing brands is whether they are primarily utili-
tarian or hedonic (Chen, Lee, and Yap 2017; Kronrod and
Danziger 2013). A utilitarian brand is typically purchased
for practical reasons, usually in reference to fulfilling a
functional consumer need or necessity (Chen et al. 2017;
Mehta, Zhu, and Meyers-Levy 2014; Strahilevitz and
Myers 1998). A hedonic brand tends to be purchased in
pursuit of the consumer seeking pleasure, fun, enjoyment,
or some other attractive emotional state (Babin, Darden,
and Griffin 1994; Hirschman and Holbrook 1982; Nenkov
and Scott 2014).

Research suggests that functional brand use is often
driven by inertia; because of their more mundane nature,
these brands are less likely to result in enduring consumer-
brand connections and are especially prone to consumer
switching (Fournier 1998; Hess and Story 2005; Keller
2001; Keller and Lehmann 2006; Verhoef and Langerak
2002). On the other hand, brands that are able to make con-
sumers experience positive emotions—to undertake what
has been termed “FEEL marketing” (Schmitt 1999, 61)—
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are more likely to lead to long-term and positive
consumer-brand relationships (Carroll and Ahuvia 2006;
Hollebeek 2013; Park et al. 2010). In other words, more
than serving some functional benefit, a positive hedonic
experience with a brand is a more promising foundation for
the emergence of bonds that keep the consumer together
with the brand over time.

H4: The positive influence of brand relationships on cus-

tomer brand loyalty is stronger for hedonic than utilitarian

brands.

Material versus Experiential Brands. People routinely
acquire material items (e.g., clothing or dish soap) and life
experiences (e.g., a trip to Paris). Research generally shows
experiences are better at generating positive affect and
well-being, and are more meaningful, identity-affirming,
and capable of strengthening interpersonal relationships
(Bastos and Brucks 2017; Carter and Gilovich 2012; Chan
and Mogilner 2017; Gilovich and Kumar 2015; Tully,
Hershfield, and Meyvis 2015; Van Boven 2005; Van
Boven and Gilovich 2003). All of these seem consistent
with the notion that more experiential brands may be par-
ticularly effective at strengthening brand relationships and
promoting loyalty. In support, Brakus, Schmitt, and
Zarantonello (2009) show a positive link between a mea-
sure of brand experience and loyalty, while others show in
an online environment that positive brand experiences cor-
relate with satisfaction and intentions to interact with that
brand in the future (Morgan-Thomas and Veloutsou 2013).

However, most studies on material versus experiences
use either a purchasing or gifting context (Bastos and
Brucks 2017; Chan and Mogilner 2017; Gilovich, Kumar,
and Jampol 2015; Goodman and Lim 2018), meaning its
applicability to brands is not immediately clear. For exam-
ple, consumers routinely form relationships with brands
(e.g., aspirational, human, or place brands) that they are
unlikely to acquire or give as gifts (e.g., Ferrari, Howard
Stern, San Francisco). More, all brands are intangible be-
cause they represent a concept that may (e.g., Dentyne or
Porsche) or may not (e.g., YouTube or ING) also be linked
to a physical object. Having an association with physical
qualities, however, does not imply that such a brand is
equivalent to a material item. That is because many brands
that are clearly associated with a tangible object can also
be described as highly experiential (e.g., BMW, Clinique,
Nike, Harley-Davidson, Apple; Brakus et al. 2009; Schmitt
1999). This is consistent with recent research on so-called
experiential products that are enjoyed over time, that are
effective “vehicles for life experiences” (30) and generate
as much well-being as the purchase of experiences
(Guevarra and Howell 2015). That is, the research on mate-
rial versus experiential purchases does not have a neat par-
allel in a branding context since many brands are linked to
both a physical manifestation and decidedly experiential

qualities. Taken together, this suggests some ambiguity in
terms of whether brands that have a physical or tangible
manifestation behave differently with respect to the CBR-
loyalty link than brands that have no such manifestation.
Formally, we state the following to parallel the general
advantages associated with experiences compared to mate-
rial goods while acknowledging that it fundamentally
remains an open empirical and theoretical question.

H5: The positive influence of brand relationships on cus-

tomer brand loyalty is stronger for experiential than material

brands.

Foreign versus Domestic Brands. Whether a brand is
foreign or domestic is an important distinction in consumer
research (Izberk-Bilgin 2012; Swaminathan, Page, and
Gürhan-Canli 2007; Tan and Farley 1987). Domestic
brands tend to be tied to a sense of identity, particularly pa-
triotism, as well as a view that in buying such brands, a
consumer is supporting her community or country (Shimp
and Sharma 1987). This ethnocentric rationale rests behind
the popular “Buy American” catchphrase prevalent in the
United States, for example (Granzin and Olsen 1995).
Especially in developed economies, domestic brands are
also generally seen as higher quality (Wang and Chen
2004) and have the advantage of existing locally for a lon-
ger time (Gao et al. 2006), providing them with an implicit
potential advantage with respect to the development of
brand loyalty and the “psychological mind share of con-
sumers” (Kinra 2006, 16).

Foreign brands do enjoy some benefits—for example, in
some categories (e.g., electronics) in some environments
(e.g., emerging markets), foreign brands are sometimes
viewed as of superior quality, but they are still prone to
backlash based on the same reduced patriotic appeal out-
lined above (Chan, Cui, and Zhou 2009; Okechuku and
Onyemah 1999) or based on somewhat idiosyncratic facts,
such as a brand emanating from a country that was for-
merly a wartime foe (Klein, Ettenson, and Morris 1998).
On the whole, we expect that consumers will be more
likely to enter into stronger consumer-brand relationships
with domestic brands and exhibit greater loyalty to them.

H6: The positive influence of brand relationships on cus-

tomer brand loyalty is stronger for domestic than foreign

brands.

Attitudinal versus Behavioral Customer Brand
Loyalty. In line with Guest’s original conceptualization
(1944) and echoed by subsequent work (Day 1969; Jacoby
1971; Jacoby and Kyner 1973; Oliver 1999), we treat brand
loyalty as constancy of a consumer’s brand preference over
time. The concept has been operationalized in two key
ways. First, it has been contemplated as an attitude. For in-
stance, Chiou and Droge (2006, 620) directed consumers
to rate their agreement with a series of statements such as

KHAMITOV, WANG, AND THOMSON 7

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/jcr/advance-article-abstract/doi/10.1093/jcr/ucz006/5364271 by guest on 16 M

ay 2019



“I consider myself to be a loyal patron of this brand.”
Second, brand loyalty has been envisioned as a behavior.
For example, Park et al. (2010, 12) asked respondents their
extent of actually using certain financial services brands,
while Nyffenegger et al. (2015, 96) measured consumers’
brand-specific share of wallet in the context of airline
brands.

This attitudinal versus behavioral distinction represents
an important potential moderator. Specifically, we expect
that brand relationships will impact customer brand loyalty
more when operationalized attitudinally compared to be-
haviorally. While attitudes typically precede behavior
(Lavidge and Steiner 1961; Palda 1966; Ray 1973), consis-
tent with the hierarchy of effects (Beatty and Kahle 1988)
and a range of other factors—such as common methods,
halo effects, or response bias effects (Bagozzi 1996;
Bagozzi and Yi 1991; Podsakoff et al. 2003)—it has also
been widely documented that attitude is an imperfect pre-
dictor of behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein 1977; Chaudhuri
and Holbrook 2001; Dick and Basu 1994; Kim and Hunter
1993). Within the CBR domain, research is consistent with
this idea. For example, only some consumers with positive
attitudes toward and feelings about brands actually demon-
strate high purchasing loyalty in that category (Sung and
Choi 2010), meaning more objective or behavioral meas-
ures of marketing performance (e.g., market share, sales)
are imperfectly predicted by attitudinal measures
(Keiningham et al. 2014; Rego, Morgan, and Fornell
2013). Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H7: The positive influence of brand relationships on cus-

tomer brand loyalty is stronger for estimates using attitudi-

nal than behavioral customer brand loyalty.

DATA AND METHOD

Data Sample, Criteria for Inclusion, and Coding

To generate our database, we made an effort to locate all
relevant work that explored the link between consumer
brand relationships and customer brand loyalty. Our first
step was to dig into several databases, including ProQuest,
Google Scholar, PsycINFO, ABI/Inform, Business Source
Complete, Web of Science, JSTOR, and Science Direct,
employing keywords (e.g., brand relationship, brand loy-
alty, brand attachment, brand love, self-brand connection,
brand identification, brand trust, and variations of these
concepts) pertaining to customer brand loyalty and its focal
predictors. We also manually reviewed all issues of the
Journal of Consumer Research, Journal of Consumer
Psychology, Journal of Marketing, Journal of Marketing
Research, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,
and Journal of Brand Management since articles on brand
relationships and customer brand loyalty appear frequently
in these journals (these six journals represent only a portion

of all the journals included; for a complete list of journals
and studies, see web appendix theme 1).

For inclusion in our meta-analysis, we started with
articles published in 1995 (following what can be con-
strued as the establishment of the brand relationship field
by Susan Fournier in 1994) and appearing in a journal on
the Financial Times2 (i.e., FT 50) list or evaluated in the
Academic Journal Guide (Chartered Association of
Business Schools 2015) as a 2 or higher (out of 4 stars).
We employed these 2þ criteria to ensure a broad range of
outlets while maintaining quality control. We also included
several book chapters and articles from a recent Journal of
the Association for Consumer Research (JACR) special is-
sue on brand relationships (Park and MacInnis 2018) by
established scholars in the domain. When we identified an
article or chapter, we examined the reference lists to find
further studies. We also relied on Web of Science, Scopus,
and Google Scholar to locate the citations of the included
articles. This approach is in line with recommendations of
several meta-analysis methodological pieces (Hunter and
Schmidt 1990; Rosenthal 1979) as well as published meta-
analyses (Carlson et al. 2009; van Laer et al. 2014). When
necessary, we emailed researchers asking for additional
details or clarifications about their published works.

Finally, other criteria for inclusion required that (1) a
study assessed one or more brand relationships utilizing a
multi-item scale, (2) the study included a measure identi-
fied as customer brand loyalty (e.g., attitudinal loyalty, be-
havioral loyalty), and (3) the study entailed empirical
consumer-level reactions (most commonly based on sur-
veys and/or experiments). The results had to enable the un-
ambiguous estimation of brand relationship elasticities
linking one or more pairs of variables of interest or report
other statistical information from which we could calculate
elasticities with help of transformations from You et al.
(2015) and Gemmill, Costa-Font, and McGuire (2007); see
table 2. Finally, we excluded studies that examined cus-
tomer brand loyalty in a purely B2B domain (such as brand
loyalty of manufacturing companies) or those generating
theoretical estimates only (e.g., based on econometrics
models).

Using studies found from October 1995 to November
2017, including articles in press at that time, our final data-
base contains 588 brand relationship elasticities from 290
studies reported in 255 publications based on 348,541 con-
sumers (web appendix theme 1). The data were obtained
from 46 countries. This sample is larger than in other
meta-analyses in the branding and customer loyalty con-
texts (e.g., 126 studies from Watson et al. 2015). The mini-
mum and maximum number of brand relationship
elasticities reported in the same study is 1 and 20, respec-
tively. Since the maximum number of elasticities in a

2 With one exception (i.e., Journal on Computing), the UT Dallas
ranking is a subset of the FT 50 list.
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single study (20) accounts for approximately 3.4% (20 out
of 588) of the total effects, this indicates that a single study
does not provide an excessive number of elasticities. We
did not succeed in calculating effect sizes for 25 studies be-
cause of incomplete reporting either in the article itself or
in follow-up exchanges.

We prepared a protocol specifying the information to be
harvested from each study to reduce error (Rubera and
Kirca 2012; Stock 1994). We manually derived the effects
and moderators using agreed-on definitions, criteria, and
information presented in each study. There were few judg-
ment calls, and in those limited instances we discussed and
resolved them as necessary (Zablah et al. 2012). We then
corrected every effect size estimate for measurement error
by dividing it by the square root of the product of the reli-
abilities pertaining to the two focal constructs (Hunter and
Schmidt 2004). Where authors used observed loyalty met-
rics (e.g., actual repurchase), we assumed a constant reli-
ability of .8 (Dalton et al. 2003). In cases where
researchers omitted reliability estimates within a study, or
used a single-item survey-type dependent scale of customer
brand loyalty, we utilized the mean for that construct’s reli-
ability across all other studies to factor in measurement re-
liability (Hunter and Schmidt 2004).

Control Variables

We identified a series of control variables corresponding
to brand, sample, consumer, journal and methodological
characteristics. Because work in the domain moved from a
narrow focus on product and service brands into other
types, such as human brands (Thomson 2006), place brands
(Debenedetti, Oppewal, and Arsel 2014) and team brands
(Ross, James, and Vargas 2006), we controlled for brand
type. We assessed whether the focal brand in each study
was self-selected by consumers or provided by researchers,
as well as whether the focal brand was a “favorite” (vs.
neutral or occasionally used brand, etc.). We controlled for
gender (Inman, Winer, and Ferraro 2009; Monga 2002),
age (Jahn, Gaus, and Kiessling 2012), and whether
respondents were students. At the sample level, we
accounted for geographic setting (i.e., region of origin of
the primary study; Hudson et al. 2016; Lam, Ahearne, and
Schillewaert 2012; Pentina, Zhang, and Basmanova 2013)

and source of the sample (i.e., lab vs. field vs. other; Aaker
et al. 2004; Thomson 2006). We also controlled for study
method (survey vs. otherwise; Eisend and Stokburger-
Sauer 2013) and journal type (marketing vs. nonmarketing;
Kumar, Sharma, and Gupta 2017; Rubera and Kirca 2012)
using Harzing’s (2015) classification. Finally, we included
several measurement controls by accounting for absolute
(i.e., without any reference to other brands; Tsai 2011) ver-
sus relative (i.e., at least partially in reference to other
brands; Lam et al. 2012), and retrospective (i.e., reporting
past/backward-looking loyalty; Sen et al. 2015) versus pro-
spective (i.e., indicating future/forward-looking loyalty;
Algesheimer, Dholakia, and Herrmann 2005), operationali-
zations of customer brand loyalty (as well as its measure-
ment order in the study). Table 3 provides additional
details about the variables and coding protocol.

Meta-Analytic Estimation Model Specification
and Procedure

Within the framework of meta-analysis, data are charac-
terized by a nested or hierarchical composition (i.e., sub-
jects nested within studies; Denson and Seltzer 2011),
deeming traditional regression approaches such as ordinary
least squares improper, as nested data structures may result
in heteroskedasticity in the errors (Krasnikov and
Jayachandran 2008). Therefore, to model for within-study
error correlations among brand relationship elasticities, we
conduct the meta-analysis with hierarchical linear model-
ing (HLM) in accordance with Bijmolt et al. (2005) and
You and colleagues (2015).

We estimate the intraclass correlation coefficient (q) for
our model, which quantifies the proportion of within-study
variance to that of total variance (Raudenbush and Bryk
2002; Snijders and Bosker 1994). In our model, the within-
study variance component is significant and equal to .034,
and the between-studies variance component is significant
and equal to .016.

Hence, the intraclass correlation coefficient q is .325
(.016 / [.016 þ .034]), indicating that approximately 32.5%
of the variance in effect sizes is accounted for by studies in
our data, with the remaining 67.5% of the variance
accounted for by individual subjects.

In line with prior meta-analyses in marketing (Rubera and
Kirca 2012; You et al. 2015), we specify our model utilizing
the maximum likelihood estimation as it generates robust,
consistent, and efficient estimates (Hox 2002; Singer and
Willet 2003). We estimate the specific model as follows:

Level 1 : Yij ¼ b0j þ bj � Xij þ eij; and

Level 2 : bj ¼ g0 þmj;

where Yij is the ith brand relationship elasticity from study
j, b0 is the intercept for the jth study, bj is the parameter

TABLE 2

ELASTICITY TRANSFORMATION EQUATIONS

Regression specification Statistical model Elasticity equation

Log-log ln(y) ¼ a þ bln(x) þ e b
Log-level ln(y) ¼ a þ bx þ e b�x
Level-log y ¼ a þ bln(x) þ e b ð1=�y Þ

NOTE.—These are types of regression specifications used in brand rela-

tionship research. Here, x refers to brand relationship, and y refers to cus-

tomer brand loyalty.
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TABLE 3

FACTORS INCLUDED IN THE META-ANALYSIS, EXPLANATIONS, AND CODING SCHEME

Category variable Explanation Coding scheme

Brand relationship characteristics
Identification-based Relationship based on perceived state of

oneness with a brand, typically captured
by brand identification construct

Base: Not identification-
based (–1)

Identification-based: (1)
Self-brand connection-based Relationship based on incorporation of a

brand into self-concept, typically captured
by self-brand connection construct

Base: Not self-brand con-
nection-based (–1)

Self-brand connection-
based: (1)

Trust-based Relationship based on reliance on the ability
of a brand to perform its stated function,
typically captured by brand trust construct

Base: Not trust-based (–1)
Trust-based: (1)

Attachment-based Relationship based on emotion-laden target-
specific bond with a brand, typically cap-
tured by brand attachment construct

Base: Not attachment-
based –1)

Attachment-based: (1)
Love-based Relationship based on passion and affection

for a brand, typically captured by brand
love construct

Base: Not love-based (–1)
Love-based: (1)

Moderator variables
Time Year of data collection for the original study Continuous (fixed effect)
Nonstatus and mixed vs. status Focal brand at least partially does not enable

a consumer to articulate her economic
and/or social status and is more mundane

Base: Nonstatus and
mixed (–1)

Focal brand enables a consumer to articu-
late her economic and/or social status
(e.g., luxury items)

Status: (1)

Privately and mixed vs. publicly consumed Focal brand’s consumption tends to occur
at least partially in private (i.e., in the
absence of others)

Base: Privately and
mixed (–1)

Focal brand’s consumption tends to occur
primarily in public (i.e., in the presence of
others)

Publicly consumed: (1)

Utilitarian and mixed vs. hedonic Focal brand is at least partially purchased
for practical reasons to fulfill a functional
need or necessity

Base: Utilitarian and
mixed (–1)

Focal brand is purchased primarily to pursue
pleasure, fun, enjoyment, or another at-
tractive emotional state

Hedonic: (1)

Material and mixed vs. experiential Focal brand is at least partially a material
good/possession that has a tangible,
physical form

Base: Material and mixed
(–1)

Focal brand is a life experience/event or a
series of experiences/events that one
lives through

Experiential: (1)

Foreign and mixed vs. domestic Focal brand’s country of origin at least in
part differs from consumers’ country of ori-
gin in the original study

Base: Foreign and mixed
(–1)

Focal brand’s country of origin is identical to
consumers’ country of origin in the original
study

Domestic: (1)

Attitudinal and mixed vs. behavioral loyalty Reported loyalty taps into loyal attitudes and
evaluations of a brand or its combination
with behavioral loyalty

Base: Attitudinal and mixed
(–1)

Reported loyalty taps solely into actual
brand loyal behaviors (i.e., repeat
purchase)

Behavioral: (1)

Journal characteristics
Marketing vs. nonmarketing Outlet of the original study has a mainly mar-

keting focus
Base: Marketing (–1)

Outlet of the original study does not have a
mainly marketing focus

Nonmarketing: (1)

Brand characteristics
Self-selected vs. provided Focal brand’s nomination is self-selected by

consumers
Base: Self-selected (–1)
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TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)

Category variable Explanation Coding scheme

Focal brand’s nomination is provided by
researchers

Provided: (1)

Favorite vs. otherwise Elicited focal brand is a favorite brand for
consumers

Base: Favorite (–1)

Elicited focal brand is not a favorite brand for
consumers (neutral brand, occasionally
used brand, etc.)

Otherwise: (1)

Product brand Focal brand is a physical entity (a good) for
which the exchange/use primarily con-
cerns the tangible form

Base: Not product brand
(–1)

Product brand: (1)
Service brand Focal brand is an intangible entity (a market-

place activity) for which the exchange/use
primarily concerns the intangible form

Base: Not service brand
(–1)

Service brand: (1)
Store brand Focal brand is a specific retailer (outlet) Base: Not store brand (–1)

Store brand: (1)
Team brand Focal brand is an entity comprising persons

with different skills to work toward a goal
as defined by the team manager

Base: Not team brand (–1)
Team brand: (1)

Human brand Focal brand is a well-known persona who is
the subject of marketing communications
efforts

Base: Not human brand
(–1)

Human brand: (1)
Mixed brand Focal brand(s) have multiple categories

(e.g., product and service)
Base: Not mixed brand

(–1)
Mixed brand: (1)

Place brand Focal brand is a commercial or noncommer-
cial environment (location) consisting of
physical venue properties and the social
and psychological processes that occur
within its boundaries

Base: Not place brand (–1)
Place brand: (1)

Sample characteristics
Lab Sample of the original study collected in the

lab context
Base: Not lab (–1)
Lab: (1)

Field Sample of the original study collected in the
field context

Base: Not field (–1)
Field: (1)

Other Sample of the original study collected in the
other context (online, mail, etc.)

Base: Not other (–1)
Other: (1)

Asia Sample of the original study originates from
Asia

Base: Not Asia (–1)
Asia: (1)

Australia/Oceania Sample of the original study originates from
Australia/Oceania

Base: Not Australia/
Oceania (–1)

Australia/Oceania: (1)
Europe Sample of the original study originates from

Europe
Base: Not Europe (–1)
Europe: (1)

Mixed Sample of the original study originates from
multiple geographic settings (e.g., Europe
and America)

Base: Not mixed (-1)
Mixed: (1)

America Sample of the original study originates from
America

Base: Not America (–1)
America: (1)

Consumer characteristics
Students vs. nonstudents Sample of the original study primarily con-

sists of students
Base: Students (–1)

Sample of the original study primarily con-
sists of nonstudents

Nonstudents: (1)

Age Average age of the original sample in years Continuous
Gender Percentage of female respondents in the

original sample
Continuous

Methodological and data characteristics
Survey vs. otherwise Method of the original study is survey Base: Survey (–1)

Method of the original study is nonsurvey
(e.g., experiment)

Otherwise: (1)

Measured absolute vs. relative and mixed Loyalty is reported without any reference to
other brand (in isolation)

Base: Absolute (–1)
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estimate of the influencing factors for the jth study, eij is
random error attributable to ith elasticity in study j, g0 is
overall intercept, and mj is the study-level residual error
term. The Level 1 equation describes the influence of the
brand relationship type, loyalty, journal, brand, sample,
consumer, and methodological characteristics previously
outlined as possibly impacting brand relationship elasticity,
which differ at a study level. The Level 2 equation
describes the impact of study characteristics on the inter-
cept and slopes in the Level 1 equation. Put differently, we
capture an individual elasticity at Level 1 (unit of analysis)
and a study from which an elasticity originates at Level 2
(clusters of units).

Robustness Checks

We performed several checks to ensure the robustness of
the results. First, we checked for multicollinearity by
inspecting the variance inflation factors (VIF), condition
indices, and bivariate correlations. All VIFs are lower than
4.4 (average VIF ¼ 1.72, median VIF ¼ 1.56) and all con-
dition indices are less than 12, suggesting only moderate
levels of multicollinearity. However, because several com-
binations of variables in the model exist with a bivariate
correlation greater than j.50j, we conducted sensitivity
analyses by omitting each of the affected variables one at a
time (Bijmolt et al. 2005). This does not alter the substan-
tive results regarding other variables, indicating that the
degree of multicollinearity is unlikely to affect the findings
(details of these results are available on request).
Therefore, we retain all variables in the model (Bijmolt
et al. 2005). Second, we considered various plausible inter-
action effects among key variables to assess how the effec-
tiveness of brand relationship elasticities varies across
brand, loyalty, sample, and consumer characteristics. We
identified and kept only significant effects. Because ex-
treme multicollinearity would prevent executing the hierar-
chical linear model with 38 main effects and all possible
interactions concurrently, we examined the effect of each
of the new interaction terms in the meta-analysis model

one at a time (similar to Albers et al. 2010; Bijmolt et al.
2005).

With respect to missing values, we approached the issue
as follows. The missing values in our data occur only
within three control variables (loyalty order [measured be-
fore vs. otherwise], age, and gender). For these missing
values (214, 344, and 120 observations, respectively, from
a total of 588), we used the sample mean as a form of miss-
ing value imputation. To confirm the stability of the
results, we re-estimated the model excluding these 214,
344, and 120 cases. We also contemplated both the mean
and median values. All these approaches generate the same
substantive results.

Furthermore, we opted to verify the robustness of our
findings to possible outlier bias. The scree plot based on
sample-adjusted meta-analytic deviancy statistic (Huffcutt
and Arthur 1995) indicates two obvious outliers and one
potential outlier in our data. Hence, in line with Geyskens
et al. (2009) and Chang and Taylor (2016), we benchmark
the findings of the complete dataset with the findings of
the abridged dataset that exclude the two apparent outliers
and the two apparent outliers plus one potential outlier.
The results for the abridged dataset fully support the same
generalizations as those for the complete dataset. We pro-
vide a series of extra robustness checks,3 as well as our
approaches to accounting for publication bias, in web ap-
pendix theme 4. Taken together, the checks support the sta-
bility of our model and results.

RESULTS

Univariate Analysis of Brand Relationship
Elasticity

In figure 2, we present the frequency distributions of
brand relationship elasticity estimates in the database.

TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)

Category variable Explanation Coding scheme

Loyalty is reported at least partially in refer-
ence to other brands

Relative and mixed: (1)

Measured prospective and mixed vs. retrospective Future (forward-looking) or mixed loyalty is
reported

Base: Prospective and
mixed (–1)

Past (backward-looking) loyalty is reported Retrospective: (1)
Measured order before vs. otherwise Loyalty in the original study measured be-

fore brand relationship scales
Base: Measured before

(–1)
Loyalty in the original study measured either

after brand relationship scales or
randomized

Otherwise: (1)

3 As an additional robustness check to ensure stability of the findings,
we ran the analyses using dummy coding instead of effect coding
reported in the article. The findings replicated/held, which further
speaks to the robustness of the results (web appendix theme 5).

12 JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/jcr/advance-article-abstract/doi/10.1093/jcr/ucz006/5364271 by guest on 16 M

ay 2019



There are 588 brand relationship elasticities with magni-
tudes ranging from –.23 to .98; only 14 elasticities reported
were negative. The overall sample weighted mean brand
relationship elasticity in our meta-analysis is .439 (Mdn ¼
.440, SD ¼ .212). The 95% bootstrapped confidence inter-
val around the mean brand relationship elasticity ranges
from .43 to .44, which provides further evidence that brand
relationship and customer brand loyalty are significantly
and positively related.4 This finding is not dependent on
any single elasticity; that is, the summary effect did not
change when any one elasticity estimate was removed
from model estimation. Furthermore, as shown in figure 2,
the distribution of brand relationship elasticities approxi-
mates normal. Utilizing the HLM model, we analyze the
effect of various factors that may drive brand relationship
elasticity.

Hierarchical Linear Model Estimation Results

Which Brand Relationship Elasticity Is
Greater? Tables 4 and 5 present the findings of the HLM
meta-analytic regression. We used three statistics to con-
firm model fit: (1) Akaike information criterion (AIC) sta-
tistic, (2) Bayesian information criterion (BIC) statistic,
and (2) deviance (–2 log-likelihood ratio). The final
brand relationship elasticity model (model with factors:
AIC ¼ –124; BIC ¼ –118; deviance ¼ –164) possesses a

better fit than the null brand relationship elasticity model
(intercept-only model: AIC ¼ –59; BIC ¼ –46; deviance ¼
–125). Overall, we find that love-based brand relationships
are a stronger driver of customer brand loyalty than the
identification-based (B ¼ .062, SE ¼ .019, p < .05), self-
brand connection-based (B ¼ .055, SE ¼ .017, p < .05), or
trust-based (B ¼ .047, SE ¼ .016, p < .05) relationships.
Similarly, compared to the identification-based (B ¼ .049,
SE ¼ .017, p < .05), self-brand connection-based (B ¼
.041, SE ¼ .015, p < .05), or trust-based (B ¼ .033, SE ¼
.013, p < .05) relationships, attachment-based brand rela-
tionships emerge a more effective predictor of loyalty. The
magnitude of difference between love-based and
attachment-based brand relationship elasticities is not sta-
tistically significant (B ¼ –.014, SE ¼ .019, p ¼ .463).
This implies that while all five types of brand relationships
lead to customer brand loyalty, love- and attachment-based
brand relationships are relatively more effective. The mag-
nitudes of difference between identification-based, self-
brand connection-based, and trust-based brand relationship
elasticities are not statistically significant (ps > .28 to .61),
suggesting that identification-, self-brand connection-, and
trust-based brand relationships are equally effective at in-
creasing customer brand loyalty.

Furthermore, the significant Cochran’s Q-test of homo-
geneity (Q (587) ¼ 15,639.73, p < .001) and the high
scale-free index of homogeneity I2 confirm a substantial
amount of heterogeneity, implying that the variability of
the elasticities is greater than would be anticipated from
subject-level sampling error alone (Borenstein et al. 2009).
Overall, the results of the HLM model confirm that brand
relationships significantly affect customer brand loyalty
and thus provide preliminary support for our conceptual
framework, but the direction, size, and statistical signifi-
cance of the average effects differ between the influencing
factors, confirming the need for a moderator analysis.

Which Moderators Influence Brand Relationship
Elasticity? We find support for the moderating role of
four hypothesized variables (table 4). In hypothesis 1, we
document that the positive effect of brand relationships on
customer brand loyalty is stronger in more recent years (B
¼ .006, SE ¼ .003, p < .05; see also figure 3) than in ear-
lier years. In support of hypothesis 2b, we observe that the
positive influence of brand relationships on customer brand
loyalty is weaker for status (B ¼ –.056, SE ¼ .024, p <
.05) than nonstatus brands. Third, in support of hypothesis
3, we find that the positive impact of brand relationships
on loyalty is stronger for publicly consumed (B ¼ .026, SE
¼ .013, p < .05) than privately consumed brands. Finally,
in support of hypothesis 7, the positive effect of brand rela-
tionships on customer brand loyalty is weaker for estimates
using behavioral (B ¼ –.061, SE ¼ .013, p < .001) than at-
titudinal customer brand loyalty. None of the other hypoth-
esized moderators exerted a statistically significant impact.

FIGURE 2

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF BRAND RELATIONSHIP
ELASTICITIES

NOTE.—Web appendix theme 2 reports how these brand relationship elastici-

ties are distributed over time.

4 The aggregated weighted individual correlations in the meta-
analytic database between loyalty and each of the CBR constructs are
as follows: rattachment ¼ .497, p < .001; rlove ¼ .525, p < .001; rself-

brandconnection ¼ .409, p < .001; ridentification ¼ .394, p < .001; rtrust ¼
.426, p < .001.
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Which Additional Characteristics Influence Brand
Relationship Elasticity?. To recap, we set out to investi-
gate whether and how the effectiveness of brand relation-
ship types in driving customer brand loyalty varies as a
function of important moderator and control variables
identified in the extant consumer-brand relationship and re-
lated literatures (see figure 1) related to brand type (Park
and MacInnis 2018), consumer (e.g., age; Jahn et al. 2012),
and loyalty characteristics (Watson et al. 2015). We find

that brand relationship types interact with several modera-

tor and control variables (table 5). Although love-based

and attachment-based brand relationship elasticities are

highest in the overall sample, we find that other elasticities

are greater under certain conditions. Compared to the love-

based brand relationship elasticity, both identification-

based (B ¼ .008, SE ¼ .003, p < .05) and self-brand con-

nection-based (B ¼ .007, SE ¼ .003, p < .05) brand rela-

tionship elasticity is higher for older consumers. For

TABLE 4

ESTIMATION OF HLM RESULTS

Variable Estimate SE DF t-value p-value

Constant .430 .167 224 2.57 .011
Brand relationship elasticities

Identification-based –.062 .019 564 –3.21 .001
Self-brand connection-based –.055 .017 510 –3.18 .002
Trust-based –.047 .016 537 –2.86 .004
Attachment-based –.014 .019 553 –.73 .463
Love-based 0a

Moderator variables
Time .006 .003 290 2.00 .046
Nonstatus and mixed vs. status –.056 .024 338 –2.29 .023
Privately and mixed consumed vs. publicly consumed .026 .013 309 1.99 .048
Utilitarian and mixed vs. hedonic .007 .017 424 .41 .683
Material and mixed vs. experiential .005 .018 370 .31 .759
Foreign and mixed vs. domestic .019 .014 333 1.36 .175
Attitudinal and mixed vs. behavioral loyalty –.061 .013 528 –4.66 <.001

Control variables
Journal characteristics

Marketing vs. nonmarketing –.007 .013 319 –.55 .585
Brand characteristics

Self-selected vs. provided –.001 .014 258 –.01 .998
Favorite vs. otherwise .025 .014 312 1.78 .076
Product brand .020 .021 318 .93 .351
Human brand .052 .048 295 1.08 .281
Store brand .028 .022 314 1.25 .214
Place brand –.001 .024 387 –.03 .979
Mixed brand .017 .022 283 .78 .437
Team brand –.029 .050 114 –.58 .563
Service brand 0

Sample characteristics
Lab .025 .034 321 .75 .456
Other .028 .017 294 1.70 .091
Field 0
Asia .026 .031 105 .86 .392
Australia and Oceania .033 .036 169 .92 .359
Europe .008 .030 90.5 .28 .778
America .023 .030 92.8 .77 .442
Africa .108 .077 257 1.40 .163
Mixed 0

Consumer characteristics
Students vs. nonstudents .019 .029 358 .67 .505
Age –.001 .002 328 –.48 .630
Gender –.0002 .001 272 –.24 .807

Methodological and data characteristics
Survey vs. otherwise .020 .021 344 .92 .357
Measured absolute vs. relative and mixed –.059 .012 581 –4.77 <.001
Measured prospective and mixed vs. retrospective .017 .009 584 1.88 .061
Measured order before vs. otherwise –.016 .014 580 –1.15 .251

aNOTE.—Variables where estimates are zero serve as base/reference for their respective categories (e.g., identification-based, self-brand connection-based,

trust-based, and attachment-based estimates are all compared to love-based ones).
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estimates using behavioral loyalty, identification-based

brand relationship elasticity (B ¼ .047, SE ¼ .024, p <
.05) is greater than the trust-based brand relationship elas-

ticity. With the self-brand connection-based brand relation-

ship elasticity, we find that it is higher than trust-based

brand relationship elasticity for publicly consumed brands

(B ¼ .028, SE ¼ .013, p < .05) and marginally higher for

status brands (B ¼ .052, SE ¼ .028, p ¼ .060). Overall,

these findings suggest that love-, attachment-, identifica-

tion-, self-brand connection-, and trust-based brand rela-

tionship elasticities vary considerably across brand,

loyalty, and consumer characteristics.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

If the first three waves were brand as object, idea, and expe-
rience, the next wave will be brand as relationships.

—Bonchek and France 2016, 1

Contributions and Implications

Since 1994, many studies have advanced our under-
standing of brand relationships. While research has demon-
strated that brand relationships lead to customer brand
loyalty, most studies rely on a single sample and/or context

TABLE 5

ESTIMATION RESULTS OF HLM INTERACTION EFFECTS

Variables Estimate SE DF t-value p-value

Brand relationship elasticities � loyalty characteristics
(trust-based � behavioral)a vs. (identification-based � behavioral) .047 .024 471 1.97 .049
(trust-based � behavioral) vs. (self-brand connection-based � behavioral) .031 .018 552 1.68 .093

Brand relationship elasticities � brand characteristics
(trust-based � status) vs. (identification-based � status) .073 .041 280 1.79 .075
(trust-based � status) vs. (self-brand connection-based � status) .052 .028 299 1.89 .060
(trust-based � publicly consumed) vs. (self-brand connection-based � publicly consumed) .028 .013 586 2.18 .030
(love-based � publicly consumed) vs. (self-brand connection-based � publicly consumed) .030 .017 530 1.72 .087

Brand relationship elasticities � age
(love-based � age) vs. (identification-based � age) .008 .003 579 2.66 .008
(love-based � age) vs. (self-brand connection-based � age) .007 .003 527 2.53 .012
(love-based � age) vs. (attachment-based � age) .005 .003 571 1.69 .091

aNOTE.—Interaction terms that appear first serve as base/reference terms for successive comparisons (e.g., the identification-based � behavioral loyalty inter-

action term estimate is compared to the trust-based � behavioral loyalty one).

FIGURE 3

ELASTICITIES OVER TIME
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and thus have not investigated characteristics and factors
that moderate the effectiveness of those relationships as a
marketing instrument. In addition, there has been no con-
sensus on which brand relationship constructs are most ef-
fective in driving customer brand loyalty, both overall and
in specific contexts. The current study is the first to sys-
tematically examine the generalized impact of brand rela-
tionships on customer brand loyalty across a large body of
literature (588 elasticities from 290 studies) and to detail
the differential effects of five different brand relationships
while also accounting for a large number of explicit or im-
plicit factors. In doing so, we advance the literatures on
consumer-brand relationships and empirical generaliza-
tions in marketing in several ways.

First, we move beyond the simple quantification of an
aggregate brand relationship elasticity to analyze five key
brand relationship constructs, which leads to the insight
that love-based and attachment-based brand relationships
are most strongly linked to customer brand loyalty. We
also find that compared to trust-based brand relationship
elasticity, identification-based elasticity is higher when it
comes to behavioral loyalty, self-brand connection-based
elasticity is greater for publicly consumed brands, and both
are higher among older consumers compared to love-based
elasticity. In so doing, we also respond to recent calls for
integrating brand relationship research and moving beyond
the experimental paradigm (Alvarez and Fournier 2016) by
synthesizing extant research on the brand relationship–cus-
tomer brand loyalty link with an eye to reducing some of
the “complexity of [the] brand-relationship space”
(Fournier 2009, 5). Our investigation allows us to supple-
ment the understanding of brand-level factors such as
brand personality (Eisend and Stokburger-Sauer 2013)
with a more sophisticated understanding of brand relation-
ship–level factors.

Second, the findings of our meta-analysis also have
implications for scholars in the domain of empirical gener-
alizations in marketing (Bass 1995; Bass and Wind 1995;
Bijmolt et al. 2005; Hanssens 2015, 2018). In revisiting ta-
ble 1, we demonstrate the importance of brand relationship
elasticity to this body of work. Though there are some im-
portant differences across these articles in terms of how
variables are operationalized that in some cases prevent di-
rect comparison, it nevertheless appears that with the ex-
ception of price, brand relationships exhibit among the
highest elasticities. Thus, in brand relationships, scholars
focused on empirical generalizations in marketing have a
powerful tool to employ when examining its influence on
marketing value and consumer behavior. This builds on
earlier work of Edeling and Fischer (2016), reinforcing
their findings that brand-related assets are critical drivers
of firm value. In fact, given that we also document a signif-
icant effect of time, suggesting an increasing relative im-
portance of CBRs as a strategic asset, this implies
something of a managerial imperative: CBRs are already

an important influence on downstream loyalty and we proj-
ect this influence will likely continue to grow.

Other Moderators. With around four-fifths of the 290
studies in our sample published in the last decade culminat-
ing in a recent JACR special issue on brand relationships
(Aggarwal and Shi 2018; Ahuvia et al. 2018; Albert and
Thomson 2018; Kristofferson, Lamberton, and Dahl 2018;
Mal€ar et al. 2018; Park and John 2018; Park and MacInnis
2018; Reimann et al. 2018; Williams et al. 2018; Zhang
and Patrick 2018), there has been a rapid rise in academic
interest in examining brand relationship elasticities. That
brand relationship elasticities are higher if customer brand
loyalty is measured attitudinally suggests that it is vital to
explicitly specify which definition of customer brand loy-
alty is used, reinforcing the findings of Watson et al.
(2015). That is, customer brand loyalty should be decom-
posed into its attitudinal and behavioral components.

Reflected in part by our examination of other modera-
tors, our results may be instructive to managers who want
to better understand their own local efforts to optimize
their marketing tactics. In fact, marketing departments are
routinely under pressure to show the value of their market-
ing spending (Verhoef and Leeflang 2009). Our meta-
analysis confirms that brand relationships are a practical
tool to boost customer brand loyalty and in theory suggests
that, on average, a 1% increase in brand relationship
strength is associated with a .44% improvement in cus-
tomer brand loyalty. Under certain conditions, the strength
of this link may be even stronger. For example, we found
that two variables—nonstatus versus status brands and pri-
vately versus publicly consumed brands—played a signifi-
cant role as moderators. Specifically, marketers should
expect greater correspondence between brand relationships
and customer brand loyalty in the context of low-status
brands and publicly consumed brands. That brand relation-
ships drive customer brand loyalty differently depending
on the type of the focal brand importantly echoes a recent
conclusion reached by Park and MacInnis (2018), who ar-
gue conceptually that the efficacy of branding strategies
may be a function of the type of brand being marketed.
Failing to account for such differences could generate mis-
leading results in future research by, for example, exagger-
ating or masking the efficacy of brand relationship-
building efforts. Our results suggest that, for example,
marketers of luxury brands may have to invest more to pro-
mote loyalty through CBRs or even that it might be more
efficient for them to invest in alternative marketing instru-
ments to achieve similar returns on loyalty. Meanwhile,
makers of brands that are consumed in public seem to be in
a more enviable position.

Finally, it is worth noting that some of the null effects
pertaining to our moderators may to some extent be reas-
suring for researchers because several sample and method-
ological characteristics (i.e., geographic setting, source of
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the sample, and study method) did not have a significant
effect on brand relationship elasticity estimates, thereby
giving researchers flexibility in this space. We also found
no evidence to support moderation by either material ver-
sus experiential brands, nor by utilitarian versus hedonic
brands. We hope the former result will motivate research
along the lines of Guevarra and Howell (2015) but with a
focus on brands to understand which of their qualities vali-
date the application of insight generated from the material
versus experience literature (Van Boven 2005; Van Boven
and Gilovich 2003) and which qualify brands as unique en-
tities (Schmitt, Brakus, and Zarantonello 2015). It is true
that research suggests more hedonic and experiential
brands are positively linked to loyalty (Brakus et al. 2009),
but our findings also suggest that there is considerable cor-
responding loyalty on display in the context of consumers’
relationships with functional brands. However, caution
should be exercised interpreting null results: it could be
that there is no true effect, but it could also be that factors
like measurement error or our approach may have pre-
vented us from detecting a significant result.

Comparing to Prior Work. Several results are also di-
rectly comparable to what is reported in two prior meta-
analyses. To facilitate comparisons, we calculated the
sample-weighted reliability-adjusted correlation coeffi-
cients for the links between trust and loyalty. In our article,
this correlation is moderate (r ¼ .43). Both Palmatier et al.
2006 (trust-loyalty r ¼ .54) and Watson et al. 2015 (trust-
attitudinal loyalty r ¼ .63; trust-behavioral loyalty r ¼ .55)
report qualitatively stronger relationships. While the differ-
ences between these correlation coefficients are not signifi-
cant (i.e., zs ¼ –.59 to –1.07, ps > .28), this is likely
attributable to different sample sizes. In fact, given that a
large portion of their data features B2B observations where
trust is central to interactions over time and relationship
management is necessary by virtue of a number of factors
(e.g., greater product complexity, more focus on risk re-
duction, and more formalized relational mechanisms;
Coviello and Brodie 2001; Mudambi 2002), it makes sense
that they appear to report stronger relationship between
trust and loyalty.

Limitations and Future Research Opportunities

This study has limitations that reflect possible avenues
for further research. First, the factors we examine are re-
stricted to variables for which sufficient primary data is
available, and while we made efforts to be exhaustive in
our literature search, we may have overlooked data.
Therefore, our framework should be treated as a summary
of the most commonly studied factors related to the brand
relationship elasticity, not as an exhaustive list. In fact,
while we think we are focusing on the five most prevalent
consumer-brand relationship constructs, we acknowledge

that we have omitted several, mostly due to ambiguity
about where such constructs fall in a branding nomological
network. For example, we set aside brand commitment and
attitude because we viewed them as possibly confounded
with brand loyalty. Finally, we do not consider satisfaction,
which represents an enormous literature that is also more
typically focused on consumer-firm interaction in the con-
text of expectations/disconfirmation than on the quality of
the consumer’s relationship with a specific brand.

Second, substantial parts of our data come from the
United States and relate to consumer electronics, packaged
goods, clothing retailing, and the automotive industry. In
essence, these factors represent conditions that substan-
tially bind our understanding of the CBR phenomenon,
since we lack adequate understanding on a number of
issues, such as how they operate in developing markets or
how they are subject to varying cultural influences. So, it is
our hope that researchers enlarge the scope of brand rela-
tionship elasticity research in terms of examining more di-
verse settings. For the purposes of generating a maximum
impact (Farley, Lehmann, and Mann 1998), we hope that
future studies (1) are from African, South American, or
Asian settings; (2) use a longitudinal design; (3) include
different brand relationships in the same study; and (4) ex-
amine additional traditional outcomes (e.g., word of mouth
and market share), as well as less traditional outcomes
(e.g., consumer well-being and social welfare). In addition,
our view is that brand relationship studies tend to use a nar-
row set of metrics to capture customer brand loyalty. As a
result, we hope that going forward researchers will con-
sider different customer brand loyalty operationalizations
that capture formats other than self-reported attitudes and
evaluations (e.g., scanner data with actual repurchase his-
tory, physiological response measures).

Third, like other meta-analyses, our study relies on par-
tially subjective data coding—indeed, meta-analysts are al-
ways constrained in their ability to derive variables
because of the often-limited description of research in pri-
mary articles. Thus, we provide the meta-analytic coding
scheme to make our decisions transparent. A related issue
is that the brand relationship elasticities found in the origi-
nal studies may be somewhat positively biased due to over-
sampling of successful brands; brands that fail to establish
relationships with consumers may have exited the market
and would thus not be reflected in our database. We also
were unable to include elasticities from all available
brand relationship studies because some of them failed to
provide enough information. We follow Albers (2012)
and Edeling and Fischer (2016) in recommending that
authors report dimensionless elasticities in addition to
unstandardized regression coefficients. Including these
statistics will enable synthesis across studies and consoli-
dation of empirical findings and, in turn, generate
cumulative knowledge development within the brand re-
lationship field.
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Fourth, in line with recommendations by Palmatier et al.
(2006), we encourage scholars to use multiple brand rela-
tionship metrics to map the different aspects of brand rela-
tionships, since single metrics are unlikely to fully capture
the essence or depth of brand relationships. This is particu-
larly important since we identified that in most studies, the
emphasis is on only one or few causal linkages with differ-
ent definitions for constructs and variables. It also under-
scores a need to consolidate definitions and measures of
the various brand relationship concepts being investigated
in future studies.

Going Forward: A Need for Discriminant Validity and
Modeling of Possible Interrelationships and
Hierarchy. We show that the predictive power of both
brand attachment and brand love appear to be equivalent.
Along with the many apparent similarities between the two
constructs, this opens the door to future work investigating
their conceptual and empirical uniqueness. Conceptually,
for example, Carroll and Ahuvia define brand love in terms
of “passionate emotional attachment” (2006, 81) while
elsewhere, feelings of attachment are construed as a critical
component of brand love (Batra et al. 2012; new scale in
Bagozzi et al. 2017). In fact, both brand attachment and
brand love are primarily affective constructs reflecting in-
tense emotional bonds (Albert et al. 2009; Carroll and
Ahuvia 2006; Thomson et al. 2005), which deems them
conceptually similar (Moussa 2015). The two constructs
are measured in similar fashions, too. For example, affec-
tion and passion are explicitly assessed with respect to both
brand attachment (Thomson et al. 2005) and brand love
(Albert et al. 2009).

In the same vein, self-brand connection and brand identi-
fication that provide substantively similar results in the
current article also seem to be similar conceptually. For in-
stance, definitions of both concepts focus on the ideas of
“oneness” and brand-self overlap (Belk 1988; Escalas and
Bettman 2003; Stokburger-Sauer et al. 2012). This concep-
tual overlap has been acknowledged by several researchers,
most notably Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012), who explicitly
note that brand identification is conceptually related to the
construct of self-brand connection (407) in that both cap-
ture a brand’s role in allowing consumers to articulate their
identities. Measurement similarities between the two con-
structs exist, too. For instance, some studies (Albert,
Merunka, and Valette-Florence 2013; Sen et al. 2015) have
treated brand identification and self-brand connection in-
terchangeably by, for example, conceptualizing about
brand identification but measuring it using self-brand con-
nection items. Thus, future theoretical and empirical work
addressing the discriminant validity of both pairs of con-
structs would advance the field.

Related, most articles contemplate only one type of
brand relationship and propose that it directly impacts
brand loyalty. However, research also suggests that some

of these brand relationships (e.g., self-brand connection)
work at least in part through other constructs such as love
(Loureiro et al. 2012). Hence, the possible interrelation-
ships among (and potential hierarchical arrangement
across) these five CBR constructs also merit systematic ex-
ploration in future research, in particular by elaborating on
their shared nomological network to provide deeper
insights. For example, some researchers suggest that iden-
tity and the self are relevant components of both brand at-
tachment (“to what extent is the brand part of you and who
you are?”; Park et al. 2010, 6) and brand love (“[to what
extent is brand] an important part of how you see
yourself?”; Bagozzi et al. 2017, 3). Others document that
measures of identity and attachment are only moderately
correlated and load onto separate factors (Carlson and
Donavan 2013; Sen et al. 2015). It remains an open ques-
tion, therefore, whether brand identification and self-brand
connection are components of or predictors of brand at-
tachment and love. Our intuition is that generally consum-
ers will follow a similar pattern: they are likely to first
establish a foundation of brand trust, with its focus on reli-
ability and certainty (Jones et al. 2018). This more
“calculative” realm of cognitions (Chaudhuri and
Holbrook 2001) will then, over time and through its focus
on making the consumer feel confident about the brand,
give way to consumers’ self-expressing through that
brand—that is, brand identification and self-brand connec-
tion. Depending on one’s view of whether identity is part
of attachment and love or merely a predictor of each,
identity-relevant connections may then grow into or follow
with more affectively laden brand bonds. Taken together,
while such interrelationships and hierarchy may be theoret-
ically supported, we are constrained in dealing with the is-
sue here because of insufficient empirical work to reflect
this theorizing. Until such data is published, there is simply
no way statistically to deal with this concern in meta-
analysis, which opens up another interesting and important
avenue for future research.

Broadly, then, our view is that there needs to be a con-
solidation and systematic, theoretical articulation of what
constructs are unique versus which are merely a repackag-
ing of old ideas. Said another way: based on our review of
the large body of research on this topic (Brown, Homer,
and Inman 1998) and the current findings (either directly
or indirectly), the field would benefit from understanding
the jingle and jangle fallacies present in the consumer-
brand relationship domain: jingle represents a situation
where two “constructs” with identical names actually mea-
sure different underlying ideas, while jangle represents a
situation where allegedly different constructs actually mea-
sure the same idea (Larsen and Bong 2016). Recent efforts
to clarify the relationships among CBR constructs are help-
ful (Jones et al. 2018) but need to be taken further to ad-
dress the many apparent contradictions and
unacknowledged similarities in the literature. For example,
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as alluded to above, it is important both practically and the-
oretically to understand the discriminant validity of, and
interactions between, brand attachment/love and brand
identification/self-brand connection.

In fact, resolving these jingle and jangle fallacies would
also help to address constructs that we deliberately did not
address in our meta-analyses, such as brand commitment.
We avoided this construct because the associated concep-
tualizing and measurement spanned both our independent
and outcome variables, depending on which article one
contemplated. For example, while brand commitment is of-
ten conceptualized as a psychological variable (Beatty and
Kahle 1988; Lastovicka and Gardner 1978), it is measured
such that it has direct relevance to both the psychological
bond (e.g., “How closely connected do you feel to this
brand?”; Fritz, Lorenz, and Kempe 2014) and concepts re-
lated to brand loyalty, such as purchase intention
(Germann et al. 2014), repeat purchase (Fritz et al. 2014),
brand switching (Herm 2013), continuance commitment
(Lee, Huang, and Hsu 2007), and attitudinal loyalty (Ha
and Janda 2014). Thus, there appears to be moderate dis-
agreement among brand commitment scholars on what the
construct is and how it should be measured. Broadly speak-
ing, until a theoretical and statistical resolution to these
issues of construct overlap is advanced, there will continue
to be in the literature a possibly uncomfortable degree of
theoretical muddling, overstated claims of both novelty
and causality, and managerial confusion regarding brand
relationships as a strategic marketing asset.

CONCLUSION

Farley, Lehmann, and Sawyer (1995, 37) wrote that “the
prime benefit of meta-analysis in marketing has been that,
with judicious use, it has delivered generalized quantitative
estimates of such important measures as price and advertis-
ing elasticities.” However, in spite of its prominence in
many firms’ marketing budgets, the literature has not pro-
vided substantive empirical generalizations regarding
brand relationship elasticities. Our article fills this gap,
providing guidelines both to help managers improve
returns on their brand relationship investments and to help
researchers build more robust models of the impact of
brand relationship on customer brand loyalty.

DATA COLLECTION INFORMATION

The collection and coding of data for the meta-analysis
were administered at the University of Western Ontario
and Nanyang Technological University between the sum-
mer of 2015 and the fall of 2018. The lead author designed
the coding protocol and carried out data collection and data
analysis, though data and coding were discussed on

multiple occasions by all authors. The final article was
jointly authored.
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Chernev, Alexander, Ulf Böckenholt, and Joseph Goodman
(2015), “Choice Overload: A Conceptual Review and Meta-
Analysis,” Journal of Consumer Psychology, 25 (2), 333–58.

Chiou, Jyh-Shen and Cornelia Droge (2006), “Service Quality,
Trust, Specific Asset Investment, and Expertise: Direct and
Indirect Effects in a Satisfaction-Loyalty Framework,” Journal
of the Academy of Marketing Science, 34 (4), 613–27.

Choi, Young Gin, Chihyung “Michael” Ok, and Sunghyup Sean
Hyun (2017), “Relationships between Brand Experiences,
Personality Traits, Prestige, Relationship Quality, and
Loyalty: An Empirical Analysis of Coffeehouse Brands,”
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, 29 (4), 1185–202.

Coviello, Nicole E. and Roderick J. Brodie (2001),
“Contemporary Marketing Practices of Consumer and
Business-to-Business Firms: How Different Are They?”
Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 16 (5),
382–400.

Crogan, Patrick and Samuel Kinsley (2012), “Paying Attention:
Toward a Critique of the Attention Economy,” Culture
Machine, 13, 1–29.

20 JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/jcr/advance-article-abstract/doi/10.1093/jcr/ucz006/5364271 by guest on 16 M

ay 2019

https://hbr.org/2016/05/build-your-brand-as-a-relationship
https://hbr.org/2016/05/build-your-brand-as-a-relationship
http://charteredabs.org/academic-journal-guide-2015/
http://charteredabs.org/academic-journal-guide-2015/


Dalton, Dan R., Catherine M. Daily, S. T. Certo, and Rungpen
Roengpitya (2003), “Meta- Analyses of Financial
Performance and Equity: Fusion or Confusion?” Academy of
Management Journal, 46 (1), 13–26.

Day, George S. (1969), “A Two-Dimensional Concept of Brand
Loyalty,” Journal of Advertising Research, 9 (3), 29–35.

Debenedetti, Alain, Harmen Oppewal, and Zeynep Arsel (2014),
“Place Attachment in Commercial Settings: A Gift Economy
Perspective,” Journal of Consumer Research, 40 (5), 904–23.

Delgado-Ballester, Elena and Jos�e Luis Munuera-Alem�an (2001),
“Brand Trust in the Context of Consumer Loyalty,”
European Journal of Marketing, 35 (11/12), 1238–58.

Denson, Nida and Michael H. Seltzer (2011), “Meta-Analysis in
Higher Education: An Illustrative Example Using
Hierarchical Linear Modeling,” Research in Higher
Education, 52 (3), 215–44.

Dick, Alan S. and Kunal Basu (1994), “Customer Loyalty:
Toward an Integrated Conceptual Framework,” Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science, 22 (2), 99–113.

Doran, Peter (2017), A Political Economy of Attention,
Mindfulness, and Consumerism: Reclaiming the Mindful
Commons, London: Routledge.

Edeling, Alexander and Marc Fischer (2016), “Marketing’s
Impact on Firm Value: Generalizations from a Meta-
Analysis,” Journal of Marketing Research, 53 (4),
515–34.

Eisend, Martin and Nicola E. Stokburger-Sauer (2013), “Brand
Personality: A Meta-Analytic Review of Antecedents and
Consequences,” Marketing Letters, 24 (3), 205–16.

Escalas, Jennifer Edson (2004), “Narrative Processing: Building
Consumer Connections to Brands,” Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 14 (1–2), 168–80.

Escalas, Jennifer Edson and James R. Bettman (2003), “You Are
What They Eat: The Influence of Reference Groups on
Consumers’ Connections to Brands,” Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 13 (3), 339–48.

———. (2005), “Self-Construal, Reference Groups, and Brand
Meaning,” Journal of Consumer Research, 32 (3), 378–89.

Farley, John U., Donald R. Lehmann, and Lane H. Mann (1998),
“Designing the Next Study for Maximum Impact,” Journal
of Marketing Research, 35 (4), 496–501.

Farley, John U., Donald R. Lehmann, and Alan G. Sawyer (1995),
“Empirical Marketing Generalization Using Meta-Analysis,”
Marketing Science, 14 (3_supplement), G36–46.

Floyd, Kristopher, Ryan Freling, Saad Alhoqail, Hyun Young
Cho, and Traci Freling (2014), “How Online Product
Reviews Affect Retail Sales: A Meta-Analysis,” Journal of
Retailing, 90 (2), 217–32.

Fournier, Susan (1998), “Consumers and Their Brands:
Developing Relationship Theory in Consumer Research,”
Journal of Consumer Research, 24 (4), 343–73.

———. (2009), “Lessons Learned About Consumers’ Relationships
with Their Brands,” in Handbook of Brand Relationships, ed.
Deborah J. MacInnis, C. Whan Park, and Joseph R. Priester,
Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 5–23.

Fritz, Wolfgang, Bettina Lorenz, and Michael Kempe (2014), “An
Extended Search for Generic Consumer-Brand
Relationships,” Psychology & Marketing, 31 (11), 976–91.

Gao, Gerald Yong, Yigang Pan, David K. Tse, and Chi Kin
(Bennett) Yim (2006), “Market Share Performance of
Foreign and Domestic Brands in China,” Journal of
International Marketing, 14 (2), 32–51.

Gemmill, Marin C., Joan Costa-Font, and Alistair McGuire
(2007), “In Search of a Corrected Prescription Drug
Elasticity Estimate: A Meta-Regression Approach,” Health
Economics, 16 (6), 627–43.

Germann, Frank, Rajdeep Grewal, William T. Ross Jr., and
Rajendra K. Srivastava (2014), “Product Recalls and the
Moderating Role of Brand Commitment,” Marketing Letters,
25 (2), 179–91.

Geyskens, Inge, Rekha Krishnan, Jan-Benedict E. M. Steenkamp,
and Paulo V. Cunha (2009), “A Review and Evaluation of
Meta-Analysis Practices in Management Research,” Journal
of Management, 35 (2), 393–419.

Gilovich, Thomas and Amit Kumar (2015), “We’ll Always Have
Paris: The Hedonic Payoff from Experiential and Material
Investments,” in Advances in Experimental Social
Psychology, 51, ed. Mark P. Zanna and James M. Olson, New
York: Elsevier, 147–87.

Gilovich, Thomas, Amit Kumar, and Lily Jampol (2015), “A
Wonderful Life: Experiential Consumption and the Pursuit of
Happiness,” Journal of Consumer Psychology, 25 (1), 152–65.

Goode, Miranda, Mansur Khamitov, and Matthew Thomson
(2015), “Dyads, Triads and Consumer Treachery: When
Interpersonal Connections Guard against Brand Cheating,” in
Strong Brands, Strong Relationships, ed. Susan Fournier,
Michael Breazeale, and Jill Avery, London/New York:
Routledge/Taylor & Francis, 216–32.

Goodman, Joseph K. and Sarah Lim (2018), “When Consumers
Prefer to Give Material Gifts Instead of Experiences: The
Role of Social Distance,” Journal of Consumer Research, 45
(2), 365–82.

Graeff, Timothy R. (1996), “Image Congruence Effects on Product
Evaluations: The Role of Self-Monitoring and Public/Private
Consumption,” Psychology & Marketing, 13 (5), 481–99.

Granzin, Kent L. and Janeen E. Olsen (1995), “Support for Buy
American Campaigns,” Journal of International Consumer
Marketing, 8 (1), 43–70.

Guest, Lester (1944), “A Study of Brand Loyalty,” Journal of
Applied Psychology, 28 (1), 16–27.

Guevarra, Darwin A. and Ryan T. Howell (2015), “To Have in
Order to Do: Exploring the Effects of Consuming
Experiential Products on Well-Being,” Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 25 (1), 28–41.

Ha, Hong-Youl and Swinder Janda (2014), “Brand Personality and
Its Outcomes in the Chinese Automobile Industry,” Asia
Pacific Business Review, 20 (2), 216–30.

Han, Young Jee, Joseph C. Nunes, and Xavier Drèze (2010),
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