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A STUDY OF BRAND FIDELITY:
ITS CONTRIBUTION

AND IMPACT ON THE SAUDI
MARKET

Abstract

The paradigm shift caused by disruption of traditional business models and innovation
is among some factors which have propelled marketers forward-thinking in emphasiz-
ing brand fidelity. It is a novel idea and an innovative approach to understanding the
impact of consumers while they demonstrate love and commitment through engage-
ment, subconsciously or otherwise, with respect to cognition and behavior. The cur-
rent study tested the components/factors of brand fidelity among Saudi consumers.
The primary data for the study were collected based on the survey instrument among
Saudi consumers. Overall, 446 responses were used to analyze the results. Exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) coupled with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using IBM SPSS
and AMOS were used to analyze the data. All the factors of brand fidelity, namely
", “accommodation/performance”, “cognitive interdependence’,
and “derogation of alternatives”, hold valid in the Saudi context with exploratory factor
analysis with a factor loading of each factor above the threshold value of 0.50, and with
confirmatory factor analysis with a threshold value of more than or equal to 0.60 for
all the factor loadings. The result thus obtained suggests that the brand fidelity scale
is valid in the Saudi context. Saudi consumers were found to be highly loyal to their
favorite brands. The findings of the study will provide inputs to the companies operat-
ing in the Saudi market for their brand-related strategy formulation. Moreover, the
paper indicates undermining the power of brand fidelity in improving the bottom line
through experience management.

Keywords brand fidelity, Saudi Arabia, brand commitment, brand
love, consumers
JEL Classification M31, M37, 032, 039

INTRODUCTION

Consumer behavior has been of significant importance for corpora-
tions. Companies not only aim to meet the demands of customers
by providing goods and services, but they also keep a close eye on
their behavior toward their own and competitor’ products. The el-
ements of consumer behavior are robust, yet their loyalty is a criti-
cal factor that organizations examine as a focal point of their policy
(Fournier & Yao, 1997). Companies aim to build long-term customer
loyalty. They always want to have loyal consumers. That is why, from
the inception of marketing activities, marketers have been oriented
toward brand equity development. As a result, brand commitment,
brand loyalty, brand personality, and so forth were the primary con-
structs in brand management. With the advancement of brand re-
search, brands are now evaluated with psychological and emotional
perspectives. Additionally, the ’relationship factor’ demonstrates the
brand as a persona of being with a sense of emotion, belonging, and
feelings. Therefore, management of consumer brand loyalties has been
of utmost importance for companies. Customer loyalty develops the
stepping stone for brand fidelity. Brand fidelity is considered as the su-
perlative degree of customer loyalty. According to Grace et al. (2018),
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brand fidelity is the “consumer’s faithfulness towards a brand partner” demonstrated with various be-
haviors and cognitive display. The behavior is sub-divided into accommodative/faithfulness or per-
formance and price. At the same time, the cognitive aspects might include derogation of alternatives,
attractiveness, and commitment (Grace et al., 2020). The cognitive interdependence is the feeling of
“my brand” infusing love and romance to the consumer from the brand and vice versa. The emphasis
on brand fidelity is more pluralistic rather than self-focus. It is a shift or transformation in consumers’
perspective from “I” to “we” or “ours”.

Therefore, in the present scenario of rapid disruption of traditional business models due to the advance-
ment of technology, the culmination of brand fidelity has a critical role to play. The challenge of retain-
ing customer loyalty and devotion is formidable. An earnest watch on consumer behavior, loyalty, and
fidelity is essential for competitive advantage and formidable strategic management. Henceforth, the
present study aimed to demonstrate the critical nature of brand fidelity. Saudi Arabia was chosen as
the study market because it is an emerging market and a leading nation in the Middle East and North
Africa (MENA) region. Saudi Arabia is often regarded as a customer-centric market. Businesses in the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia seek to earn their customer loyalty. According to an article published in the
Saudi Gazette newspaper on November 26, 2018, businesses in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia have in-
creased their spending on customer loyalty programs. Gaining customer loyalty will assist Saudi busi-
nesses in increasing their profitability, efficiency, and effectiveness. Ultimately, it will assist Saudi busi-

nesses in contributing to the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia’s VISION 2030.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

The research on consumer relationships with
brands has evolved over several decades. The fo-
cus has now shifted from customer satisfaction
to long-term relationship maintenance. It ranges
from customer satisfaction to brand loyalty, brand
commitment, brand love, and beyond (Grace et al.,
2018). There is a wide range of studies accessible in
the literature that concentrates on customer sat-
isfaction e.g. Bloemer and Lemmink (1992), Back
and Parks (2003), Suh and Youjae (2006), and Tu
and Chih (2013). However, the shift in technology
has created a shift in consumers’ and businesses’
priorities (Palazon et al., 2019). Now companies
focus on maintaining long-term love, compassion,
affection, bonding, and the relationship between
customers and brands. There are multiple stud-
ies like Carroll and Ahuvia (2006), Bagozzi et al.
(2017), etc., which have explored the components
and arrays of love and belongingness of consum-
ers towards the brands.

Back and Parks (2003) found that customer satis-
faction significantly affects the behavioral brand
loyalty mediated by attitudinal brand loyalty, in-
cluding cognitive brand loyalty. As per Mathews
(2019), brand loyalty is not restricted to consumer
behavior, but it interfaces with various variables
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in forming the core of loyalty formation. It is ar-
gued that the behavior pattern of the consumer
has embedded loyalty phenomenon, which tends
to be more person-centered instead of brand-cen-
tered. Nevertheless, there seems a strong correla-
tion between the consumer-centered process and
the brand-centered process from which loyalty
can be derived. Sharp and Sharp (1997) reiterate
that a loyalty program reduces the opportunity
of brand switch whereas increases brand usage,
brand repurchase, etc., which reinforces brand
loyalty. Brand communities can also play a vital
role in building brand loyalty through communi-
ties inclined towards brand reputation. According
to Muniz and O’Guinn (2001), communities are
geographically widespread but socially very cau-
tious of brand goods and services and admire a
particular brand for its reputation.

Pool et al. (2018) stated that brand community
commitment reflects into brand loyalty and per-
formance of a brand or, in other words, brand
outcomes. Brand commitment, as well as brand
attachment, has a direct relationship with a brand
community commitment. So, the brand commu-
nity is directly related to brand commitment. It
is argued that brand community is more brand
committed unless and until it has the involvement
of sustainable initiative.

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/im.17(4).2021.02



Brand love is a consortium of brand romance,
brand intimacy, and brand engagement. Batra et al.
(2012) argue when a consumer feels pride, speaks
with esteem, believes in with enormous trust, etc.,
the act of not just consuming the brand regular-
ly but by saying “my brand”, the consumer falls
deeply in love with the brand. This is the brighter
side of the coin. Another side of the coin may be a
bitter experience. Brand love may turn into brand
betrayal when the marketer takes the consumer for
granted. In this case, consumers may plot a venge-
ance strategy to defame the brand, which may have
dangerous repercussions not only to the brand
but also to the company performance and brand
communities before intensive fall in love with a
particular brand. Palazon et al. (2019) argue that
self-brand connection and brand community com-
plement each other in fostering brand love. It also
mediates between brand love and brand commu-
nity. Brand engagement evolves with self-concept,
which is determined by personal traits, usually of
the individuals or by brand communities. Brand
relationships typically evolve into brand commit-
ment, which eventually results in innate brand love.
According to Das et al. (2019), brand love and rela-
tionships cannot be as intense as they are without
a high level of brand commitment. Brand commit-
ment is, indeed, the ultimate goal of brands in to-
day’s vibrant and complex marketplace. However,
Rusbult et al. (2001) assert that brand commitment
that is motivated by love and romantic commit-
ment fosters an emotional attachment. Rahman et
al. (2021) argue that consumers’ internal and men-
tal processes support various brand stimulus fac-
tors, with the behavioral results and outcomes re-
flecting the brand love. Brand love is sequenced in
a systematic manner using constructs to build up-
on and prune outlier variables. When a consumer
encounters a brand’s attributes, brand love is possi-
ble (Langner et al., 2016). According to Kaufmann
et al. (2016), positive brand experiences result in
brand bonding, which eventually results in brand
love. Moreover, brand love results in brand loyalty
through repeated purchases (Ali & Naushad, 2021).
Reimann et al. (2012) argue that brand love is pos-
sible when brand satisfaction is high. As a result,
positive word of mouth will spread. Consumers
are prone to spread positive words, which has an
exponential effect on the spread of word of mouth.
As suggested by Anwar and Jalees (2020), organ-
izations must have a customer-centric strategy to
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sustain the brand love effect. Brand affection can
be an effective strategy for differentiating a busi-
ness from its competitors. Brand love enables pos-
itive brand experiences, image, satisfaction, and
word of mouth. According to Rahman et al. (2021),
brand love results in four validated behavioral out-
comes: brand loyalty, the ability and willingness to
pay a premium price, word-of-mouth intentions,
and forgiveness of brand errors. Numerous studies
have been conducted to ascertain the antecedents
of brand love. According to Batra et al. (2012), the
primary predictor of brand love is brand quality,
which contributes to the brand’s positive image.
Similarly, Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) argue that
hedonic and self-expressive benefits are two signif-
icant validated constructs that contribute to brand
loyalty. Rahman et al. (2021) examined “brand
stimulus”, a construct comprised of brand-endog-
enous variables such as functional brand unique-
ness, sensory brand uniqueness, and communica-
tive brand uniqueness. According to Fournier and
Yao (1997), brand-related stimuli such as the brand
logo, product, packaging, and communication all
contribute significantly to consumers’ affective,
cognitive, and social processes.

However, academics and businesses have long
investigated brand satisfaction, brand loyalty,
brand commitment, and brand love. Nevertheless,
what are the possibilities for the future? Grace et
al. (2018) sought to address by underlining that
brand loyalty flows via brand association, evalu-
ation processes, and outcomes. Grace et al. (2018)
developed a novel approach of brand fidelity that
explains how consumers may demonstrate love,
commitment, and trust via the integration of cog-
nitive and behavioral factors. Grace et al. (2018)
propounded five different components of brand
fidelity, i.e., “accommodation/forgiveness”, “will-
ingness to sacrifice”, “derogation of alternatives”,
“cognitive interdependence”, and “positive illu-
sions”. Broadly, brand fidelity represents the brand
relationship maintenance of consumers. However,
the studies covering the fidelity among brands are
infantile. The studies, which covered the compo-
nents and factors contributing to customer loyalty,
love, and passion towards brands can be cited in
plenty. However, the concept of brand fidelity re-
volves around these factors only. The original con-
structs of brand fidelity can be understood and ex-
plained as below.
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1.1. Accommodation/forgiveness

Accommodation forgiveness, as per Grace et al.
(2018), “refers to the degree to which an individu-
al is forgiving of and provides support to a brand
partner in times of price/performance variations”.
This constructs measures the level of faithfulness
shown by consumers in case of price increment or
performance deplanement. This construct covers
the behavioral aspects of consumers. It is more in-
clined towards the love, fulfillment, and support-
ive behavior of consumers towards brands.

1.2. Willingness to sacrifice

This factor describes a client’s readiness to sacri-
fice a brand for either an unsatisfied expectation. It
may be seen through the optic of forgiveness and
accommodation, and so is more closely tied to the
preceding notion, i.e., accommodation/forgive-
ness (Matear, 2014; Tucker, 2020). As per Grace et
al. (2018), it refers to “the degree to which an in-
dividual is willing to make sacrifices to continue
their relationship with the brand partner”.

1.3. Cognitive interdependence

Cognitive interdependence is a mental condi-
tion defined by a pluralistic, collaborative view
of the self-connected to others (Agnew et al,
1998; Grace et al., 2018). It is a degree to which
one thinks to be interconnected/dependent to the
one’s favorite brand (Ahn & Back, 2018; Shin &
Back, 2020). As per Grace et al. (2018), “it refers
to the degree to which an individual feels at one
with the brand partner and takes personal owner-
ship of the brand”.

1.4. Derogation of alternatives

The derogation of alternative is defined as an over-
estimation or leniency in respect to the current
partner’s attractiveness. It is also known as the
derogation effect, which means that the custom-
er takes on the role of an advocate for the brand,
stressing the qualities of their selected brand part-
ner while also being skeptical of other brands
(Grace et al.,, 2018; Rusbult et al., 2001). As per
Grace et al. (2018), “it refers to the degree to which
an individual focuses on the strengths of the brand
partner and the weaknesses of its competitors”.
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1.5. Positive illusions

Positive illusions refer to a situation when com-
mitted persons tend to see problematic relation-
ships through rose-colored glasses (Murray &
Holmes, 1997). It is a kind of prejudice. Despite
problems, the biased person only sees the red
pictures. As per Grace et al. (2018), “it refers to
the degree to which an individual has positive
illusions of the brand partner, which may (or
may not) reflect reality”.

Since brand fidelity is indeed a novel approach
proposed by Grace et al. (2018), only one re-
search, Grace et al. (2020), is accessible in the
literature that examined this concept post con-
ceptualization by the same in 2018. However,
it is an essential concept that requires more
consideration and validation in other scenari-
os. As a result, by applying this approach in a
Saudi context, this paper tried to study this gap.
Therefore, the current study will accomplish the
following objectives: (1) validate the brand fi-
delity components in the Saudi context; (2) pro-
pose and justify brand fidelity, a novel approach
to redefining the brand’s intensity with a con-
sumer; (3) investigate the effect of brand fideli-
ty on Saudi consumers. Furthermore, this study
provides an objective and referenced narrative
on the significance of this concept to customers,
academics, industry, and the brand itself.

2. METHODOLOGY

Brand fidelity is a novel concept developed by
Grace et al. (2018); the instrument proposed in
this study is the only available instrument in lit-
erature. For the current study, the instrument
developed by Grace et al. (2020) was tested to
understand the intricacy of brand fidelity in
the Saudi context. The data were collected by
a primary online survey developed on Google
forms and administered among the consumers
in Saudi Arabia. The original instrument has
four different constructs, namely “accommo-
dation/price”,  “accommodation/performance”,
“derogation of alternative”, and “cognitive inter-
dependence” to measure the brand fidelity on a
six-point rating scale ranging from 1 = “strong-
ly agree” and 6 = “strongly disagree” while 3
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= “neutral”. Ten local and international well-
known brands from varied sectors were adopt-
ed and provided to respondents to choose from
their “favorite brand”. There were settings done
on the questionnaire that upon choosing the fa-
vorite brand, all the questions of questionnaire
got customized by including the name of their
favorite brand only. Overall, 500 responses were
recorded, but only 446 were used for the final
analysis. The rest were eliminated in the data
cleaning process. Initially, the exploratory fac-
tor analysis (EFA) was conducted to know the
most common factors contributing the brand
fidelity among Saudi consumers. Later the con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA) was done us-
ing structural equation modelling (SEM) to
confirm and validate the findings of the study.
Finally, the contribution of brand fidelity in the
Saudi market and economy was explored and
recorded from evidence-based literature.

Innovative Marketing, Volume 17, Issue 4, 2021

3. RESULTS

3.1. Demographic profiles and data
characteristics

Table 1 displays the demographic features of re-
spondents. According to the data, 64.13% of those
surveyed are between the ages of 20 and 30. It
corresponds to the country’s demographic since
Saudi Arabia is known for having a younger pop-
ulation. While male and female respondents were
represented in the survey at a ratio of 3:1. The ma-
jority of responders were unmarried, young, and
college graduates. Furthermore, a single brand has
evolved as a mobile and electronics brand among
the ten national and global brands, which is the
unchallenged global leader in the mobile and elec-
tronics industry. Surprisingly, except for one brand,
barely fewer than 10% of respondents selected the
rest of the brands as their favorite brands.

Table 1. Demographic profiles and data characteristics

Favorite brand Industry N
Brand2 ‘Fastfood : 3
Food and beverage
. ... BaNKIng } 38
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, Mobile and electronics 230
Electronics 10
. v Boverages kA
Mobile and electronics 29
"""""""" Airline 30
. . Telecommunications 02
"""""""" Automobiles 47
Total respondents 446

Characteristics : N %
Age
Below 20years ; 88
286
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, o
. 7.
: 4
Gender
Male N 327 7332
Female ; 119 26.68
Marital status
Married N 100 24
Unmarried ; 346 77.58
Educational qualifications
Tillgrade 12/Diploma ; 66
358
. 0.
. 2
Total respondents 446 100.0

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/im.17(4).2021.02
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics

Variable AFPE AFPR COIN DEOA
3.20 3.38 3.17 3.23
3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
“Lo7s 1258
""1.155 1584 1‘."?':‘21 1.519
194 118 .087 .090
5 5 5 5
1 1 1 1
s 6 6 :
446 446 446 446
Note: AFPE = accommodation/price, AFPR = accommodation/performance, COIN = cognitive interdependence,

DEOA = derogation of alternatives.

3.2. Descriptive statistics

Table 2 provides the descriptive statistics. The
results suggest that respondents contribute
to the accommodation price, with the highest
mean for AFPR (M = 3.38, SD = 1.258). This
suggests that customers are accommodating
and prepared to forgive their favorite brand re-
gardless of price differences. However, the high
degree of the mean and standard deviation of
DEOA (M = 3.23, SD = 1.233) demonstrates that
customers are focused on the strengths of their
favored brand while keeping in mind the weak-
nesses of the competitors. In contrast to this,
the low degree of the mean for COIN (M = 3.23,
SD = 1.233) indicates that customers are not
able to differentiate themselves from the brand.
This means that consumers are willing to take
personal ownership of the brand. Overall, the
descriptive statistics demonstrate that custom-
ers are more behaviorally loyal to their favorite
brand than cognitively. Even more intriguing,
the mean variance across all four constructs is
modest. This suggests that respondents paid at-
tention to the questions posed and that the data
were of fine standards.

Table 3. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

3.3. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

The current study is interested in validating the
brand fidelity scale among the sampled popula-
tion. The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) must
be performed before diving into the confirmatory
factor analysis. Before beginning the explorato-
ry factor analysis (EFA), sampling adequacy and
sphericity were confirmed with Kaiser-Meyer-
Ohlin (KMO) and Barlett’s tests. The KMO values
were found to be 0.894. It was suggesting that the
data is highly sufficient and justified. The sphe-
ricity test also yields significant results. The EFA
was performed with Kaiser normalization and
the principal component axis and orthogonal
(Varimax) rotation method. Factor loading val-
ues of 0.50 and higher are considered good (Ford
et al., 1986; Hinkin, 1995). This study adheres to
this rule of thumb only. The original four factors
were confirmed and restored by the current anal-
ysis based on Eigenvalues. However, three compo-
nents of these four factors had high cross-loadings
(which include COIN1, COIN2, and DEOA5), so
they were dropped, and EFA was re-run. As a re-
sult, the originally developed four-factor solution
was confirmed (Table 3).

. P Components
Variable ¢ Indicators : Items ; ; ;
: i1 0 2 ¢ 3 . 4
AFPR1 It does not bqther me when XXX increases its prices, as | will 0.775 0168 | 0271 | 0169
o 21WAYS Use this brand anyway I SR N
Accommodation / AFPR3 . When XXX has had a price increase, it has been well justified 0768 ) 0.054 0269 0214 -
Price i AFPR4 XXX is still well worth the money even when its prices go up 0.757 i 0.234 i 0.146 | 0.165
AFPR2 Regardless of what price XXX is, | will always strongly 0635 | 0328 @ 0252 @ 0021
recommend this brand to others :
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. . Components
Variable i Indicators Items
: 1 2 3 4
..DEOA1 _ :There s really no other brand like XXX 0147 © 0836 | 0021 . 0179
) i DEOA3 ltisimpossible for another brand to compete with XXX i 0251 i 0.784 i 0.078 : 0.245
alternatives pEOA2 ! asked, vyou e quick to point out how superior XXXisto & o a0 1 535 1 5979 | 0214
4TS cCOmpetitors R R B
,,,,,,,, ...DEOA4 1 XXXis faultless .0.264 | 0541 | 0126 | 0390
If XXX experienced some problems and the brand was
AFPE2  itemporarily not up to the expectation, how likely isitthat i 0.175 | 0.146 @ 0.818 i 0.002
i you would recommend this brand to others? ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
i If XXX experienced some problems and the brand was : : : :
AFPE3 i temporarily not up to the expectation, how likely is it thz_at_ 04178 | -0.005 | 0784 | 0167
. you would support the brand when others were complaining
Accommodation/ about it?
Performance o -
i If XXX experienced some problems and the brand was ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
AFPE1  itemporarily not up to the expectation, how likely is it that | 0.184 : 0.077 : 0.770 : 0.081
i you would continue to use this brand?
If XXX experienced some problems and the brand was
AFPE4 temporarily not up to the expectation, how likely is it that 0.230 : 0.133 0.635 : 0.214
"""" . iyou would make excuses for the brand? o E
...COINS i XXX]s an important part of my life 0.034 : 0.306 : 0.128 : 0.777
Cogniti COIN4 XXX says something about me 0.122 : 0.060 : 0.152 : 0.760
ognitive A : Rttt o Serietr B At
interdependence CO”\B e | would be lost without XXX 0146 . 0.308 0111 . 0734 .
COING IX\Q/)c:uId feel offended if someone said something bad about 0355 | 0253 @ 0054 @ 0592

3.4. Confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA)

IBM-AMOS software was used for confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). CFA assists in validating the
factor structure and determining the importance
of the resulting model. Model parameters such
as RMSEA, RMSR, GFI, AGFI, and NFI must be
examined for structural appropriateness and ac-
ceptability (Byrne, 2016; Weston & Gore Jr, 2006).
However, for a comprehensive outlook of the
goodness of fit of the model, it can be checked in
three classifications, i.e., absolute fit measurement,
incremental fit measurement, and parsimony fit
measurement, respectively.

The root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) is 0.062, whereas a value of 0.08 or lesser
is considered for the goodness of fit for the model
(MacCallum et al., 1996; Smith & McMillan, 2001).
Therefore here, it is acceptable or fairly fit (Gaskin
& Lim, 2016; Smith & McMillan, 2001). Further,
the goodness of fit index (GFI) is 0.931, a value
above 0.90 while, the adjusted goodness of fit in-
dex (AGFI) is 0.904 that too falls into more than
or equal to the permissible limit (MacCallum et
al., 1996; Marsh & Balla, 1994). The last measure
of absolute fit is SRMR and chi-square divided by

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/im.17(4).2021.02

degree of freedom, i.e., ;(2 / df emphasis an ex-
cellent measure of fit (Gaskin & Lim, 2016). Here
it falls into its given limits which makes together
with the absolute fit (Gaskin & Lim, 2016; Hu &
Bentler, 1999).

Additionally, the relative fit indices or the incre-
mental fit measurements that are elucidated by the
Normal Fit Index (NFI), Relative Fit Index (RFI),
Incremental Fit Index (IFI), Tucker Lewis Index
(TLI), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) are 0.915,
0.896, 0.945, 0.932, and 0.944 respectively, which
are found to be greater and equal to the prescribed
values indicating a good fit for model (MacCallum
et al., 1996; Smith & McMillan, 2001).

The next measurement check is parsimony indi-
ces, which include three parameters, i.e., respec-
tively Parsimonious Normed Fit Index (PNFI),
Parsimonious Comparative Fit Index (PCFI),
Parsimonious Goodness of Fit Index (PGFI), and P
close. The results for these indices are 0.747, 0.771,
and 0.013, respectively. These values reach accept-
able limits; however, parsimony indices near 1 are
always considered better.

The model values for all needed fit indices are in-
side the threshold value or rules-of-thumb and
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Table 4. Model fit indices

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Statistic Absolute fit { { -
i Threshold : Results : References Decision
measurements measure
RMSEA <008 0,062 Gaskin and Lim (2016), Smith and McMillan Acceptable
,,,,,,,, (2001) ... e
GFl >0.90 0.931 MacCallum et al. (1996), Marsh and Balla iAcceptabIe
Absolute fit i ; (A994) R
measurement AGE| >0.90 0904 | MacCallum et al. (1996), Marsh and Balla iAcceptabIe
,,,,,,,, 1994) e
CI\/IIN/‘I?'FH <3.84 2.718 Gaskin and L'i‘l"‘T]{‘(ZOlG), Hu anduB‘gp‘tler (1999) I'E.xg‘gl!gr)tm o
SRMR <0.08 0.055 : Gaskin and I_'im{‘(2016), Hu andHE}‘gp‘tIer (1999) I'E.xcuetl!‘e“r)tm o
NFI >0.95 0915 | MacCallum et al. (1996), Smith and McMillan ' Good Fit
"""" £ (2001)
RFI >0.90 0896 MacCallum et al. (1996), Smith and McMillan ' Good Fit
. (2001) :
Relative fit ~ frmme e S : pr——
measurement I > 0.90 0945 | MacCallum et al. (1996), Smith and McMillan ' Good Fit
"""" £ (2001)
L >0.90 0932 | MacCallum et al. (1996), Smith and McMillan ' Good Fit
,,,,,,,, (2001) e
CFl >0.90 0.944 Huand Bentler (1999), Gaskin and Lim (2016) : Acceptable
PNFI >0.50 0.747 iHuand Bentler (1999), Schreiber et al. (2006) Acceptable
Parsimonious fit PCFI >0.50 0.771 i Huand Bentler (1999), Schreiber et al. (2006) : Acceptable
measurement Hu and Bentler (1999), Schreiber et al. (2006)
> ’ : !
P Close >0.05 0.013 Gaskin (2006) Acceptable

hence superior. Even if just the Chi-Square statis-
tic, RMSEA, and its associated confidence inter-
vals like SRMR, CFI, and one parsimony fit indica-
tor like PNFT are reported, it is still appropriate as
per the reference mentioned in Table 4. Variables
including sample size, parameter estimates, and
model misspecification do not affect these index-
es. All of these indices are entirely fitting in the
default model. Table 4 provides a comprehensive
overview of CFA results statistics.

3.5. Reliability and validity of the model

The reliability and validity of the model are
based on composite reliability and discriminant
validity. The composite reliability (CR) of all the
four latent constructs is greater than 0.70; how-
ever, a value above 0.60 is also acceptable but for

Table 5. Reliability and validity of the model

the current model it is meeting the standard-
ized value which is highly acceptable. The aver-
age variance extracted (AVE) is also higher than
the threshold value of 0.50. The MaxR(H) value
for all the constructs is greater than 0.80. These
parameters indicate that the data has good con-
vergent validity.

To test the discriminant validity, the square root
of AVE was compared to all inter construct cor-
relations. The square root of AVE shown on the
diagonals of Table 5 is greater than the rest of the
inter-construct correlations. The diagonal values
are 0.714, 0.744, 0.744, and 0.708 for all the con-
structs respectively. The correlation values be-
tween all the constructs are also found to be signif-
icant which indicates that the data/observations
met the reliability criterion and are fit for analysis.

; CR AVE MSV | MaxR(H) | AFPE AFPR DEOA COIN
AFPE {0806 0.510 0416 i 0811 i 0714 - - -
APR ... .08 05 046 089 0645 0744 - -
DEOA i 0831 10553 10508 ;. 0845 10360 i 0803 il lOTAA T
COIN 0799 | 0502 . 0508 : 0817 : 0402 0538 . 0713 0708
Note: AFPE = accommodation/price, AFPR = accommodation/performance, COIN = cognitive interdependence,

DEOA = derogation of alternatives, CR = convergent reliability, AVE = average variance extracted, MSV = maximum shared

variance, MaxR(H) = maximum reliability; (H).
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Figure 1. Structural equation model (SEM)

3.6.Structural equation model (SEM)

For AFPR the standard regression weights were
between 0.67 and 0.81, which are considered fit
and within the desired outcomes. In the case of
the second factor, i.e. AFPE, the standardized re-
gression weights were 0.64 to 0.76. On the other
hand, the third factor, which is COIN, found re-
gression weights between 0.64 and 0.79. While the
fourth factor, DEOA, had the standardized regres-
sion weights between 0.68 and 0.84. Figure 1 de-
picts the SEM model and its regression weights.

4. DISCUSSION

The present study aimed to explore the level of
brand fidelity among Saudi consumers. The study

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/im.17(4).2021.02

tried and tested the brand fidelity instrument de-
veloped by Grace et al. (2018) in the Saudi context.
A primary survey was conducted among the Saudi
consumers in the National Capital Region of Saudi
Arabia. The data was evaluated by administering
the exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory
factor analysis using IBM SPSS and AMOS. The
results thus confirmed that Saudi consumers are
loyal to their favorite brands. All the constructs of
brand fidelity found their empirical evidence and
groundings among Saudi consumers.

As per Grace et al. (2018), brand fidelity from a
holistic perspective is well-grounded by authen-
tic relationships, reflecting on both market-re-
lated factors as well as product-related factors.
As the intensity of a relationship becomes in-
timate, it passes through the journey of brand
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commitment, brand love, and finally brand fi-
delity. This synergy creates a profound impact
on the consumer’s mindset as well as improves
the bonding factor of a company towards its us-
ers. Brand fidelity is reinforced by certain other
variables. As Junaid et al. (2019) argue, products
are either utilitarian in nature addressing func-
tional, practical, helpful value or hedonic in na-
ture, which reflects on the excitement, thrilling
experience, and is full of fun. Smit et al. (2007)
emphasized the role of brand personality in
building strong intimate relationships. All well
said, but marketers, even with intensive profes-
sional marketing research and with the support
of sophisticated technology tools, have failed to
monitor the emotional factors, which are indeed
difficult to articulate and measure, as pointed
out by Grace et al. (2018). For this reason, it is
a breakthrough in exploring the possibilities of
having a concept called brand fidelity, which
seamlessly blends the behavioral aspect of con-
sumers with cognitive “effort” towards relation-
ship maintenance as an accurate indication of
their emotional attachment. Understanding the
strength, potential, and power of behavior and
cognition produces a miraculous result in brand
positioning.

The concept of brand fidelity is well versed with
the dramatic changes witnessed by the market,
especially the explosion of technology and dig-
italization. Brand fidelity is a social process for
society, and hence it is disproved to be working
in isolation. Marketers are encouraged to adopt

brand fidelity to various verticals of business-
es, wide use in various industries, regions, and
markets. As per Grace et al. (2018), the synergy
of reflecting the gamut of relationship mainte-
nance of behaviors/cognitions, which tends to
group them, helps marketers to be more strate-
gic in decision making.

From the Middle East region perspective, par-
ticularly the Saudi Arabia market, according to
Santander (2021), Saudi consumers prefer qual-
ity to quantity (66% of consumers value quality
over price). Consumers are inclined to reputed
global brands, especially luxury brands. Brand
fidelity has a huge potential in the Saudi market
to be used by global as well as national compa-
nies to create strong intimacy (behavioral with
cognitive) and be successful. According to Grace
et al. (2018), brand fidelity can only be adequate
if a holistic synergistic approach is implemented
rather than working in isolation. Saudi Arabia
is diversifying its economy from traditionally
oil-based to more towards tourism and leisure
(Santander, 2021). Manufacturing, digitalization,
and new technologies are all growing sectors.
Therefore, there are more reasons for marketers
to take advantage of brand fidelity that would
yield long-term sustainable benefits to consum-
ers and the nation as a whole. The study proves
a strong brand fidelity present among Saudi con-
sumers, which impacts companies to remain
agile, be innovative and continuously showcase
value. It also improves the living standard of con-
sumers, which increases brand trust.

CONCLUSION

The current study was carried out to validate the brand fidelity components propounded by Grace et al.
(2020) in the Saudi context. Moreover, the study also investigated the effect of brand fidelity on Saudi
consumers. The primary data were collected from 446 respondents. The data were analyzed by apply-
ing exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using structural equation
modeling (SEM) in IBM SPSS and AMOS. All the factors loadings of EFA holds valid except three with
a threshold limit of 0.50 (where factor loadings > 0.50). The results of EFA were validated through CFA
where results were validated on absolute fit measurement, incremental fit measurement, and parsimony
fit measurement, respectively.

The model adopted for the study was found to be statistically significant on all the indices adopted for
the study. Whereas the measurement value of absolute fit indicators, which are SRMR and chi-square
divided by degree of freedom, is found to be an excellent fit. While the values of the Normal Fit Index
(NFI), Relative Fit Index (RFI), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), and Comparative
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Fit Index (CFI) are 0.915, 0.896, 0.945, 0.932, and 0.944 respectively, which are found to be good fits.
This indicates that the model adopted for the study is suitable for analysis. The regression weights of all
the variables in the structural model are found to be significant. The regression weights of the variables

» o«

indicate that all the components of brand fidelity, namely, “accommodation/price”, “accommodation/
performance”, “derogation of alternative”, and “cognitive interdependence” explain the significant varia-
tion in brand fidelity among Saudi consumers. Therefore, it can be concluded that brand fidelity and its
components are valid too in the Saudi context. Therefore, the findings of the study suggest the compo-
nents of brand fidelity are valid in Saudi Arabia. In addition, it can be concluded that Saudi customers
are loyal to their favorite brands. Moreover, brand fidelity measurement is clearly proved and validated
through this empirical study. Thus, marketers and marketing research firms are encouraged to use its

efficacy in predicting performance.

The implication of the study from the Saudi market perspective is substantial as it would have a pro-
found impact by measuring the brand’s performance in real time. Marketers can compare themselves to
the best in their class in a specific industry and effectively track and monitor the brand’s relational per-
formance, especially to remain competitive. Marketers for the Saudi market can increase brand fidelity
by focusing on emotional value and bonding with consumers’ value congruence. According to Das et
al. (2019), it should be surrounded by the flavor of genuine, authentic, and genuineness bonding, which
also improves corporate culture. Professional consultants or academicians can use it in gamification
to derive certain winning business models, which would demonstrate the degree of brand fidelity. In
the long run, brand fidelity is sustainable in demonstrating brand commitment and love, discouraging
competitors from engaging in advertising wars. This can be a tool to yield brand differentiation in the
marketplace. Researchers are encouraged to further explore the potential of other functions of business,
like financial fidelity, employee fidelity, value fidelity in the supply chain, etc. From an academic stand-
point, brand fidelity topics can be incorporated into course syllabuses as contemporary studies or new
marketing trends for increased familiarity. Furthermore, since brand fidelity is a novel approach, only
two studies are available in the literature. It needs to be further validated with a high number of data in
varied contexts.
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