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Abstract
This research aims to understand the relationship between customers’ satisfaction with private labels and their loyalty toward the stores that own and
sell these private labels. 256 Tunisian customers participated in this research
by fulfilling a questionnaire prepared to collect the data about their opinions
and attitudes toward private labels and stores that sell these labels. Researchers add customers’ trust and customers’ attachment with the private labels as
a variable mediating the relationships between customers’ satisfaction with
the brands and customers’ loyalty to the stores. Results show that customers’
satisfaction with private labels directs customers’ loyalty toward stores that
sell these labels. While this relation is not affected by the existence of trust
and attachment to the private labels. Also, results found that trust with private label doesn’t yield to brand attachment. According to research results,
researchers recommend marketers to focus their efforts on marketing private
labels and satisfying customers’ needs in order to gain their loyalty toward the
stores which will result in more benefits for the store in general.
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1. Introduction
Customer satisfaction has been the main stone for the whole marketing philosophy. All marketing activities are derived from customers and directed toward
them. Marketers’ main interest is to know how to fulfill customers’ needs and to
take the customers into the level of satisfaction. This satisfaction is at the top of
the mountain of marketing activities. Every store reaches the top tries to keep up
the good work in order to stay at that position. A store that offers products that
fulfill customers’ needs has reached the top, but the challenge that stores strive to
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make it is to keep their customers in a continued and long term relationship
with them, i.e. customers’ loyalty. One of the tools stores use to gain purchases’
patronage is to make their own labels. They might not produce it by themselves;
rather they make agreements with some producers or distributors to pack some
products and label them with private labels owned by the stores.
This research aims to figure out the relationship between customers’ satisfaction with private labels and store loyalty with the existence of brand trust and
brand attachment. A relationship between product trust and product attachment
will be tested, finally the direct relationship between customers’ satisfaction with
private labels and store loyalty will be tested. These direct and indirect relationships will be tested to show the difference and to check the effect of the mediation variables.
The first part of the paper presents the theoretical framework which is an extended elaboration for the main terminologies of this research (Consumer satisfaction, Brand Attachment, Brand Trust and Brand Loyalty). The second part
presents the empirical part of the research which includes research problem and
objectives, research model and hypotheses development, research methodology,
data analysis and discussion, and finally in the last part there will show the conclusion and the recommendations of the research.

2. Theoretical Framework
2.1. Consumer Satisfaction
Marketing literature is replete with research studies that have examined the
concept of satisfaction, a concept that has always been considered as a vital condition for the development of a consumer-brand relationship, for brand loyalty
and companies’ prosperity and survival in high competitive markets. However,
while reviewing these abundant academic studies, one can easily notice the absence of any consensus regarding its definition, its nature and its measurement.
In fact, since its first academic use in 1967 by Cardozo, researchers have failed in
developing and approving a unique, universal and unequivocal definition that
clearly differentiate satisfaction from close concepts. According to Giese and
Cote (2000) [1], the absence of a consensual definition of consumer satisfaction
grounded on the “consumers’ views of the relevant satisfaction situation” (p3)
prevents the creation of “a unified, comparable body of research” and limits
hence “the degree to which generalizations can be developed (…) the degree to
which results can be explained, justified and compared” (p2). Moreover, this
lack gives raise to a plain misunderstanding of the concept’s theoretical singularities and conceptual boundaries. For instance, satisfaction was enormously confused with service quality in theory and practice (Oliver, 1999) [2] since both of
them were commonly perceived as the “assessment of the variation between the
consumer’s perception and expectations of service levels” (Bei and Chiao, 2001,
p126) [3] especially in the study of Zeithaml et al. (1985) [4] where service quality was defined as “the evaluation of the perceived discrepancy between prior
DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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expectations and the actual performance of the product”, a controversial definition that shed light on the weaknesses of the prior satisfaction conceptualizations and brought those authors to reanalyze their definition and precise three
years later that service quality refers to an overall judgment assuming the superiority of the offered service while satisfaction is generally associated with a particular experience or transaction (Najjar and Zaiem, 2011) [5]. In sum, after reviewing more than 20 definitions used during the last three decades, Giese and
Cote (2000) [1] highlighted that despite the inexistence of a unified definition of
satisfaction, the diverse conceptualizations have three common components. In
fact, consumer satisfaction has always been considered as an emotional and/or
cognitive and/or conative response related to a specific focus (a product, a consumption experience, salesperson, surprise, outcomes …) that occurs at a certain
time (post purchase, post-choice, during consumption, after analysis of accumulated experience …). A brief example may illustrate the tremendous and clear
divergences in the diverse satisfaction conceptualizations. Oliver for instance
from 1981 to 1997 has developed a multiplicity of definitions, while in some studies he considered consumer satisfaction as an attitude that occurs after consumption (Mano and Oliver, 1993) [6], in others, it was defined as a summary
attribute coexisting with a set of consumption emotions that occur during consumption (Oliver, 1992) [7] or “an evaluation of the surprise inherent in a
product acquisition and/or consumption experience” (Oliver, 1981) [8] or
simply “a post-choice evaluation judgment” (Westbrook and Oliver, 1991) [9]. A
second debate can be noticed in the satisfaction literature, a debate related to its
nature. In fact, while some researchers (Westbrook and Reilly, 1983; Halstead,
Hartman and Schmidt, 1994 …) [10] [11] emphasize its emotional and affective
aspects and insist on its pure irrational mechanism, others (Howard and Sheth,
1969; Oliver, 1981; Day, 1984; Tse and Wilton, 1988; Mano and Oliver, 1993 …)
[6] [9] [12] [13] argue that consumer satisfaction is a pure cognitive concept that
is grounded on a rational and conscious assessment of a certain discrepancy between what was expected and what was really got. Moreover, other researchers
(Cadotte, Woodruff and Jenkins, 1987; Swan, Trawick and Carroll, 1981 …) [14]
[15] prefer a mixed conceptualization where both cognitive and affective aspects
coexist in the satisfaction definition, thus, the latter is seen as “a conscious evaluation or cognitive judgment that the product has performed relatively well or
poorly or that the product was suitable or unsuitable for its use/purpose. Another dimension of satisfaction involves affect or feelings toward the product”
(Swan, Trawick and Caroll, 1981, p17). It is to notice also that in some empirical
studies, a conative aspect or dimension of satisfaction has emerged (Westbrook
and Oliver, 1991). As a result of the absence of a universal definition on one
hand and the absence of a consensus regarding its nature on the other hand, the
satisfaction literature suffers from a lack of measurement standardization which
deepens the problem of generalization and limits comparison. In sum, according
to many researchers (Churchill 1979; Gerbing and Anderson, 1988; Bollen, 1989;
DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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Giese and Cote, 2000) [16] [17] [18], the development of the most appropriate
measures as well as valid and reliable results start compulsory by the definition
of “the construct’s theoretical meaning and conceptual domain” (Giese and
Cote, 2000, p2). Based upon this view, in the study in hand, consumer satisfaction is defined as “a post-consumption affective and conscious response based
on the product experience consumption and its performance”.

2.2. Brand Attachment
The concept of attachment as many relational concepts used in marketing research finds its sources in the interpersonal psychology, the first studies focused
on the relationship mother-child as a compulsory base “to grow up mentally
healthy” (Bowbly, 1951, p765) [19], love relationships (Hazan and Shaver, 1994)
[20], and friendship links (Weis, 1988; Trinke and Bartholomev, 1997) [21] [22].
Ties characterized by feelings of affiliation and proximity that can be transferred
according to many psychologists and researchers (Csikszentmihlyi and Rochberg Halton, 1981; Belk, 1992; Richins, 1994) [23] [24] [25] to materials and objects.
In fact, according to Bowlby (1969), the physical objects aid in the identity
formation especially when children become independent and separated from
their mothers. This delicate and deep bond continues and lasts for a lifetime,
some psychologists bent over adolescent-objects relationship, it was demonstrated through researches that at that particular age, adolescents experience an
“Identity Crisis” which drives them to seek identity through acquiring and accumulating material objects.
In sum, attachment highlights the ability of tangible objects to reflect and
reinforce the identity of the buyer and even to reach an ideal self (Belk, 1988;
McCracken, 1986; Wallendorf and Arnould, 1988; Babin et al., 1995) [26] [27]
[28] [29].
It was in the nineties that the concept of attachment was finally transposed to
brands in the nineties when the number of research on brand equity and consumer-brand relationship has captured the spot light. Brand attachment (BA) is
in fact a crucial and essential concept in explaining the type and the depth of the
relationship customer-brand, not only, for scholars but also, for practitioners
and managers who endeavor to restrain their customers in a market characterized by fierce competition and mass communication. Several definitions of attachment have been suggested and they have all emphasized its psychological,
emotional and affective components. According to Cristau (2001, p13) [30], BA
“is an enduring psychological, emotional and interactive relationship between
the customer and the brand where the affective grade is expressed by dependence and friendship characteristics”. This definition stresses on the emotional
aspect and conceptualizes attachment as the simultaneous conjunction of dependence (the customer relies on the brand to fulfill his/her requirements,
needs, desires and to carry out their expectations) and friendship (mutual concessions, give and take, sacrifices to satisfy the partner and shared benefits).
DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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Heilbrunn (2001, p10) [31] defines BA as “the intensity of the emotional and the
affective link between customer and brand”, this definition is based on a transposition of the interpersonal attachment in social psychology to the world of
brands. Furthermore, Lacoeuilhe (2000) [32] posits that attachment is an inalienable affective and psychological variable that is independent of both the
purchase context and the brand’s extrinsic or intrinsic features.
Increased number of studies has focused on the determinants of brand attachment. In fact, according to Lacoeiulhe (2000), two main antecedents can be
identified. On one hand, nostalgia referring to the role that brands play as “story
of life”, a possession that record the different phases of one’s life. In the words of
A. Kenneth (1984, p144) [26] “In later years the object would serve to remind its
owners of the day it first entered their home and of the time that had passed
since then. It would not only structure their present but also their perceptions of
their own past”. On the other hand, image congruence where brands are considered as a means of communication that customers use to broadcast their
self-image that they really have or desire to hold. In other terms, when a consumer purchases a brand and is highly attached to it, this means that it encompasses an image and has a set of values that s/he endeavors to own in order “to
transform them in their own eyes and in the eyes of others” (Ames, 1984, p145)
[33]. In short, in an emphasis of this brand congruence and identification or the
“for me” evaluation Plummer (1985, p29) [34] posits that “the consumer who
favors or uses any particular brand most often has looked at all this information
and communication (…) and somewhere inside his or her head he or she has
said, I see myself in that brand, or I see that brand in myself”.
Other research, like the Smaoui’s (2008) [35] one, have classified the attachment determinants in two categories. A first group called “Relational Variables
Customer-Brand” that embodies all the concepts that describe an enduring and
deep brand-customer relationship such as nostalgic connections, brand trust, satisfaction and the brand-customer congruence. A second group named “Product
Related Variables” that explains the brand attachment by objective motives such
as the brand country of origin and the product involvement as well as the product category.

2.3. Brand Trust
One of the most important concepts used to examine the depth of
brand-individual relationship is brand trust that gained a great interest among
marketing scholars. This can be explained by the evolving number of crisis and
unethical practices used by some firms as well as the importance of confidence
in warranting the exchange’s stability (Gatfaoui and Lavorata, 2001) [36], reducing the doubt in volatile environment (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001) [37]
and securing clients (Georges and Decock Good, 2004) [38]. In this regard,
Bainbridge (1997, p13) [39] asserted that “a trustworthy brand places the consumer at the center of its world and relies more on understanding real consumer
DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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needs and fulfilling them than the particular service or product. It is not merely
responsive, but responsible”.
According to Romaniuk and Bogomolova (2005) [40], trust is a “hygiene”
factor that all the competing brands must possess in order to be more competitive. It is a positive reputation validated by a third party in a long-term relationship (Bloy, 1996) [41]. Trust exits “when one party has confidence in an exchange partner’s reliability and integrity” (Morgan and Hunt, 1994, p23) [42].
BT refers to the ability of the brand to satisfy all the customer’s requirements
and to live up to any promises. BT has been defined as “the willingness of the
average consumer to rely on the ability of the brand to perform its stated function” (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001, p13, 14), as “a feeling security held by the
consumer in his/her interaction with the brand, that it is based on the perceptions that the brand is reliable and responsible for the interests and welfare of the
consumer”. (Ballester and Munuera Aleman, 2002, p12) [43] or simply as “the
presumption that the brand, as a personified entity, commits itself to produce a
predictable reaction (behavior) consistent with the customer’s expectations and
to support this orientation in the future with benevolence” (Gurviez, 1999, p20).
[44].
An important question that many scholars and practitioners have addressed is
how to build up consumer confidence? In fact, the literature review reveals two
main categories of BT antecedents. The first group is based on rational drivers
grounded on the brand competence, its reputation, its willingness to keep its
promises, its ability to raise up the customer pleasure and comfort, to satisfy
them, to keep in pace with their evolving requirements and to reassure them by
controlling the sources of the brand’s perceived risk. In fact, Blomqvist, Ballester
and Aleman (2000) [39] have postulated that the main condition of the creation
of the brand trust is the perceived risk, its depth and nature; the more the risk is
present, the more the development of the confidence feeling is hard and unexpected. The second category of BT antecedents is composed of factors signaling
perceived common points between the consumer and his/her brand. In this case,
the customer does not rely on the skills and the efficiency of the brand but seeks
for shared values and the extent to which the brand is able to meet his/her expectations and evolving needs. In this regard, Morgan and Hunt (1994) have
proposed the following determinants: First, the shared values that suppose the
existence of some beliefs and convictions that the different exchange or relationship partners do have in common. In other words, Gurviez (1999) declared
that the trust is attributed to a brand when this latter holds a set of values that
the customer considers as theirs. Second, the perceived enduring communication that can be translated through assistance, resolution of the brand-customer
problems and troubles that may occur at any phase of this tie, empathy as well as
the care and the continuous listening of the personnel. Third, the previous experience that refers to the existence of a series of positive experiences and encounters between the customer and the brand. Finally, the faith in the brand which is
extremely important especially when certain adjustments of the actual brand’s
DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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traits are to be undertaken (Rekom, Jacobs and Verlegh, 2006) [45], and also in
the case of brand stretching.

2.4. Brand Loyalty
Developing and maintaining a strong consumer-brand relationship is the only
guarantee to survive in competitive, turbulent and borderless markets where
consumers become more and more powerful, demanding and hard to please because of the variety of brands and alternatives, brand loyalty is one of the most
important weapons that marketing managers should focus on in order to thrive
and stand in the crowd. Moreover, loyalty helps them increase their market
shares and conquer new clients, in fact, loyal customers are true ambassadors of
their preferred and favorite brand, they vouch it and encourage their surroundings to get it through many techniques. This concept hasn’t only attracted marketing practitioners but also a lot of scholars and researchers worldwide. When
reviewing the huge number of research and studies that have examined the concept of brand loyalty, one can notice that there is no consensus concerning its
definition. In fact, many conceptualizations have been developed each one from
a different angle, however, three main approaches may be mentioned: behaviorist one (linking loyalty to repeat buying behavior) and attitudinal one (linking
loyalty to emotions and positive attitude towards the brand) and finally the
composite one that consider loyalty as a mixture of emotions and behavior.
2.4.1. The Behavioral Approach
In the early literature, brand loyalty first emerged in the marketing literature as a
repeat purchasing behavior and a strong preference to a given brand. Later in
1952, Brown [46] included past behavior as an indicator of loyalty. Furthermore,
Sheth (1968) [47] considered brand loyalty “a function of a brand’s relative frequency purchases in time-independent situations and it’s a function of relative
frequency and purchase pattern in time-dependent situations”. According to Bei
and Chiao (2008, p3) [48] and in a modification of Oliver’s definition (1997)
[49], loyalty is considered as “a deeply held commitment to repeat purchases of a
preferred product or service consistently in the future, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause switching behavior”.
Briefly, according to behaviorist researchers, to be qualified as loyal, the customer must rebuy the given brand whatever is his /her motivation (emotional or
habit). In fact, “the extent of purchase at a certain time or the frequency of purchase during a certain period of time” (Sheth, 1968), the share of wallet and the
word-of-mouth referrals are the main indicators of loyalty.
This approach that limits loyalty to mere repetitive purchase without a clear
conceptual distinction between meaningless repurchase based on simple habits
and deep loyalty based on conviction and attitude and emotional attachment
(Morgan et Hunt, 1994) and focuses on the description and prediction of consumer behavior was enormously criticized. Hence, new conceptualization of
brand loyalty, emphasizing emotions, strong commitment and positive attitude
DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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towards the brand emerged in the marketing literature. According to Oliver
(1999), the problem of this conceptualization is that it does not “tap into the
psychological meaning of … Loyalty” (Oliver, 1999, p34).
2.4.2. The Attitudinal Approach
Given the aforementioned limits of the behavioral approach of loyalty, many
scholars have questioned the sufficiency of the use of the observed repurchase
behavior as the sole indicator of loyalty and suggested the attitudinal approach
that “consists of criteria like commitment, trust or emotional attachment”. Day
in 1969 [50] criticized this behavioral conceptualization and argued that “brand
loyalty develops as a result of a conscious effort to evaluate competing brands”
in fact, contrary to the first approach, a loyal customer does not necessarily repurchase the given brand but should have positive and strong beliefs and feelings toward it among a set of competing brands (Dick & Basu, 1994) [51] that
are “expressed mainly by brand preference or a psychological predisposition”
towards it.
Based on this attitudinal perspective, brand loyalty was defined as “the behavioral response expressed over time by some decision-making unit, with respect
to one or more alternative brands out of a set of such brands, and is a function of
psychological processes” (Jacoby and Chestnut, 1978, p11) [52].
Through extensive research, Baldinger and Rubinson (1996) [53] have validated that highly loyal buyers are those whose attitudes towards a brand are positive. In addition, in an extremely competitive market, “the ability to convert a
switching buyer into a loyal buyer is much higher if the buyer has a favorable attitude toward the brand”. From this attitudinal angle, brand loyalty is measured
through attitude or/and preferences or/and future behavior intentions scales
(Louis-Lombart 2007) [54].
This new orientation in the examination and the analysis of the loyalty concept has the merit that it focuses on loyalty’s motives and not its mere manifestation (repurchase). In other terms, it emphasizes the role of motivations, attitudes and preferences as indicators of consumer loyalty. Albeit its real contribution to a deeper understanding of loyalty as attitude and psychologically
grounded concept not as routinized purchase and behavior, this approach was
criticized as it considers the attitude the only indicator of loyalty which puts in
dark other factors and antecedents able to explain the effective re-buying behavior. Since then, scholars started to consider loyalty phenomenon as a conjunction of attitude and behavior.
2.4.3. The Composite Approach
Given the limits of the two aforementioned approaches, many researchers argue
that brand loyalty is composed of mainly two dimensions: behavior and attitude.
In fact, a loyal customer is the one who expresses his/her positive attitude and
preference toward the given brand (the psychological and emotional side of
loyalty) through consistent purchase and other practices such as the
word-of-mouth referrals (the behavioral side of loyalty). For instance, Jacoby
DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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(1971) [55] defined brand loyalty as “an effective buying behaviour of a particular brand, repeated over time, and reinforced with a strong commitment to that
brand”, similarly to other conceptualizations (Gremler and Brown 1998; Mellens, Dekimpe and Steenkampe 1996; Touzani and Temessek, 2009) [56] [57]
[58], this definition includes commitment as a key factor for a better understanding of loyalty. Following the same wave of research, Touzani and Temessek
(2009), brand loyalty is seen as “the degree to which a consumer is committed to
a given brand and exhibits a repeat purchasing behaviour towards the same
brand”. Supporting this composite perspective, Oliver (1999) defined brand
loyalty as “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a preferred product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand or
same brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts
having the potential to cause switching behavior”.
Adhering to this approach, Dick and Basu (1994) [59] have proposed four
types of brand loyalty: “True loyalty”, no loyalty, spurious loyalty and latent
loyalty as presented in Table 1.
True loyalty: The consumer’s positive attitude and strong preference towards
the given brand are linked to high and continuous purchase behavior, this loyalty is qualified as “true loyalty”.
Latent loyalty: Despite positive and strong beliefs toward the given brand, the
customer does not re-buy frequently the given brand. This can be explained by
financial factors, by the non-availability of the preferred brand at the right place.
Spurious loyalty: The customer purchases frequently the given brand without
being aware or assessing its distinctive characteristics. In fact, the re-buying is no
more than a simple habit that is not grounded on preference and positive attitude; the customer has no interest in the brand and other factors lead to this repetitive purchase behavior.
No loyalty: The competing brands are seen as similar, the customer cannot
communicate particular advantages of the given brand, s/he may have a positive
orientation towards another brand, they can be “neutral and uninterested” or
used to be loyal and ceased to do so …. Many factors can explain the behavior of
non-loyal customers.
This composite approach has the merit that it gives the most robust and reliable measures of brand loyalty contrary to the sole frequency of purchase (behavioral approach) or the mere brand preference (attitudinal approach). Moreover,
it allows a better understanding of the complex nature of loyalty by taking into
consideration many of its aspects (psychological and rational).
Table 1. Attitude/behavior based loyalty.
Repeat patronage

Relative attitude

DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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In conclusion and according to Knox and Walker’s (2001) [60], brand loyalty
can be considered as a set of six necessary and sufficient conditions which are:
1) Biased (i.e. non random).
2) Behavioral response (i.e. purchase).
3) Should be expressed over time.
4) By some decision-making unit.
5) With respect to one or more alternative brands out of a set of such brands.
6) A function of psychological (decision making, evaluative) processes (Jacoby
and Chestnut, 1978. p. 80) [52].
Figure 1 summarizes the different conceptualizations of brand loyalty in the
marketing literature.

3. The Empirical Part
3.1. The Research Problem and Objectives
Extensive research has been devoted to examining the consumer satisfaction
consequences but few studies were concerned with the analysis of its impact on
the consumer-retailer brands relationship as well as its role in establishing and
increasing store loyalty. Consequently, the overall objective of the research in
hand is to fill in this gap and examine on one hand the consumer satisfaction effect on the consumer-retailer brands bond through its impact on attachment and
trust and on the other hand the role of this tie in increasing the cognitive, affective, conative and behavioral store loyalty as well as the study of the direct effect
of satisfaction on this fidelity.

3.2. The Conceptual Model and the Research Hypotheses
3.2.1. Research Hypotheses
According to Najjar and Zaiem (2011), satisfaction and brand trust are so important and vital concepts that allow the implementation of marketing strategies
that facilitate the development and the maintaining of a long-lasting and a
win-win consumer-brand relationship. Moreover, several studies reported that
consumer satisfaction leads directly to brand trust (Najjar and Zaiem, 2011; Dixon et al., 2005; Chumpitaz and Paparoidamis, 2007; Sirieix and Dubois, 1999)
[61] [62] [63]. In fact, in a Tunisian context, Najjar and Zaiem’s (2011) study
brought support to the abundant studies that have demonstrated this causal link
and indicated hence that “trust constitutes a crucial satisfaction consequence in
the relational paradigm” (Najjar and Zaiem, 2011, p3). Consistent with prior research, the following hypothesis is formulated:
H1: Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels has a direct significant statistical impact on trust toward them.
The extant literature reports that consumer satisfaction has a significant and
positive impact on brand attachment (Aurier et al., 2001; Thomson et al., 2005;
Smaoui, 2008) [64] [65]. However, the linkage is still controversed. In fact, while
some researchers consider satisfaction a direct antecedent of attachment
(Smaoui, 2008) and assert that “the consumer who is attached to a brand is
DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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Figure 1. The three approaches of brand loyalty.

generally satisfied with it”, others posited that satisfaction exhibits an indirect
effect on brand attachment through confidence. In this study, both direct and
indirect effects are to be examined. The impact of trust on attachment is indicated by a dotted line in the conceptual model.
H2: Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels has a direct significant statistical impact on brand attachment.
By analyzing the literature, it comes to light another significant relationship
between a trilogy of concepts that lead directly to loyalty namely trust, attachment and commitment. In fact, according to Gouteron (2008) [66], the more the
consumer trusts a brand, the more he feels attached to it. In the same stream,
several studies proved that trust precedes attachment (Ayoubi, 2016; Fournier
1998; Aurier et al. 2001; Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001 …) [67] [68]. Garbarino
and Johnson (1999) [69] as well as Morgan and Hunt (1994) have highlighted
the impact of trust on attachment on the long-term. Aurier et al. (2001) and in
their “relational chain” aiming the comprehension of loyalty: Quality  Value
 Satisfaction  Trust  Attachment highlighted that trust is an antecedent of
attachment. A presumption was accepted and adopted by Smaoui (2008) in her
work on attachment determinants.
H3: Brand trust has a direct significant statistical impact on brand attachment.
Brand attachment, a concept that refers to a certain psychological and emotional proximity between the consumer and the brand (Lacoeuilhe, 2000; Heilbrunn, 2001; Cristau, 2001) has attracted a lot of researchers since a long time
given its importance in the creation of an enduring consumer-brand tie. Several
studies (Day, 1969; Dick & Basu, 1994; Sirieix & Dubois, 1999; Gurviez, 1999;
Lacoeuilhe, 2000; Aurier et al., 2001, Ambroise et al., 2007) [70] showed that
brand attachment is an important antecedent of loyalty both its attitudinal dimension and behavioral one. Similarly, Chaudhuri & Holbrook (2001, 2002) argued that loyalty is the result of a relational process that goes from attachment to
trust where this latter seems to play a mediating role between attachment and
loyalty. Hence, this study assumes that:
H4: Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels has indirect significant staDOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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tistical impact on brand loyalty as mediated by brand attachment.
Brand trust is one of the key factors in explaining a long-term consumer-brand relationship as well as attitudinal and behavioral loyalty, it is considered as “the basis of loyalty” (Keller and Berry, 2003) [71], and “fundamental to
the development of loyalty” and “is positively related to both purchase loyalty
and attitudinal loyalty” (Reicheld and Schefter, 2000; Urban, Sultan & Quallis,
2000; Gommans et al., 2001) [72] [73] [74]. It is also among its direct antecedents (Singh and Sirdeshmukh, 2000) [75]. Furthermore, trust is viewed as the
fundamental ingredient of loyalty, Reicheld and Schefter (2000) observed that
“[to] gain the loyalty of customers, you must first gain their trust.” Consistent
with prior research, this study assumes that:
H5: Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels has indirect significant statistical impact on brand loyalty as mediated by brand trust.
Increasingly number of studies has focused on the satisfaction-loyalty relationship. In fact, several researchers have posited that a loyal customer is always
a satisfied one (Anderson et al., 1993; Oliver, 1999; Simon, 2000; Bei and Chiao,
2001; Ladhari, 2005) [76] [77]. Moreover, when brand attachment is high, consumers are willing to make sacrifices and extra personal investment in order to
move on and evolve this relationship. In other terms, the consumer’s high satisfaction can be mirrored in their stronger repeat purchase behavior that is “accompanied with more willingness to display, defend or recommend” it to their
friends and accountancies (Whan Park, Macinnis and Priester, 2006) [78]. In
short, the preceding studies that have examined the satisfaction-loyalty linkage
have reported that consumer satisfaction exhibits a strong, a positive and a significant impact on brand loyalty. This research proposes the analysis of the impact of consumer satisfaction with retailer brands on the store loyalty, thus the
sixth hypothesis is formulated as follow:
H6: Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels has direct significant statistical impact on store loyalty.
3.2.2. Research Proposed Conceptual Model

Figure 2. Research model.

3.3. Methodology
The data of the precedent collection was firstly seized and analyzed through a
DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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Principal Component Analysis (SPSS 17) in order to gather the diverse candidate personality traits and classify them under different dimensions. Then, the
reliability of the generated scales (two for every type of brand) was estimated
through the Cronbach’s Alpha that allows the evaluation of the internal coherence over and above the homogeneity of a set of items. Finally, the estimation
of the convergent and discriminating validities was established.
After having compared the different scales that were developed in the francophone context, the unidimensional scale of Lacoeuilhe (2000)1 will be used in
this research. thanks to the consistency that it proved when used in many studies
such as in Gouteron (2006)2 article, in Smaoui (2008)3 and many other researches as well as its reliability that was calculated by both the Cronbach’s Alpha (0.830) and the ρ de Joreskog (0.890).
The scale of Gurviez, Korchia (2002)4 with eight items will be used in the current research; this conception presents Brand Trust as a tridimensional construct
composed of 8 items distributed upon the three factors as follows:
As it is impossible to get a nominative and exhaustive list of all the Retailer
Brands consumers, the research will spread on area of the Big Tunis. In the current research, the mother population is composed of all the consumers of the
Retailer Brands in Tunisia.
In order to provide more accurate findings, the survey took place in the stores
that are broadcasting their own brands such as Carrefour, Bonprix, Géant,
Champion Tunis and Champion Boumhel. The survey was administrated to a
convenience sample of men and women who filled in 256 questionnaires by tapping their perceptions of Retailer brands personality and expressing their attachment and trust levels towards them. A part of the questionnaires was conferred to some pollsters or poll takers after having explained the subject of the
research and gave them the tips to follow and respect during the interviews.

4. Analysis and Findings
4.1. Data Analysis
Partial least squares (PLS) were chosen for the current study by using (SmartPLS
3) software. It was used in a two-stage approach, measurement and structural
model testing.
4.1.1. Measurement Model
The measurement model can be assessed by examining the reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity. Specifically, reliability which refers to the
Lacoeuilhe J. (2000), “L’attachement à la marque: proposition d’une échelle de mesure” Recherche
et Applications en Marketing, Vol15, No 4, 61-77.
2
Gouteron. J. (2006): “L’impact de la personnalité de la marque sur la relation marque-consommateur:
Application au marché du prêt-à-porter féminin”. Revue Française du Marketing; No222, 43-59.
3
Smaoui . F. (2008): “Les déterminants de l’attachement émotionel à la marque: Effets des variables
relationnelles et des variables relatives au produit” 7ème Congrès des Tendances Marketing, Venise
17-18 Janvier 2008.
4
Gurviez P and Korchia M (2002): “Proposition d’une échelle de mesure multidimensionnelle de la
confiance dans la marque”. Recherche et Application en Marketing, vol17, 3, 41-62.
1
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internal consistency of measurement, can be assessed by checking if the value of
composite reliability (CR) is more than 0.7, the average variance extracted
(AVE) is greater than 0.5 and Cronbach’s α is greater than 0.6 (Hair et al., 2006).
Table 2 shows that the CR values ranged from 0.87 to 0.92 and the AVE values
ranged from 0.53 to 0.69. These values are higher than the acceptance value 0.50
which indicate a good construct reliability. Furthermore, in order to check the
convergent validity, loading factor for each item was calculated. All item loadings are larger than 0.6, which indicates that the scale has a good convergent validity. Furthermore, the Cronbach’s α values for all research variables are greater
than (0.70) which high accepted value (Hair et al., 2006).
Bootstrapping method in Smart LS software was used to test the statistical significance of path coefficients. Figure 2 shows the P value for all research variables and the PLS model of the study.
Table 2. Result of construct assessment.
Constructs
Consumer
satisfaction
with Private
Labels

Brand trust

brand
Attachment

Brand
Loyalty

DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027

Items

Factor loading

Mean

SD

Sat1

0.845

3.835

0.862

Sat2

0.781

3.54

0.833

Sat3

0.891

3.683

0.831

Sat4

0.725

3.353

1.01

BT1

0.753

3.727

0.855

BT2

0.772

3.54

0.998

BT3

0.709

3.266

0.941

BT4

0.757

3.54

0.867

BT5

0.71

3.468

0.859

BT6

0.761

3.504

0.781

BA1

0.788

3.072

1.008

BA2

0.802

3.259

1.02

BA3

0.909

2.892

1.091

BA4

0.882

2.849

0.989

BA5

0.780

2.755

1.051

BL1

0.802

3.835

0.949

BL2

0.794

3.612

1.184

BL3

0.814

3.748

1.039

BL4

0.817

3.842

0.833

BL5

0.846

3.784

0.871

BL6

0.702

3.439

1.047

BL7

0.811

3.58

1.125

BL8

0.711

3.81

1.05
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CR

Cronbach’s α

AVE

0.881

0.817

0.650

0.875

0.830

0.539

0.919

0.890

0.927

0.910

0.695

0.615
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4.1.2. Structural Model
The outcome presented in Figure 3 and Table 3 provided support for the research hypotheses. A detailed information and direction of the hypotheses will
be discussed in the following paragraphs.
The analysis result reveals that the factor (Consumer satisfaction with Private
Labels) has direct significant impact on brand trust (p ≤ 0.05) which lead to accept and support H1. As well as, Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels explain around 58% of brand trust variance.

Figure 3. Results of PLS.
Table 3. Summary of hypothesis testing results.
Standard T
P
Result
Deviation Statistics Values

NO Path (hypothesis)

DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027

1

H1: Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels
has a direct significant statistical impact on trust 0.047
toward them.

13.436

0.000

Supported

2

H2: Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels
has a direct significant statistical impact on brand 0.096
attachment.

4.242

0.000

Supported

3

H3: Brand trust has a direct significant statistical
0.094
impact on brand attachment.

1.590

0.112

Not

4

H4: Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels
has indirect significant statistical impact on brand 0.104
loyalty as mediated by brand attachment.

0.337

0.736

Not

5

H5: Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels
has indirect significant statistical impact on brand 0.089
loyalty as mediated by brand trust.

0.435

0.664

Not

6

H6: Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels
has direct significant statistical impact on store
loyalty.

5.116

0.000

Supported
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In addition, the result shows that Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels
has direct significant impact on brand attachment (p ≤ 0.05) and it explains
around 34% of brand attachment variance. Thus, H2 is accepted.
On the other hand, the result shows that brand trust has no influence on
brand attachment directly (p ≥ 0.05) which lead to reject H3.
Furthermore, the mediating impact of brand attachment and brand trust between Consumer satisfaction with Private Labels and brand loyalty was not influence, which lead to reject and not support H4 and H5.
Finally, the result supports the direct impact of Consumer satisfaction with
Private Labels on brand loyalty (p ≤ 0.05) and it explains around 43% of brand
loyalty variance. Thus, H6 is accepted.
The outcome presented in Table 4 provided support for the research hypotheses. Detailed information and results of the hypotheses will be shown in the
following table.
Moreover, the goodness of fit index (GFI) is a measure of fit between the hypothesized model and the observed covariance matrix. The normed fit index
(NFI) is the discrepancy between the chi-squared value of the hypothesized
model and the chi-squared value of the null model. Comparative fit index (CFI)
is equal to the discrepancy function adjusted for sample size. The root mean
square residual (RMR), is the square root of the discrepancy between the sample
covariance matrix and the model covariance matrix. In addition, Incremental fit
index (IFI) and The Tucker-Lewis coefficient (TLI) were evaluated.
Next, all measures for the measurement models were subjected to CFA to understand the structure and underlying interrelationships of the complex structure. In addition, reliability and validity were also assessed. In Table 1, the
goodness of fit for the study constructs yielded accepted results: CMIN (÷2) values all had significant p values, p < 0.001, GFI values were closer to 1, and 1 =
perfect fit, NFI values were closer to 1, and 1 = perfect fit, IFI values were closer
to 1, and 1 = perfect fit, TLI values were closer to 1, and 1 = perfect fit, CFI values were closer to 1, and 1 = perfect fit, RMR values < 0.060 represent perfect fit,
Relative chi-square (R. ÷ 2) were values between 1 and 5 are the accepted
benchmark used in prior research (Bentler and Bonett, 1980, Bollen, 1989a, Bollen, 1989b, Browne and Cudeck, 1993) [79] [80] [81] [82].

5. Conclusions
The study in hand tried to shed light on the relationship between Tunisian
consumers and their stores that do have and distribute their owns brands; this
relationship analysis was moderated by two important variables in studying relationships in marketing that are brand trust and brand attachment. The research aimed to clarify an infant relationship since Private Labels are not
well-known in Tunisia and in many cases they are mentally associated with low
quality and as being the last choice in case of non-existence of the favorite
brands’ products.
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Table 4. Model fit results.
Model Fit statistics
Chi-square

902.815

Degrees of freedom

371

Probability level

0.000

RMR

0.079

GFI

0.702

NFI

0.669

CFI

0.771

TLI

0.749

RMSEA

0.073

Several hypotheses were set to better understand this bond in an exploratory
context since no recent studies were available about Tunisians behavior toward
retailer brands combining the same factors, so this research is an initiative for
establishing a database about Tunisians and Private Labels. A survey took place
and more than two hundred consumers were asked to administrate their opinions in 5 Likert scales related to the study’s variables. The results show that
consumers’ satisfaction with Private Labels has a direct significant statistical impact on store loyalty as it was found in previous studies conducted in
non-Tunisian context (Aliawadi et al. 2014, and Guenzi et al. 2009) [83] [84].
Also, retailers gain a probability to increase customers’ loyalty by having their
own private labels (Koschate-Fischer et al. 2014) [85]. Therefore, stores are
highly recommended to manage their private labels and their relationships with
customers and to monitor them very well. Customers are motivated and affected
by their satisfaction with private labels to make repeated purchases from the
store and being loyal to it.
The relationship between brand satisfaction with private labels and store
loyalty is not affected by the mediating roles of brand attachment neither brand
trust; the latter is supported by the study of (Calvo et al. 2016) [86] who found
that trust doesn’t mediate the relationship between prices of private labels and
store loyalty. Also the study goes with Belaid et al. (2011) [87] who found that
satisfaction is not always a way to transfer a customer who trusts a brand to a
continuous loyal to it. This means that satisfied customers will be attached to the
brand but might not be loyal to the store which sells the brand. The same for
trust, customer might trust the private brand but this shouldn’t lead to store
loyalty.
The research didn’t statistically support a relationship between brand trust
and brand attachment. In fact, since in many studies in sociology, Arab people
tend to be affected emotionally by the packaging, the country of origin and other
factors and do systematically develop emotions toward those products before
even trusting them; hence this can be an explanation of the inexistence of a posiDOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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tive impact of brand trust on attachment. Finally, it supported the results of
Pandowo (2016) [88] that demonstrated that satisfaction with retailer brands
leads to strong emotional attachment toward them.

Research Limitations
Like every scientific study, the research in hand does have some limitations related first to the sample, it would be bigger which impacts positively many statistical indices in AMOS and the structural equations in general. The number of
participants was chosen according to the awareness of Private Labels in Tunisia
which is to a certain extent week which puts this research in exploratory context.
Next study will use bigger sample since the awareness is improving now in Tunisia thanks to the communication strategies of especially Carrefour and Géant
that are making the retailers’ brands more known.
Second, the survey that took place in a big part of it at Carrefour and Géant
and Monoprix those hyper and supermarkets in Tunisia that do have their own
brands may be another limitation of the study. In fact, the participants at those
places do have many priorities which filling in a questionnaire is considered as a
disturbance and a time waste.
Finally, the timing of the research would be a limitation since the Private Labels are not so popular in Tunisia which forced us in many cases to explain the
concept and present some examples of them to the participants to better figure
out the meaning of the research.

Academic and Professional Implications
Despite its exploratory aspect, this research does have some implications to the
academic world besides the professional field especially retailing.
As it was explained along the article, this study tried to explore an area not
covered scientifically in Tunisia, henceforth future Tunisian researchers in marketing can take this study as a basis to understand the nature of the consumer-retailer brands tie and how satisfaction is the first step in building and maintaining it. Whatever is the reason behind the choice and the consumption of the
the Private label, being satisfied is the driver of the attitude construction with all
its components cognitive, emotional and conative, an attitude that puts the first
stone in the bond.
For professionals and marketing managers, the research shows that in the Tunisian context where Private Labels are in their childhood and introduction
phase of their lifecycle, managers should show up their brands, put in light their
distinctive characteristics that in some cases are superior to well known brands.
Managers have a hard work in explaining through strong communication campaigns that Private Labels should not be the last choice and that they do not have
systematically bad quality (not all the Private Labels are like N˚1 of Carrefour
that is really low quality). Managers through this research should understand
that they should fascinate their customers by the quality of their brands that will
lead to satisfaction, re-purchase and relationship development.
DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2020.82027
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Future Research Recommendations
This research should give room to future studies in Tunisia that examine the reality of the Private Labels, the challenges and the most appropriate marketing
strategies.
 Future research may focus on the comparison between national and Private
Labels in Tunisia to see in depth how Tunisian consumers differentiate mentally and emotionally between their perceived well-known products and
those emerging retailers’ ones.
 In this research, we opted for the composite conceptualization of loyalty; future study may focus on the behavioral approach to better understand the
realization of satisfaction, trust and attachment seen in the turnover generated by the sale of those brands.
 Academicians in Tunisia may study the current image of Private Labels after
their proliferation and presentation by many retailers now.
 Future researchers may focus on the commitment to retailer brands, a concept that according to Morgan and Hunt (1994) is considered as the sole
measure instrument of the overall marketing strategy.
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