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ABSTRACT

This study investigates whether the effects of hedonic and utilitarian buying motives on attitudinal
and behavioral loyalty vary for convenience, shopping, and specialty product types, with a control
Sfor consumers’ life styles. Data was collected from 835 Turkish households. MANOVA was used to
test the effects of hedonic and utilitarian buying motives. The results showed that utilitarian buying
motives have significant effects on attitudinal loyalty for shopping and specialty products. Hedonic
motives have significant effects on attitudinal loyalty for shopping products and on behavioral loyalty
for specialty products. According to MANCOVA results, life styles do not have controlling effects.
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HAZCI - FAYDACI MOTIVLERIN VE YASAM TARZININ TUTUMSAL VE
DAVRANISSAL SADAKAT UZERINDEKI ETKILERI

OZET

Bu calismada, yasam tarzimin etkisi kontrol edilerek hazci ve faydaci motivierin tutumsal ve davranissal
sadakat tizerindeki etkisinin kolayda, begenmeli ve ozellikli mallar icin degisip degismedigi
incelenmigtir. Veri 835 hanehalkindan toplanmigtir. Hazct ve faydacit motivlerin etkisini dlgmek icin
MANOVA kullanilmistir. Sonuclara gore, faydact satin alma motivieri, begenmeli ve ozellikli mallarda
tutumsal sadakati etkilemektedir. Hazct motiviler ise begenmeli mallarda tutumsal sadakati; ozellikli
mallarda davranissal sadakati etkilemektedir. MANCOVA sonuglart da yasam tarzinin soz konusu bu
iliskileri kontrol etmedigini gdstermistir.

Anabhtar kelimeler: hazct motivler, faydact motivler, sadakat, yasam tarzi, Tiirkiye.
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Brand loyalty is strategically important for managing brands (Amine, 1998) and for profitability
(Srinivasan et al., 2002) because brand loyalty leads to various marketing advantages such as reduced
marketing cost, greater market share, favorable word of mouth (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001) and
willingness to pay much more than the normal value (Reichheld and Sasser, 1990). There may be
many reasons why consumers buy the same brand repeatedly, among them brand reputation, risk
aversion, social group influences (Gounaris and Stathakopoulos, 2004), brand personality (Kim et al.,
2001) and hedonic and utilitarian buying motives (Scarpi, 2005; Trijp, 1995). Among these, hedonic
and utilitarian buying motives can be considered as predictors of consumer attitudes and behaviors
(Voss et al., 2003). Hedonic and utilitarian buying motives have been investigated as much focused
shopping motives (Kaufman-Scarborough and Lindquist, 2002) which represent a useful basis for
understanding consumer outcomes such as satisfaction and loyalty (e.g. Childers, Carr, Peck Carson,
2001). Consumer choice and use of different products and services are driven by both utilitarian
(UT) and hedonic (HED) considerations (Storgards, Tuunainen and O6rni, 2009). However, there are
few studies (e.g. Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Griffin et al., 2000; Scarpi, 2005) examining the direct
effects of these motives on loyalty. Although the loyalty concept should be considered not only as
repeated purchases, but also as a consumer attitude (Sheth and Park, 1974), none of these studies have
investigated the impact of hedonic and utilitarian buying motives on behavioral and attitudinal loyalty.

On the other hand, products themselves may have differing levels of hedonic or utilitarian benefits
in their nature according to their attributes, and these benefits may influence loyalty dimensions
differently in the consumers’ minds (Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006). For instance, buyers who tend to
have a low brand loyalty for convenience goods are not strongly brand loyal for shopping goods
(Fernie et al., 2003: 250) but do have a strong brand loyalty for specialty goods (Finch et al., 2006:36).
Therefore, the effects of hedonic and utilitarian buying motives on attitudinal and behavioral loyalty
need to be investigated for different product categories such as convenience, shopping and specialty.
In addition, life styles that have been previously found (Matzler et al., 2005) to affect loyalty may be
included in order to control the influence of hedonic and utilitarian tendencies.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of hedonic and utilitarian motives along with life
styles on behavioral and attitudinal loyalty depending on the type of product, convenience, shopping,
or specialty.

Thus the present study contributes two new approaches to the literature. First, the existing literature on
the influence of hedonic and utilitarian motives on brand loyalty is extended separately for attitudinal
and behavioral loyalty. Second, this influence is investigated for convenience, shopping, and specialty
products by controlling life styles which have been widely investigated as the predictors of brand
loyalty.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: First, the references in literature on brand loyalty,
hedonic and utilitarian buying motives, brand loyalty and buying motives for different product types
and life styles are provided. Next, the methodology of the study containing details of the survey and
data is presented. Then, findings of the study are provided. The conclusion and some comments for
marketing professionals are presented at the last section of the study.
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BRAND LOYALTY: ATTITUDINAL - BEHAVIORAL

There is an ongoing debate about the definition of loyalty. There are two approaches to the
conceptualization of brand loyalty, namely, stochastic (behavioral) and deterministic (attitudinal)
(Odin et al., 2001). A stochastic approach defines loyalty as a behavior which refers to repeated
purchases of the brand (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001) and determines the loyalty status of a given
consumer by observing his or her purchase record (Dubois and Laurent, 1999). With the same point
of view, Jacoby and Kyner (1973) define loyalty as “(1) the biased (non-random), (2) behavioral
responses (i.e. purchase), (3) 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, and (6) is a function of psychological
(decision making/evaluative) processes.” These definitions suggest that repeat purchasing and brand
loyalty are the same and only repeat purchasing can capture the loyalty of a consumer towards a
brand (Bandyopadhyay and Martell, 2007). However, the behavioral approach does not differentiate
between various buying situations and personal motives; hence it is criticized as being static and lacking
conceptual bases (Amine, 1998). For instance, Sheth and Park (1974) propose that the frequency or
pattern of repeated brand purchase behavior is not sufficient to represent brand loyalty since it is a
multidimensional construct including distinct psychological processes. They also state that loyalty can
exist at the non-behavioral level for some products that consumers never buy. Dick and Basu (1994)
emphasize the need to extend brand loyalty to include attitudinal influences as well.

The deterministic approach covers this non-behavioral side of the loyalty. According to it, loyalty is
more than repeated purchases (Jacoby and Kyner, 1973) and includes some attitudes of consumers
(Kim et al., 2006). Dick and Basu (1994) suggest that incorporating relative attitudes will increase the
predictive ability of loyalty models. The attitudinal component refers to the strong internal disposition
of consumers to continue buying the same brand (Amine, 1998). Similarly, Sheth and Park (1974)
define brand loyalty as “a positively biased emotive, evaluative and/or behavioral response tendency
toward a branded, labeled or graded alternative or choice by an individual in his capacity as the user,
the choice maker and/or the purchasing agent.”

Thus, it can be concluded that brand loyalty has two aspects: behavioral and attitudinal. Behavioral
loyalty refers to repeated purchases of the brand. Attitudinal loyalty is, however, the level of
commitment of the average consumer toward the brand (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001) and reflects
favorable expressions of preference for the brand (Dubois and Laurent, 1999).

The factors affecting brand loyalty have been widely examined in the literature (Amine 1998; Kim et
al. 2001; Gounaris and Stathakopoulos, 2004; Kavak and Ibrahimoglu, 2006). Amine (1998) classifies
antecedents of loyalty as indirect and direct sources. Indirect sources are involvement and satisfaction
which influence loyalty through mediating variables. Direct sources are perceived differences among
alternatives, perceived risk, brand sensitivity and brand attachment/liking. Antecedent factors can
also be classified into three groups (Gounaris and Stathakopoulos, 2004): brand characteristics,
such as brand reputation, availability of substitute brands (Gounaris and Stathakopoulos, 2004),
and brand personality (Kim et al. 2001); social factors, such as social group influences and peers’
recommendations; and consumer characteristics such as risk aversion, variety seeking (Gounaris and
Stathakopoulos, 2004), identification of consumers with a brand, word of mouth (Kim et al. 2001), self
concept, self-monitoring (Kavak and ibrahimoglu, 2006), and hedonic and utilitarian buying motives
(Scarpi, 2005; Trijp, 1995).
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BUYING MOTIVES: UTILITARIAN - HEDONIC

Among the consumer characteristics mentioned above, hedonic and utilitarian buying motives can be
considered as better for understanding attitudinal and behavioral predictors of consumers (Wang et al.,
2000). In other words, determination of the hedonic or utilitarian values that consumers attribute to a
product makes consumer responses to marketing decisions more predictable (Dhar and Wertenbroch,
2000). Moreover, the relative dominance of the hedonic/utilitarian basis in product or brand attitudes
moderates the effectiveness of various marketing strategies (Dube et al., 2003), as, for instance, if they
are considered to be useful segmentation variables (Scarpi, 2005).

According to the traditional economic approach, products are objects that maximize a consumer’s
utility measured by a product’s tangible attributes (Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982). This approach
may be appropriate when tangible attributes are the primary determinant of the value of the product.
However, this approach is inappropriate for some products that are selected and used based on satisfying
emotional wants (Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982). Especially in the last decade, an increasing number
of studies (e.g. Babin et al., 1994; Griffin et al., 2000; Jin, et al., 2003) have mentioned the importance
of recognizing intangible and emotional causes in order to understand completely the purchasing
behavior of consumers. It is stated that the reason or motives underlying consumption behavior can
be clarified by two complex influences: utilitarian and hedonic (Babin et al., 1994; Batra and Ahtola,
1991).

The utilitarian dimension emphasizes the perceived functional impact on physical performance features
of products in choice behavior (Wang et al., 2000). As defined by Athola (1985), the “utilitarian
aspect of an attitude toward a behavior relates to usefulness, value, and wiseness of the behavior
as perceived by the consumer.” Thus, the utilitarian dimension is related to necessity rather than to
recreation, and is often described in terms commonly used to evaluate work performance, e.g. success
and accomplishment (Scarpi, 2005).

The hedonic dimension, on the other hand, relates to the pleasure experienced or anticipated from
the behavior (Ahtola, 1985). Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) define hedonic consumption as
“those facets of consumer behavior that relate to the multisensory, fantasy and emotive aspects of
one’s experience with products.” Thus, it includes fun, enjoyment, fantasy, entertainment, freedom,
excitement, involvement, new product information acquisition, and escapism from routine life (Jin et
al., 2003). Likewise, Christmas shoppers have previously described themselves as “kids in a candy
store” when engaged in holiday shopping, often expressing excitement, increased arousal, and a deep
sense of enjoyment in shopping for others (Fischer and Arnold, 1990).

BRAND LOYALTY AND BUYING MOTIVES FOR DIFFERENT PRODUCT
TYPES

As indicated before, consumer loyalty may vary for different product types. For example, convenience
goods are relatively inexpensive goods which are bought for meeting ordinary needs without a lot
of thought before purchase since these customers are confident about product qualities, uses and
attributes. Therefore buyers tend to have a low brand loyalty for these goods. Shopping goods are
the more expensive and more complex goods which the customer wants to evaluate and distinguish
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between competing or complementing goods. Customers are relatively confident about the attributes,
qualities, and uses of these goods, but are not strongly brand loyal and therefore want to “shop around”
to compare quality, price and features (Fernie et al., 2003: 250). Specialty goods are those for which
the buyer has a strong brand loyalty (Finch et al., 2006: 36).

When it comes to buying motives, in the marketing literature there is evidence (e.g. Griffin et al.,
2000; Chaudri and Holbrook, 2001; Scarpi, 2005; Chitturi et al., 2008) of direct and indirect effects
of hedonic and utilitarian buying motives on brand loyalty. For example, Chitturi et al., (2008) state
that hedonic and utilitarian motives influence loyalty through the mediating roles of post-consumption
emotions such as cheerfulness, excitement, and safety. These emotions are considered as sources of
delight and satisfaction which in turn influence repurchase intentions. Hedonic benefits of a product
lead to cheerfulness and excitement which affect word of mouth recommendations through the
mediating role of delight. Utilitarian benefits lead to confidence and security which likewise affect
word of mouth and repurchase intentions through the mediating role of satisfaction (Chitturi et al.,
2008).

Studies (e.g. Griffin et al., 2000; Scarpi, 2005; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006) explaining the direct
relationship between buying motives and brand loyalty are relatively rare and conflicting. Studies
in environmental psychology have shown that affective experiences in the store can be important
antecedents of approach or avoidance motivations, such as repatronage intentions (Donovan and
Rossiter, 2003); therefore hedonic values should be related to repatronage intentions. Retail research
has provided empirical support for this (Wakefield and Barnes, 1996; Scarpi, 2005). Scarpi (2005)
found that hedonic consumers are more likely to purchase again in the same shop and search less
actively for different stores. On the other hand, they are motivated toward switching brands when they
are in a variety-seeking tendency (Trijp, 1995; Hirschman, 1980) since their behaviors are likely to be
motivated by exploration, novelty, and variety (Leavitt and Walton, 1975; Trijp et al., 1996; Wang et
al., 2000). It is stated similarly that consumers with weaker hedonic values tend to be value conscious
and display intentions for repetitive behavior; consequently, they are less likely to change brands or
try new products (Robertson, 1967; Raju, 1980; Lichtenstein et al., 1990).

Utilitarian motives are supposed to have positive effects on brand loyalty. Utilitarian consumers
may be more loyal since utilitarian consumers will receive more time benefit, less perceived risk
and searching by purchasing the brand with which they are familiar (Scarpi, 2005). However, Scarpi
(2005) found that task oriented consumers’ intentions to shop again in the same shop are rather weak.

These conflicting findings may be due to the types of the products examined. This is because the
role and effect of hedonic and utilitarian buying motives on choice behavior and on loyalty may vary
depending on some attributes of the products such as price and frequency of purchase.

When price is considered as one attribute of a product, it is assumed that paying a high price, or
having the ability to pay a high price, may lead to ostentation or pleasure, thus giving consumers a
hedonic feeling. In contrast, paying a low price for some particular products may be considered as an
economic benefit (Mano and Elliott, 1997). Jin et al. (2003) state that consumers may be unwilling to
pay a high price for durable goods while they may experience excitement when they pay a high price
for an apparel product. This difference may be due to symbolic meanings of the products that produce
hedonic motivations among individuals (Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982; Jin et al., 2003; Kaul, 2006)
and also have some rational consequences from the acquisition of the product.
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When the frequency of purchasing and the degree of involvement are considered, Kaul (2006) found
that routinely purchased products that are simple and have easily completed purchasing processes,
such as coffee, are associated with utilitarian motives. On the contrary, products that require a high
involvement, a high information search and usually have a high price, such as cell phones, are related
to hedonic motives.

Based on the degree of purchase frequency, price and involvement, consumer goods are classified into
three well-known categories as convenience, shopping and specialty products. Convenience products
are goods that consumers usually need to purchase frequently with a minimum effort. They are
comparatively low-priced goods that are immediately purchased without making much comparison
or search (Holton 1958). Shopping products are “those consumer goods which the customer, in the
process of selection and purchase, characteristically compares on such bases as suitability, quality,
price, and style.” (American Marketing Association, 1948). For shopping goods, the consumers’
searching costs in terms of time, money, and effort are relatively larger than for convenience goods.
The gain from making price and quality comparisons may consist of the enjoyment of shopping as
well as the acquisition of a “better buy” (Holton, 1958). Lastly, specialty products are goods that
have a particular attraction for a significant group of buyers so that they are willing to make a special
purchasing effort (Holton, 1958); they usually have a high price, and are purchased rarely.

The above discussion leads to the following research questions:

RQ1: Do effects of hedonic and utilitarian motives on attitudinal brand loyalty vary depending on the
product type, namely, convenience, shopping, and specialty?

RQ2: Do effects of hedonic and utilitarian motives on behavioral brand loyalty vary depending on the
product type, namely, convenience, shopping, and specialty?

LIFE STYLE

The life style concept includes “the products one buys, how one uses them, how one thinks about
them, and how one feels about them” (Spillan, Kucukemiroglu and de Mayolo, 2008: 44). Life style
has been generally used in market segmentation since it is highly appropriate to predict behavioral and
attitudinal differences among market segments (Fiiller and Matzler, 2008).

For instance, life style is useful in predicting brand loyalty (Goldberg, 1982). In his study on Canadian
consumers, Goldberg proved that life style is significantly related to brand loyalty where loyalty is
measured as attitudes toward a brand and purchase behavior.

Consumer life style is also related to brand preference and brand benefits. The study of Orth et al.
(2004) on craft beer brands showed that life style segments differed with respect to five dimensions
of brand benefits, namely, functional, price/value for money, social, positive and negative emotional
benefits. For instance “lazy opportunists” care little for positive emotions. “Introvert individuals”
do not give importance to social benefit. There are also significant differences in brand preferences
among life style segments according to the results of the study. This may be related to the argument
that consumers often use brand names to express their life styles (Wang et al., 2000).
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In addition to these influences, hedonic and utilitarian benefits differ on the basis of life style.
Utilitarian consumers with traditional life styles prefer to live simpler life styles and may consider
consumption necessary for survival. They are more likely to focus on utilitarian benefits (Wang et al.,
2000). In contrast, “modern consumers” who tend to use surplus income to satisfy their ever-growing
new desires for consumption focus more on hedonic values (Campbell, 1987).

It can be concluded from the above studies that people with different life styles may exhibit differing
loyalty patterns and give differing levels of importance to hedonic and utilitarian benefits.

Thus;

RQ3: Does life style control the relationship between hedonic and utilitarian motives and brand
loyalty?

Moreover, depending on research questions 1 and 2;

RQ4: Does life style control the relationship between hedonic and utilitarian motives, and brand
loyalty for convenience, shopping and specialty products?

The graphic model of the study is presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1
Proposed Model
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METHODOLOGY
Questionnaire Development and Measurement

The data for this study was gathered through a self-administered questionnaire. (For the measurement
items, see Appendix 1.) The questionnaire was divided into five parts. The first three parts were
designed to measure hedonic = utilitarian buying motives, and behavioral - attitudinal brand loyalty
for convenience, shopping, and specialty product types respectively. In order to specify product types,
short scenarios were written to measure frequency of purchase and price. Convenience products were
presented with the following scenario: “Answer the following questions by thinking about a product
that is inexpensive and that you buy every day or week such as bread, chocolate, toothpaste or pasta.”
For shopping products the scenario was: “Answer the following questions by thinking about a product
that you perceive to be expensive and buy once a year/two years/three years such as a coat, a chair,
or a kettle”. For specialty products the following scenario was presented: “Answer the following
questions by thinking about the product that you perceive to be very high-priced and buy rarely such
as a computer, a car, a sofa set, or household appliances.”

Hedonic and utilitarian buying motives were measured by the HED/UT scale of Voss et al. (2003)
conducted for consumers’ attitudes toward product categories. That scale is also used by To, Liao,
and Lin (2007) to measure hedonic and utilitarian shopping motives. Moreover, Scarabis, Florack and
Gosejohann (2006:1030) suggest that an analysis of buying motivations could be made by the use of
the HED/UT scale of Voss et al. (2003). The scale is a 7-point semantic differential scale including 23
items as seen in Appendix 1 a.

Brand loyalty was measured by a three-item brand loyalty scale (Hair, Bush and Ortinau, 2000:402),
two items for behavioral and one item for attitudinal loyalty. A 7-point Likert scale was used, ‘1’
representing ‘ no agreement’ and ‘7’ representing ‘complete agreement’ (Appendix 1 b).

The fourth part of the questionnaire consists of questions measuring the respondents’ life style. Life
style was measured by AIO statements obtained from the literature (Kavak and Giimiisliioglu, 2007;
Kaynak and Kara, 2002; Kiiciikemiroglu, 1997; Wells and Tigert, 1977), and translated from Turkish
to English previously by Kavak and Giimiislioglu (2007). A 5-point Likert scale was used with ‘1’
representing ‘no agreement’ and ‘5’ representing ‘complete agreement’. Finally, the last part of the
questionnaire aims to measure demographic characteristics of the participants such as age, gender, and
education level.

Sample and Data Analysis

Data was collected through convenience sampling from households in Ankara. The total
number of respondents was 835, with 52% female and 45% males. The respondents
were relatively young, with a majority of them being below 40 years of age (79.4 %).
They had a relatively high education level, considering that 71.7% had a graduate or post graduate
degree. Many of the respondents were in the middle income (49.2%) while 25.2% had a high income.
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In order to determine the appropriateness of the data for statistical analysis, the data was tested to see
if it followed a normal distribution. It was screened for normality by the Kolmogorov - Simirnov test.
Variables measuring hedonic and utilitarian buying motives and brand loyalty were transformed by
logarithm for normality.

Descriptive data of respondents’ attitudinal-behavioral loyalty and hedonic-utilitarian motive degrees
for each product categories with their ANOVA is presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Mean Differences between Product Categories: ANOVA Results

Behavioral Loyalty  Attitudinal Loyalty Hedonism Utilitarianism

Mean F P Mean F P Mean F P Mean F P

Between Groups 141.50 .000 11.27 .000 44.67 .000 8.96 .000
Convenience 3.87 5.13 4.20 5.40

Shopping 4.71 5.35 4.03 5.71

Specialty 5.55 5.68 4.67 5.78

P<.01

Table 1 allows further analysis due to the significant mean differences of brand loyalty and hedonic-
utilitarian buying motives for different product types.

FINDINGS

Life style dimensions were identified by using an exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The resultant
factor matrix was rotated using the Varimax rotation. Only the factors that have Eigen values greater
than 1 and have factor loadings greater than 0.60 were retained. The results are presented in Table
2. The EFA produced five factors explaining 41.198% of the variance. The factors were labeled as
Leadership, Health Consciousness, Adventurism, Cost Consciousness, and Interest in Sport depending
on previous studies (Kavak and Gilimiigliioglu, 2007; Kaynak and Kara, 2002; Kii¢iikemiroglu, 1997)
conducted in Turkey.

The first and second research questions were tested by a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
in order to see the effects of two independent variables (i.e. hedonism and utilitarianism) on two
dependent variables (i.e. behavioral and attitudinal loyalty) for three product types. Hedonism and
utilitarianism measures were divided into two categories (1=low, 2=high) through a median split in
order to create two groups of low and high levels of hedonic and utilitarian buying motives. F-values
and significance values are presented in Table 3. Eta squares were calculated to see explained variances
for each independent variable and presented in Appendix 2 and Appendix 3, together with parameter
estimates and observed powers.
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Table 2
Factor Analysis for AIO Statements

Variance
Factors LFa(clt.or Explained
oadings (%)

Factor 1: Leadership 14.062
I am more independent than most people. 779

I think I have a lot of personal ability. 755

I think I have more self-confidence than most people. 127

I like to be considered a leader. .550

Factor 2: Health Consciousness 8.590

I buy more low calorie foods than the average housewife. .830

During the warm weather I drink low calorie soft drinks several times a week. 760

Factor 3 : Adventurism 7.359

I would like to take a trip around the world. 763

I would like to spend a year in a foreign country. 7122

Factor 4: Cost Consciousness 5.859
You can save a lot of money by making your own clothes. 701

A person can save a lot of money by shopping around for bargains. .678

Factor 5: Interest in Sport 5.328

I like to watch or listen to football or basketball games. 7136

I would rather go to a sports event than a dance. .659

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy=0.74; x*=2759.87; df=276; p=0.000

The results of MANOVA revealed that both hedonic (Wilks’ A = .99; F (1, 835) = 3.71, p< 0.05; eta
squared=7.96%; observed power=87%) and utilitarian (Wilks” A = 0.98; F(1, 835)=10.55; p<0.01;
eta squared=13.89%; observed power=90%) buying motives have significant effects on attitudinal
loyalty for shopping products. In specialty products cases, utilitarian motives have significant effects
on attitudinal loyalty (Wilks’ A = 0.95; F(1, 835) = 33.196, p< 0.01; eta squared=13.89%; observed
power=90%) and hedonic motives have significant effects on behavioral loyalty (Wilks’ A = 0.99;
F(1, 835) = 5.917, p< 0.01; eta squared=14.53%; observed power=100%). On the other hand, for
convenience products, none of the buying motives have a significant effect on either behavioral or
attitudinal loyalty.

In general, these findings support the literature. For specialty products, hedonic values have significant
effects onbehavioral loyalty, which supports Kaul (2006) and refers to high-priced and high-involvement
products usually associated with hedonic motives. On the other hand for shopping products, hedonic
motives have significant impacts on attitudinal brand loyalty together with utilitarian motives. These
findings are also consistent with Scarpi (2005) who stated that goal-seeking and pleasure-oriented
motives are complementary. In addition, the findings also provide additional insights into the literature
by considering different product categories, as well as the two components of brand loyalty.
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Table 3
Results of MANOVA and MANCOVA

Behavioral Loyalty Attitudinal Loyalty
F P F P
Convenience
Hedonic 1.830 177 2.872 .091
Utilitarian 2.160 142 .042 .837
Leadership 3.136 .077 .000 .993
Health Cons. 6.159 013%* 372 542
Adventurism 5.082 .0217%* .301 .583
Cost Cons. .086 769 486 486
Sport 1.072 301 310 578
Shopping
Hedonic 1.946 .163 3.710 051%*
Utilitarian .016 901 10.550 .003*
Leadership 1.637 201 .006 937
Health Cons. 704 402 .045 .832
Adventurism 400 .842 2.501 114
Cost Cons. 709 400 .672 413
Sport .002 976 .105 746
Specialty
Hedonic 5917 015% .801 371
Utilitarian 132 717 33.196 .000*
Leadership .012 914 .064 .800
Health Cons. 4.148 .042%% .034 .853
Adventurism 4.396 .036%* 4.193 041%*
Cost Cons. .557 457 900 764
Sport 3.026 .082 2512 113

#p<0.01; ##p<0.05

Note: The values of hedonic and utilitarian motives for behavioral and attitudinal loyalty remained the same in MANCOVA.

MANCOVA was administered to test the effects of hedonic and utilitarian buying motives on brand
loyalty by adding five life style factors (RQ3 and RQ4). F-values and significance values are represented
in Table 3, and Eta Squares, Parameter Estimates, and Observed Powers are presented in Appendix 3.
Results showed that the effects of hedonic and utilitarian motives on behavioral and attitudinal loyalty
remained the same even after controlling for the effects of life style. In addition, life styles have effects
on different types of products. For convenience products, for instance, there were significant effects
of health consciousness (Wilks’ A =0.99; F (1, 835) = 6.159, p< 0.05; eta squared=0.98%; observed
power=65%) and adventurism (Wilks’ A = 0.99; F (1, 835) = 5.082, p< 0.05; eta-squared=0.80; 58%)
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on behavioral loyalty. For shopping products, on the other hand, none of the life style dimensions have
significant effects on loyalty. As with convenience products, health consciousness and adventurism
have significant effects for the specialty product category. While health consciousness has significant
effects on behavioral loyalty (Wilks” A =0.98; F (1, 835) = 4.148, p< 0.05; eta squared=0.88; observed
power=64%); adventurism has significant effects on both behavioral (Wilks’ A = 0.99; F (1, 835) =
4.396, p< 0.05; eta squared=1.00; observed power=55%) and attitudinal loyalty (Wilks’ A = 0.97; F
(1, 835) =4.193, p<0.05; eta squared=1.03; observed power=62%). These results provide support for
the relevant literature (i.e. Goldberg, 1982; Matzler et.al., 2005); that is, consumers’ behavioral and
attitudinal brand loyalties may vary based on their life styles.

CONCLUSION

This paper provides empirical support for how the effects of hedonic and utilitarian buying motives on
both attitudinal and behavioral brand loyalty differ among product categories. Results showed that the
effects of hedonic and utilitarian buying motives on attitudinal and behavioral brand loyalty vary for
different product categories except the convenience one.

For convenience products, hedonic and utilitarian buying motives did not have significant effects on
either behavioral or attitudinal loyalty. In other words, hedonic and utilitarian attributes of convenience
products are not key determinants of any type of brand loyalty. It means that purchasing always from
the same store and advising others to do so do not provide hedonic or utilitarian benefits to consumers.
However, behavioral loyalty is influenced by health consciousness and adventurism. In other words
the higher the health consciousness and adventurism, the higher the behavioral loyalty.

With regard to shopping products, both hedonic and utilitarian buying motives have significant effects
on attitudinal but not on behavioral loyalty. Behavioral loyalty may not perceive hedonic or utilitarian
values since searching and comparing for purchasing products may be an ordinary behavior. On
the other hand, advising others as a measure of attitudinal loyalty may satisfy a person. People may
advise their relatives or friends to buy a brand when they are highly satisfied with its utilitarian and
symbolic benefits. This might lead to novelty and variety which are associated with hedonic values.
Also, exploration of price and tangible attributes may be considered as an economic benefit which is
associated with utilitarian benefits.

In the case of specialty products, as attitudinal loyalty depends on utilitarian motives, behavioral loyalty
is explained hedonically. This may show that consumers want to defend their brand against negative
opinions by recommending the brand to others so that they can prevent negative post-consumption
evaluations such as consumer regret. This is especially crucial for specialty products as their purchase
risk is relatively higher due to their higher price. On the other hand, hedonic benefits have significant
effects on behavioral loyalty to specialty products. This reflects the consumers’ tendency to buy the
same brand repeatedly for specialty products because they enjoy their relation with the brand. In
addition to these, to our surprise, the behavioral loyalties to specialty and convenience products are
explained by the same life styles as health consciousness and adventurism.

Moreover we have this remarkable finding that hedonic and utilitarian motives continue to influence
loyalty forms even after we control for the potential effects of life style. This result allows firms to
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shape their marketing efforts (for example, segmentation) toward consumers’ loyalties using only
hedonic-utilitarian benefits.

For further research, the reasons underlying attitudinal and behavioral loyalty should be investigated
in areas other than hedonic and utilitarian motives and life style. Culture, psychological variables
and demographics could be fertile subjects. In addition, future research must crucially emphasize the
reasons for similarity of brand loyalty components for shopping and specialty products.
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APPENDIX 1

a- Utilitarian and Hedonism Scale Items

Utilitarian Hedonic
Effective/ineffective Not fun/fun
Functional/not functional Dull/exciting
Necessary/unnecessary Not delightful/delightful
Practical/impractical Not thrilling/thrilling
Beneficial/harmful Enjoyable/ not enjoyable
Useful/useless Not happy/happy
Sensible/not sensible Unpleasant/pleasant
Efficient/inefficient Not playful/playful
Unproductive/productive Cheerful/not cheerful
Handy/not handy Amusing/not amusing
Problem solving/not problem solving Not sensuous/sensuous
Not funny/funny

b- Loyalty Scale Items

- If my preferred brand of this product is not available in the market/store I always shop from, I
purchase the product of another brand from that place.

- When my preferred brand of this product is not available in the market/store I always shop from, I
go to another place of sale in order to find that specific brand.

- Irecommend the products of this brand to my friends.
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APPENDIX 2

Parameter Estimates , Eta Square and Observed Power Values for MANOVA

Behavioral Loyalty Attitudinal Loyalty
2 2
PP & m P m
Convenience
Hedonic 0.22 0.27 0.01 0.39
Low -031 .26 -046  .07%*
High o - o -
Utilitarian 0.26 0.31 0.34 0.50
Low .023 .36 -018 45
High 0" - 0" -
Shopping
Hedonic 0.23 0.28 8.96 0.87
Low -.029 8 177 .05%
High 0 - s -
Utilitarian 0.00 0.05 13.89 0.90
Low -.058 78 =27 .00%*
High 0" - 0" -
Specialty
Hedonic 14.53 0.78 0.08 0.14
Low -.228 .00%* -197 41
High 0 - s -
Utilitarian 0.01 0.06 14.14 1.00
Low .059 .76 -.104 .00%*
High 0" - 0" -

*p<.05; *#p<.10; a: This parameter is set at zero because it is the reference category.



APPENDIX 3

Parameter Estimates , Eta Square and
Observed Power Values for MANCOVA

Behavioral Loyalty Attitudinal Loyalty
p P n’ (%) OP (%) p p n’ (%) OP (%)
Convenience
Hedonic 0.37 0.39 0.48 0.48
Low -.259 .20 -402 L05%*
High o - o -
Utilitarian 0.19 0.23 0.00 0.05
Low 164 42 -129 .52
High o - o -
Leadership 192 .06%#* 0.43 0.44 124 24 0.18 0.21
Health Cons. 201 .05 0.98 0.65 .033 .59 0.04 0.08
Adventurism -.235 .02% 0.80 0.58 .021 76 0.01 0.06
Cost Cons. .036 .59 0.04 0.08 -.072 .90 0.00 0.05
Sport 135 .02% 0.64 0.61 -.027 .65 0.03 0.07
Shopping
Hedonic 0.09 0.13 0.71 0.59
Low -.278 2 - 174 .07%#*
High 0’ - 0 -
Utilitarian 0.03 0.07 3.06 0.95
Low -.229 .20 -.823 .00*
High o - o -
Leadership .199 .03* 0.58 0.55 190 .06%+* 0.44 0.46
Health Cons. -.050 .38 0.10 0.14 -.033 .58 0.04 0.08
Adventurism -.044 A48 0.06 0.10 .099 17 0.23 0.27
Cost Cons. -.037 .53 0.05 0.09 .069 28 0.14 0.18
Sport .050 92 0.00 0.05 .065 25 0.16 0.20
Specialty
Hedonic 1.05 0.88 0.06 0.10
Low -.108 L05%* -.088 .67
High 0’ - 0 -
Utilitarian 0.11 0.15 3.59 1.00
Low .049 .79 -.732 .00%
High o - o -
Leadership .019 .82 0.01 0.05 138 .16 0.25 0.29
Health Cons. 199 .01* 0.88 0.64 -.059 32 0.12 0.16
Adventurism 125 .03* 1.00 0.55 151 .02% 1.03 0.62
Cost Cons. -.076 18 0.22 0.26 -.018 76 0.01 0.06
Sport .088 .08#* 0.37 0.40 .099 07#% 0.39 0.42

*p<.05; **p<.10; a: This parameter is set at zero because it is the reference category.
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