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Abstract  

This study examines the relationship between brand authenticity, brand equity, and customer satisfaction. A total of 263 participants participated 

in this study. Participants rated a set of three brands: Apple, Starbuck, and Nike. Each participant rated the extent to which the items described his 

or her authenticity with the brands listed, the equity of the brands listed, and feelings of satisfaction toward the brands. This study employs 

confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modeling. The results indicate that 1) brand authenticity positively relates to brand equity, and 

2) brand authenticity effects to customer satisfaction. The findings suggest that marketers can use the brand authenticity for assessment, planning, 

and tracking purposes to understand the authenticity of their brands for their customers. Products of authenticity brand are better liked, viewed as 

higher quality, offer greater value and are more likely to be purchased than less authenticity brand. They can command a significant price 

premium. The findings provide useful support and evidence for brand management, as well as companies in other developing countries, to engage 

more in brand practices as a core element of their strategic and brand management. This means that managers should work to increase perceptions 

of authenticity for their offerings.  
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1. Introduction1920 
 

Authenticity is a concept of increasing importance to 

marketing. The roots of the construct are found in existential 

philosophy. From that base, authenticity has become 

important in psychoanalysis, semiotics, aesthetics, music, 

tourism, and the marketing and branding literature. 

Moreover, an increasing number of consumers today are 

asking for authentic products and services and are shunning 
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fake and artificial ones (Gilmore & Pine, 2007). Observing 

this need on the part of consumers, some marketers have 

begun to use authenticity as a brand-positioning strategy and 

a product appeal (Grayson & Martinec, 2004). These studies 

show that authenticity is an important topic in both practical 

and academic areas. With regard to music, I found it 

especially interesting that authenticity in one genre can 

mean something completely different than authenticity in 

another genre. Once again, this phenomenon of authenticity 

has already been addressed within the academic literature 

surrounding music and performance. 

   Rose and Wood (2005) note that much may be gleaned 

by better understanding how “personal predilections” shape 

the way authenticity is constructed. Additionally, some 

authors suggest a positive connection between customer 

satisfaction and brand equity (Aaker, 1992; Anderson & 

Sullivan, 1993; Blackston, 2000; Keller, 1993). According 

to Ailawadi, Lehmann, and Neslin (2003) customer 

satisfaction may influence brand equity through one direct 

and one indirect channel. This study investigate how 

customer feels and what they find authenticity about the 
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brand. In particular, I agree that brand authenticity impact 

on satisfaction through brand equity.  
   The paper proposes and tests an integrative model of 

brand authenticity, brand equity and customer satisfaction. 

The results of this paper show that the mediating effect of 

experience value and satisfaction between service quality, 

and behavioral intentions. This study contributes to the 

branding literature by investigating brand authenticity, brand 

equity, and customer satisfaction. 

   The structure of this paper is as follows. Section 2 

presents the theoretical background and a review of previous 

studies. Section 3 discusses the data and methodology. 

Section 4 summarizes the empirical results. Section 5 offers 

a discussion of results. The article ends with the sections 

outlining the conclusion and research limitations. 

 

  

2. Literature Review  
 

2.1 Brand Authenticity  
 

Beverland and Farrelly (2010) identified that, when 

consumers have different goals, they seek authenticity in 

different kinds of experiences. Three broad goals are 

identified (control, connection, and virtue) that drive the 

systematic selection and evaluation of different consumption 

experiences as being inauthentic. Tran and Keng (2018) 

used qualitative and empirical methods to identify the six 

key dimensions of brand authenticity and develop a brand 

authenticity scale. As a result, a six-dimensional scale 

containing seventeen items was developed representing 

distinctive dimensions of brand authenticity: virtue, 

connection, realism, aesthetics, control, and originality. 

Finally, authenticity is an important part of building and 

maintaining a successful brand because it forms a unique 

brand identity (Beverland 2005) and provided a strong, 

favorable association (Keller, 1993).  

In another study, Holt (2002) comes close to exploring 

the aesthetic properties of authenticity by examining the role 

of products, services, or performances which display some 

aspect of disinterest, lack of inherent economic agenda, or 

motivation for personal gain. This is similar to the idea of 

authenticity found in a study on the music industry where 

authenticity is focused on an aesthetic or imaginary 

experience that is continually negotiated in an ongoing 

interplay between performers, diverse commercial interests, 

fans, and the evolving image. Illustrative of this is Hughes 

(2000) definition that it is not simply an imitation, but is a 

sincere, real, true and original expression of its creator, and 

is a believable or credible representation or example of what 

it appears to be.  

  

2.2. Brand Equity 
 

 Brand equity is regarded as a very important concept in 

business practice as well as in academic research because 

marketers can gain a competitive advantage through 

successful brands (Lassar, Mittal, & Sharma, 1995). Brand 

equity has been viewed from both marketing and financial 

perspectives. In the context of marketing decision making, 

the former focuses on the aim of improving the efficiency of 

the marketing process. Two main frameworks conceptualize 

brand equity. Keller‟s (1993) conceptualization focuses on 

brand knowledge and involves two components: brand 

awareness and brand image. Ha (2018) showed that strong 

and effective online brand communities generate value 

creation practices, and value creation practices enhance 

brand loyalty. The mediating effects of community loyalty 

between value creation practices and brand loyalty were 

revealed. Bae, Kim, and Oh (2019) brand value factors 

influence purchase intention through brand loyalty, and it 

was found that brand loyalty is an important factor for 

oriental medicine cosmetics consumers, however mediator 

effects did not appear for brand satisfaction.  

By contrast, Aaker (1991) provided one of the most 

generally accepted and comprehensive definitions of brand 

equity: “A set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a 

brand, its name, and symbol that add to or subtract from the 

value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to 

that firm‟s customers.” Yoo and Donthu (2001) developed a 

psychologically sound and cross-culturally generalizable 

measure of brand equity by testing Aaker's (1991) and 

Keller's (1993) conceptualizations. The author‟s etic 

measure of multidimensional brand equity (MBE) comprises 

10 items representing the three dimensions of brand loyalty, 

and brand awareness/associations. Aaker (1991) defined 

brand loyalty as “the attachment that a customer has to a 

brand.” In our study, brand loyalty refers to the tendency to 

be loyal to a focal brand, which is demonstrated by the 

intention to buy the brand as a primary choice (Oliver, 1997). 

To develop its questionnaire, the current study used the 

brand equity dimension of Yoo and Donthu (2001).  

 

2.3. Satisfaction 
 

Consumer always seeks a product, which can offer 

functional, symbolic, emotional, epistemic and situational 

benefits to them leading to satisfaction of their needs and 

wants. In today‟s world of a competitive market, there could 

be a variety of factors that influence the selection and 

purchase of any product or a brand. Satisfaction is often 

used as a predictor of future consumer purchases (Kasper, 

1988). Customer satisfaction is considered to be a key 

element for a company‟s success in the market; a leading 

criterion in determining the quality of service or product to 

the customers; and it is also crucial for organizational 

survival. Moreover, it is known that one of the goals of 

corporate culture is to retain and satisfy both the current and 

past customers. 

Oliver (1997) defined customer dissatisfaction as “the 

summary psychological state resulting when the emotion 

surrounding disconfirmed expectations is coupled with a 

consumer‟s prior feelings about the consumer experience.” 
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Customer satisfaction can be seen as a fulfillment of 

consumers‟ consumption goals as experienced and described 

by consumers. Satisfaction is consumers‟ judgment that a 

product or service feature, or the product or service itself, 

provided (or is providing) a pleasurable level of 

consumption-related fulfillment, including levels of under- 

or over-fulfillment” (Oliver, 1997). Choi, Wang  and Chen 

(2019) finds the positive effects of information variety on 

information benefits, those of various communications on 

social benefits, and also positive roles of no limitation in 

expressing self to brand-related self-expression motivation. 

A review of 50 empirical studies on customer satisfaction 

showed that the antecedents to satisfaction varied between 

studies (Szymanski & Henard, 2001). Usually, expectations, 

disconfirmation of expectations, performance, affect, and 

equity was used to model buyers‟ level of satisfaction. Since 

store image is usually measured as store performance, it was 

natural to choose performance in this study as well. To 

develop its questionnaire, the current study used five 

satisfaction items of Oliver (1997). 

  

2.4. Hypothesis 
    

   In the following section, we discuss the relationship 

between brand authenticity, brand equity, and satisfaction. 

According to Kim, Kim, and An (2003) suggested that 

corporate-level brand and product-level brand, which 

constitutes an overall brand name, play a major role in 

influencing a potential recruit to pursue a job. Moreover, 

these observations about increasing sales and consumer 

loyalty by managing brand experience as parts of brand 

equity are mentioned in other literature (Aaker, 1991). 

Therefore, while people are consuming the product, they get 

the brand experience and brand authenticity, and then 

respond to brand equity, which they help generate by their 

repurchasing behavior. In addition, recognizing the 

importance of perceptions of authenticity, brand managers 

have often responded by imbuing their brands with 

indications of authenticity (Beverland & Luxton, 2005). 

Therefore, this study infers the following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 1: Brand authenticity positively relates to brand 

equity 

 

   Brand authenticity should affect not only past-directed 

satisfaction judgments, but also future-directed consumer 

loyalty. Consumers should be more likely to buy a brand 

again and recommend it to others and less likely to buy an 

alternative brand (Mittal & Kamakura, 2001; Oliver, 1997). 

Sheldon, Ryan, and Reis (1997) found a substantial 

correlation between the constructs 

of authenticity, satisfaction, and well-being. Moreover, 

McShane and Cunningham (2012) found that perceived 

authenticity can lead to positive outcomes such as 

organizational identification and employee connections. 

   

Hypothesis 2: Brand authenticity positively relates to        

customer satisfaction  

 

 Some authors suggest a positive connection between 

customer satisfaction and brand equity (Aaker, 1992; 

Anderson & Sullivan, 1993; Blackston, 2000; Keller, 1993). 

Companies consider improved customer satisfaction as 

being a principal strategy for gaining loyalty, improving 

willingness to pay, and enhancing the lifetime value of the 

customer to the firm (Keller & Lehmann, 2006; Hogan, 

Lemon, & Rust, 2002). According to Ailawadi et al. (2003), 

customer satisfaction may influence brand equity through 

one direct and one indirect channel. Remarkably, brand 

equity measures can include customer mind-set, as well as 

product market and financial market outputs related to brand. 

In addition, Pappu and Quester (2006) demonstrated 

empirically a positive relationship between customer 

satisfaction and an intangible asset such as retailer equity. 

Torres and Tribó (2011) find that customer satisfaction has a 

positive direct effect on brand equity but an indirect 

negative one, through reductions in ownership concentration. 

Therefore, the third hypothesis 3 is suggested as follows:  

 

Hypothesis 3: Brand equity positively relates to customer 

satisfaction. 

 
 

3. Research Method 
  

3.1. Research Design  
    

To measure these objectives, empirical data had to be 

collected and later be used for analyzing and finding the 

results. In order to gather the empirical data, a questionnaire 

had to be designed as explained in detail in the next stage. 

The first stage involved a review of the literature and 

feedback from experts in the area of interest to obtain 

information and find out how other researchers previously 

did their studies. Then, empirical data was collected from 

customers to achieve the research objectives of this study. 

Based on the research objectives, a sample questionnaire 

mainly with a 7-point Likert type scale and an open-ended 

question was initially developed and pre-tested on a small 

sample of customer to ensure the quality of the 

questionnaire that the questions were not misleading or 

confusing in order to avoid any biases of the answers. After 

revision, a final questionnaire was developed to collect the 

data for which variables were incorporated.  

 

3.2. Measurement  
 

A total of 263 students participated in this study. 

Participants rated a set of three brands for three versions: 

Apple, Starbuck and Nike. Each participant rated the extent 

to which the items described his or her authenticity with the 

http://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/autor?codigo=3062671
http://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/autor?codigo=2005302
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brands listed, the equity of the brands listed, and feelings of 

satisfaction toward the brands. The main objective of this 

research is to find out the factors affecting customer 

satisfaction. For achieving these research objectives, we 

have chosen a structured framework and developed our 

research hypothesis. We are going to analyze the data 

collected from sample customers in Taiwan and generalize  

the data to the whole population of the country. This 

research theory will be tested by using a quantitative 

research method.  

 

3.3. Procedure  
     

A total of 263 participants participated in this study. 

Participants rated a set of three brands for three versions: 

Apple, Starbuck, and Nike. Each participant rated the extent 

to which the items described his or her authenticity with the 

brands listed, the equity of the brands listed, and feelings of 

satisfaction toward the brands (see Table 1).  

 
Table 1: The profile of sample  

Category Number of respondents Percentage 

Gender   

Male 150 60 

Female 113 40 

Age   

Less than 20 years old 18 7 

20-30 years old 69 26 

30-40 years old 60 23 

40-50 years old 58 22 

50-60 years old 32 12 

Above 60 years old 26 10 

Occupation   

Student 102 39 

Banking/financial/ insurance 17 6 

Manufacturing 40 15 

Education/ culture 28 11 

Government 6 2 

Housekeeping 9 3 

Media/publishing 18 7 

Retail/ distribution 20 8 

Medical/hospital/bio-tech 9 4 

Others 14 5 

Education   

Senior High Diploma or Below 16 6 

Associate Bachelor Degree 59 22 

Bachelor Degree 149 57 

Master Degree 32 12 

Ph.D. Degree 7 3 

Monthly income   

Less than NT$ 15,000 79 30 

NT$ 15,000-24,999 31 12 

NT$ 25,000-34,999 46 17 

NT$ 35,000-44,999 40 15 

NT$ 45,000-54,999 35 13 

NT$ 55,000-64,999 20 8 

Over NT$ 65,000 12 5 
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4. Results 
    

   Following Churchill‟s (1979) model, the first step in 

purifying the measurement instrument was to calculate 

item-to-total correlations and coefficient alpha to eliminate 

garbage items. In addition, the corrected item-to-total 

correlations were plotted in descending order, and items 

with item-to-total correlations below 0.5. All of these items 

were found evidently related to their constructs and 

reliability was evaluated by assessing the internal 

consistency of the items representing each factor using 

Cronbach‟s alpha. The reliability of each factor was as 

follows: brand authenticity =0.81; brand equity =0.79 and 

customer satisfaction =0.82. In addition, each of these items 

had a corrected item-to-total correlation of above 0.50. 

   Before estimating the structural equation model based 

on our conceptual model, we run Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA) to examine the discriminant validity of the 

brand authenticity scale from the brand equity scale and 

satisfaction scale. The goodness-of-fit for each model was 

assessed by examining the chi-square statistic, the 

comparative fit index (CFI), and the root-mean-square error 

of approximation (RMSEA), NFI, IFI, and CFI, the latter of 

which needed to be greater than 0.90 (Hair, Black, Babin, 

Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). GFI and AGFI index exceed 

0.8. Chi-square/df is smaller than 5 and RMSEA is less 

than 0.08 (Hair et al., 2006). Additionally, the local fit of 

the model was assessed by following local fit criteria: 

indicator reliability greater than 0.30; standardized factor 

loading greater than 0.60 and significant t-value; an average 

variance explained (AVE) greater than 0.50; and composite 

reliability greater than 0.60 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). 

   As shown in Table 2, most of the model-fit indices 

exceed the respective common acceptance levels suggested 

by previous research, demonstrating that the measurement 

model exhibited a good fit with the data collected. Based on 

the confirmatory factor analysis, all variables were retained. 

The retained variables will be used in estimating a model 

via SEM method. 
 
Table 2: Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) fitting Indices  

Fitting Indices 
Brand Au

thenticity 
Brand Equity 

Customer Sati

sfaction 

CMIN (χ2/DF

<3 
2.341 2.473 2.221 

GFI>0.90 0.904 0.949 0.983 

RMSEA<0.08 0.072 0.075 0.68 

AGFI>0.90 0.858 0.903 0.949 

NFI>0.90 0.917 0.940 0.972 

CFI>0.90 0.950 0.963 0.984 

 

Based on the CFA results, we analyzed convergent 

validity, discriminant validity, and reliability of all the item 

scales, following the guidelines from previous literature 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Gefen & Straub, 2005). The 

measurement properties are reported in Table 3. 
 

Table 3: Reliability and factor loadings   

Constructs/Measurement Items Loadings CR AVE 

Brand Authenticity  0.95 0.583 

This brand is inauthentic because of the low labour cost for long working. 0.767   

This brand explains the morality and honesty of a particular company. 0.797   

This brand needs to note friendly environment. 0.783   

This brand includes most functions that are practical in daily usage and authentic value. 0.692   

Advertising of this brand sometimes was too exaggerated so that you feel unreal. 0.667   

Culture, time, place, and community also make authenticity. 0.723   

The authenticity of this brand means reliable 0.760   

This brand prefers to be true to them. 0.752   

Products of this brand were made genuine and honesty. 0.805   

Authenticity of this brand means aesthetic. 0.672   

The authenticity is considered as the prestige of this brand. 0.804   

This brand is a distinctive image, good word-of- mouth and good quality. 0.785   

This brand is authentic because people should have good faith and confidence in their products. 0.745   

The authenticity of this brand is very important to consumers. 0.756   

The authenticity of this brand fulfills on every possible level. 0.769   

I hope everything is original enough. 0.806   
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I „d like consuming original products. 0.791   

Brand equity  0.92 0.527 

The likely quality of this brand is extremely high. 0.728   

The likelihood that this brand would be functional is very high. 0.680   

This brand would be my first choice. 0.726   

I consider myself to be loyal to this brand. 0.732   

I will not buy other brands if this brand is available at the store. 0.760   

I can recognize this brand among other competing brands. 0.768   

I am aware of this brand. 0.742   

Some characteristic of this brand comes to my mind quickly. 0.684   

I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of this brand. 0.72   

I have difficulty imaging this brand in my mind. 0.70   

Customer satisfaction  0.84 0.515 

I am satisfied with the brand and its performance. 0.843   

If I could do it again, I would buy a brand different from that brand. 0.654   

My choice to get this brand has been a wise one. 0.672   

I feel bad about my decision to get this brand. 0.729   

I am not happy with what I did with this brand. 0.71   

 

Reliability was assessed in terms of composite reliability, 

which measured the degree to which items are free from 

random error and therefore yield consistent results. 

Composite reliabilities in our measurement model ranged 

from 0.84 to 0.95 Convergent validity was assessed in 

terms of factor loadings and average variance extracted. 

According to the prior study, convergent validity requires a 

factor loading greater than 0.60 and average variance 

extracted no less than 0.50. As shown in Table 4, all items 

had significant factor loadings higher than 0.60. Average 

variances extracted ranged from 0.515 to 0.583, suggesting 

adequate convergent validity. Thus, all factors in the 

measurement model had adequate reliability and 

convergent validity. 

Discriminant validity was tested by comparing the 

average variance extracted (AVE) with the squared 

correlation between constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

The AVE was greater than the squared correlation between 

any pair of constructs, meaning they exhibit discriminant 

validity (see Table 4). 
 

Table 4: Discriminant validity and correlations among the co

nstructs 

 
Brand Aut

henticity 

Brand Eq

uity 

Customer Sati

sfaction 

Brand Authenticity 0.583   

Brand Equity 0.759** 0.527  

Customer Satisfacti

on 
0.754** 0.713** 0.515 

 

Notes: * p<0.05, * * p<0.01; n=263 

 

As the next step, we formulated an SEM using AMOS 20 

to analyze our model. The results showed the estimated 

structural equation model. The estimated model fits the data 

reasonably well: (χ2/DF=1.447 degrees of freedom, AGFI= 

0.918, CFI =0.991, GFI= 0.949, NFI=0.970 and RMSEA= 

0.041), all accepted. The model‟s fit as indicated by these 

indexes was deemed satisfactory. Thus, we could proceed 

to examine the path coefficients of the structural model. 

First, the effect of brand authenticity on brand equity was 

significant (H1, β = 0.948***, p<0.001). Thus, H1 was 

supported. Second, the effect of brand authenticity on 

customer satisfaction was significant (H2, β = 0.544***, 

p<0.001), supporting H2. Finally, the effect of brand equity 

on customer satisfaction was significant (H3, β = 0.469***, 

p<0.001). H3 was also supported (see Figure1). 
 

 
Figure 1. Hypotheses Testing Result. 
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5. Conclusions 

   
   Previous research uses qualitative methods to identified 

the relationship between goals and authenticating acts 

(Arnould & Price, 2008), the relationship between shifting 

community goals and the nature of brand authenticity 

(Kates, 2004), and the active information processing 

strategies employed to find authenticity in the less likely of 

objects such as reality television (Rose & Wood, 2005). 

From previous qualitative research and anecdotal evidence 

of consumers‟ quest for authenticity, we know that brand 

authenticity produces a positive effect on brand attitudes 

and evaluations. Some consumers authenticate their identity 

through role performance and communal commitment to 

the brand (Leigh, Peters, & Shelton, 2006). This identity 

formation and identity relationship are essential to brands 

as consumers form connections and personal relationships 

with their brands. To this end, Beverland and Farelly (2010) 

seek to account for what constitutes authenticity by 

examining how goals underpin assessments of authenticity 

including the purposive strategies employed by consumers 

to achieve this assessment.  

The results from this study indicated that brand 

authenticity positively relates to brand equity and customer 

satisfaction. The results indicate that marketers engage in 

projects to understand and improve the authenticity their 

brands provide for their customers, they can use the scale 

for assessment, planning, and tracking purposes.  
 

5.1. Managerial Implications 
 

   Products of authenticity brand are better liked, viewed 

as higher quality, offer greater value and are more likely to 

be purchased than less authenticity brand. They can 

command a significant price premium. This means that 

managers should work to increase perceptions of 

authenticity for their offerings if this is appropriate for the 

product or service category. By describing their products as 

authentic, companies seem to hope to benefit from the 

effects of authenticity. However, simply labeling or 

advertising a product may not be sufficient as the consumer 

may look for signals of the key dimensions of brand 

authenticity to validate this advertisement. The six 

dimensions of brand authenticity provide managers with 

directions for shaping their advertising campaigns so that 

they are reaping the benefits of authenticity. If a brand is 

strong in one of these dimensions a firm can utilize that 

strength and focus on that dimension in its advertising 

campaign. Consumers will then have information to support 

the claims of authenticity and can assist in the evaluation of 

the claims of authenticity that the brand makes. 

Moreover, because of lacking the previous empirical 

research on what brand authenticity is and its effects, the 

brand authenticity scale was empirically developed (Tran, 

2018). Moreover, the six dimensions represent the most 

comprehensive understanding of brand authenticity. 

Importantly, brand authenticity has a behavioral impact. It 

positively relates to customer satisfaction through brand 

equity. This implies that the basis of a prototypical brand„s 

authenticity cannot be duplicated and is almost absolute. 

Any imitation of authenticity is likely to lose the essence of 

the concept. It appears that once a prototypical brand 

becomes authentic, it will be difficult or impossible for 

others to compete with it on the same basis. Authenticity 

appeals for competing brands would need to develop a new 

and different basis to establish their own authenticity. With 

my previously discussed theoretical model and empirical 

studies serving as a backbone, the following section 

discusses the limitations of this research and proposes 

possible future research areas to build on these findings. 

 

5.2. Limitations  
 

   The authors suggest replicating this research using 

different services and different analytical techniques like 

structural equation modeling and confirmatory factor 

analysis. The relative importance of different components 

of brand authenticity can also be ascertained. Research is 

also recommended to find out relates to different marketing 

strategies on brand authenticity. 

   Based on results from this study, further research should 

focus on brand authenticity that can lead brand trust for 

both functional products and experiential products. As 

authenticity is a way to build brand trust, companies have 

an incentive to actively highlight their authenticity or take 

actions to strengthen it. Though building authenticity is not 

an easy task, and it is difficult to be authentic, brands can 

benefit from the effects of brand authenticity and gain a 

critical competitive advantage over their competitors. 

   Finally, further research should focus on the antecedents 

and long-term consequence of brand authenticity. In 

addition, although we have shown the relations of brand 

authenticity, both directly and indirectly, on short-term 

consequences, such as satisfaction, the question arises 

whether brand authenticity affects customer lifetime value 

(Rust, Zeithaml, & Lemon, 2000; Vogel, Evanschitzky, & 

Ramaseshan, 2008). That is, brand authenticity can build 

customer loyalty, and how should marketers manage brands 

to create an authenticity that builds such loyalty. 
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