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Introduction 
Does customer satisfaction generate brand loyalty ? This is an area of special interest in the field of postacquisition. In the book Consumer Behavior written by John C. Mowen and Michael Minor a model of the consumer postacquisition process encompasses five major phases: 1) product usage / consumption, 2) consumer satisfaction / dissatisfaction, 3)consumer complaint behavior, 4) the disposition of goods, and 5) the formation of brand loyalty. (Mowen / Minor, 1998) 

This suggests that consumer satisfaction is closely related to brand loyalty. The thought that brand loyalty is directly influenced by satisfaction / dissatisfaction is logical. However, in recent research there are strong arguments that question to which extent customer satisfaction is able to generate brand loyalty. 

In 1990 the United States General Accounting Office reported on the quality programs of 20 companies that had scored well in the 1988 and 1989 Baldrige award evaluations. Among the major findings, the companies indicated that, while their customer satisfaction levels had increased, levels of customer retention had remained almost unchanged; some of the companies even reported customer retention declines (Lowenstein, 1997). 

Brand loyalty is an increasingly interesting area that companies devote more time and effort to. This is a consequense of the fact that constantly more companies see the importance of a closer and longer relationship with their customers to attain development and growth. In mature markets it is of strategic importance to keep old and loyal customers since it is four to six times less costly to retain old customers than to obtain new ones (Mowen /Minor 1998). 

The purpose of this assignment is to get a better understanding of the satisfaction � loyalty relation and try to identify key elements for attaining loyalty. Thus, it will be focused on to which extent consumer satisfaction generate brand loyalty, other non-satisfaction determinants of customer loyalty and their interrelationship. In the end there will be given a set of managerial recommendations for how companies should organize and work to achieve loyalty. 


Research done on Customer Satisfaction and Brand Loyalty 
For over a decade companies have been focused on customer satisfaction as a way to become more customer-focused and improve customer loyalty and thus profitability. The assumption has been that the more satisfied a customer is, the more loyal they will be (Neal, 1999). 

Triggered by the widespread adoption of the marketing concept, efforts to align marketing strategy with the goal of maximizing customer satisfaction have been pursued in earnest by product and service providers (Oliver 1999). 

Reported data show that, in 1993 post-purchase research, largely including customer satisfaction work, accounted for one-third of revenues received by the largest U.S research firms (Wylie, 1993). Subsequent data confirm the trend, showing that the number of firms commissioned in the United States and Europe, respectively (Higgins 1997). 

From some parts the satisfaction research have been questioned. Calls for a paradigm shift to the pursuit of loyalty as a strategic business goal have become prominent. Some writers in particular have deplored the popularity of mere satisfaction studies. Deming was among the first to state that "It will not suffice to have customers that are merely satisfied (Deming, 1986). More recently, Jones and Sasser commented that " merely satisfying customers that have the freedom to make choices is not enough to keep them loyal" (Jones / Sasser, 1995). 

Thomas A. Steward argues in his article "A satisfied customer isn't enough" that the assumption that "satisfaction and loyalty move in tandem" is wrong. However, in monopolistic or oligopolistic markets customers are more or less stuck, loyalty rises steeply even at low levels of satisfaction, inching up only a little more at the highest level. 
(Steward, 1997). 

Perhaps the greatest proponent of the "satisfaction isn't enough" camp is Reichheld, who came up with the term "the satisfaction trap." Citing an impressive array of evidence from Bain & Company, he notes that, of those customers claiming to be satisfied or very satisfied, between 65 and 85% will defect. 

Moreover, in the automobile industry, in which 85% to 95% of customers report that they are satisfied, only 30% to 40% return to the previous make or model (Reichheld, 1996). 

In 1994, the Juran Institute, a leading total quality consulting organization, presented results of a study among top managers from more than 200 of America's largest companies. While over 90 % had an ongoing process for measuring and improving customer satisfaction scores, fewer than 30 % felt confident that economic value had been realized as a consequence of their higher satisfaction scores. Only 2 % were able to show actual increases in sales or profits resulting from documented increases in customer satisfaction (Lowenstein, 1997). 

In the article "Satisfaction is nice, but value drives loyalty" by William D. Neal the author argue that "Customer satisfaction measurement and tracking are fine methods for monitoring process and product performance and for providing a quantitative feedback loop for process improvement." He continues by stating that customer satisfaction has little to do with brand loyalty (Neal, 1999). 

A shift in the focus from satisfaction to loyalty appears to be a right strategic change for most companies as long as they understand the importance of having a loyal customer base. In Reichheld's book "The loyalty effect" he has summarized figures provided by the associates of Bain & Company. By summarizing those figures Reichheld shows that the net present value increase in profit that results from 5 % increase in customer retention varies between 25 and 95 % over 14 industries. (Reichheld, 1996) 

Why is it then that companies experience a defection of customers although they are satisfied. One explanation may be found in the essence of the butterfly curve. When a consumer reach the adaptation level he has been accustomed to the amount or level of stimulus. The consumer may perceive something slightly different more positively. Thus spontaneous brand switching may be accounted for by the butterfly curve. This may happen without any dissatisfaction among consumers. (Mowen / Minor 1998) 

O'dell and Pajunen have written a book called "The Butterfly Customer" where they focus on what they call the era of the butterfly customer. For these customers loyalty appears to be a lost virtue; regardless of time, expense, and effort expended by a business to capture it. 

In the elaboration of this era and its consequences the authors argue that the bottom line impact of converting the gypsy behavior of the butterfly customer is to great to pass up. 
(O'dell / Pajunen, 1997). 

It is relatively obvious that satisfaction is linked to loyalty but how does the satisfaction � loyalty relation work ? Although loyal consumers are most typically satisfied, previously mentioned data show that satisfaction is an unreliable precursor to loyalty. 

Definitions of satisfaction and loyalty 
Some definitions on satisfaction and loyalty tend to be process definitions. That is, they define what consumers do to become satisfied. Tse and Wilton has defined satisfaction as an "evaluation of the perceived discrepancy between prior expectations�. And the actual performance of the product" (Tse / Wilton, 1988 and Oliver, 1980). 

Loyalty has been, and still is, defined by some as "repeat purchasing frequency or relative volume of same-brand purchasing" (Tellis, 1988). Newman and Werbel defined loyal customers as "those who rebought a brand, considered only that brand, and did no brand-related information seeking. 

All these definitions suffer from the problem that they record what the consumer does. None taps into the psychological meaning of satisfaction or loyalty. (Oliver, 1999). 

Oliver defines satisfaction as an pleasurable fulfillment. The consumer senses that consumption fulfills some need, desire, goal, or so forth and that this fulfillment is 
Pleasurable (Oliver, 1997). From this definition we can derive that consumption provides outcomes against a standard of pleasure versus displeasure. 

In the book "Consumer Behavior" Mowen and Minor define customer satisfaction as 
"the overall attitude consumers have toward a good or service after they have acquired and used it". In this definition the psychological aspect is taken into account by describing the consumers state of mind. The same can be said about their definition on brand loyalty. It's defined as "the degree to which a customer holds a positive attitude toward a brand, has a commitment to it, and intends to continue purchasing in the future." 

The psychological meaning of loyalty has been explored by Jacoby and Chestnut in an effort to distinguish it from behavioral definitions (i.e. repeat purchase). They conclude that consistent purchasing as an indicator of loyalty could be misleading because inconsistent purchasing could hide loyalty if consumers are multibrand loyal (Jacoby / Chesnut, 1978). 

True brand loyalty 
To understand loyalty, a manager must distinguish between repeat purchase behavior and true or emotional loyalty. A consumer may repeatedly purchase a brand or select a store for many reasons other than loyalty. For example, it might be the only brand available or it might be a consistent low-price leader. True or emotional loyalty is a unique psychological construct that can be measured and managed-not simply a pattern of behavior. (Craft, 1999) 

To detect true brand loyalty it requires researchers to assess consumer beliefs, affect and intention within the traditional consumer attitude structure. Dick and Basu has made a framework that focus on all three decision-making phases which in turn must point to a focal brand preference if true brand loyalty exists. 

1) The brand attribute ratings (beliefs) must be preferable to competitive offerings. 
2) This information must coincide with an affective preference (attitude) for the brand. 
3) The consumer must have a higher intention (conation) to buy the brand compared with that for alternatives. (Dick and Basu, 1994) 

Richard L. Oliver's framework follows the same pattern, but differs in that he argues that consumers can become loyal at each attitudinal phase relating to different elements of the attitude development structure. Oliver focuses on four phases of loyalty: 
1) Cognitive loyalty focuses on the brands performance aspects. 
2) Affective loyalty is directed toward the brand's likeableness. 
3) Conative loyalty (behavioral intention) is experienced when the 
consumer focuses on wanting to rebuy the brand. 
4) Action loyalty is commitment of the action of rebuying. 
(Oliver, 1997) 

If marketers are to protect their loyal customer base the weaknesses of these four loyalty phases require specification. However, little work has appeared to confirm or disprove this perspective. 

Depending on the nature of the consumer's commitment the four-stage loyalty model points out different vulnerabilities. These are summarized in table 1 (see appendix). 

The relationship between satisfaction and loyalty 
Six panels that shows some of the possible associations of satisfaction and loyalty 
In the article "Whence consumer loyalty" Oliver provides a model with 6 different panels to explain the relationship between satisfaction and loyalty. Table 2 (see appendix) shows six of the many and diverse possible associations of satisfaction and loyalty. This investigation of the satisfaction � loyalty relations are of importance for the understanding of consumer satisfaction's role in generating brand loyalty. 

Panel 1 makes the elementary assumption that satisfaction and loyalty are separate manifestation of the same concept, in much the same way as early total quality management promoters assumed that quality and satisfaction were identical pursuits. 

Panel 2 suggest that satisfaction is a core concept for loyalty, without which loyalty cannot exist, and that it anchors loyalty. 

Panel 3 relaxes the core role of satisfaction and suggests that it is an ingredient of loyalty but only one of its components. 

Panel 4 suggests the superordinate existence of ultimate loyalty of which satisfaction and simple loyalty are components. 

Panel 5 is true to the preceding statement that some fraction of satisfaction is found in loyalty and that that fraction is part of, but not key to the very essence of loyalty. 

Panel 6 suggests that satisfaction is the beginning of a transitioning sequence that culminates in a separate loyalty state. This situation also suggests that loyalty may become independent of satisfaction so that reversals in the satisfaction experience (i.e. dissatisfaction) will not influence the loyalty state. (Oliver, 1999) 

Evaluation of the six panels 
Satisfaction is a fairly temporal postusage state for one-time consumption or a repeatedly experience state for ongoing consumption that reflects how the product or service has fulfilled its purpose. From the perspective of the firm, satisfaction is delivered to the consumer. Loyalty, in contrast, is an attained state of enduring preference to the point of determined defense (Oliver, 1999). Xerox, as an example, did pioneering work on the subject of customer satisfaction early in the 1990s. They found that if satisfaction was ranked on a 1-to-5 scale, from completely dissatisfied to completely satisfied, the 4's � though satisfied � were 6 times more likely to defect than the 5's (Stewart, 1997). Thus, this support that panel 1 is easily dismissed. 

It is simple to demonstrate common consumption situations in which satisfaction exists without loyalty (a satisfying meal, regardless of the entree) and loyalty exists without satisfaction (unambiguous blind faith, "my country, right or wrong"). One research done in the retail banking and research industry shows large differences in loyalty but little difference in satisfaction in the insurance example. In the banking example there were found large difference in satisfaction and little difference in loyalty (Seymour, 1998). This opposite pattern may show that satisfaction and loyalty may act relatively independent and yet have some sort of impact on each other. In this sense, panel 5 is more accurate, in that it shows satisfaction and loyalty in an overlapping posture, but the percentage of overlap is small in relation to the content of each construct. However, panel 5 fails on the criterion of the independence of satisfaction and loyalty. (Oliver, 1999) 

This leaves Panels 4 and 6, the first of which suggests that a superordinate concept, ultimate loyalty, encompasses both satisfaction and loyalty. For the same reasons discussed for panels 2 and 3, the containment element of this description can be dismissed, but the notion of ultimate loyalty as superordinate can be endorsed. In the attitude theme of loyalty (true loyalty), four forms of lesser loyalty-cognitive, affective, conative, and action-were entertained. In their own way, these are variants of loyalty. It is not until fortitude develops that ultimate loyalty becomes possible (Oliver, 1999). Truly loyal customers add value to a firm by serving as a beacon to guide corrective action. When a firm fails to provide adequate service, disloyal customers defect. Loyal customers are willing to remain and provide feedback, expressing their preferences. Loyal customers understand that they stand to gain from the firm's long-term service improvements. (Craft, 1999) 

This leads the discussion to Panel 6, in which satisfaction becomes transformed into loyalty much like a caterpillar becomes transformed into a butterfly. After this metamorphosis, the two creatures are not the same and share virtually no common characteristics except for their biological origins. This is truly an extreme position, for it suggests that loyalty never can return to mere satisfaction. Oliva, Oliver, and MacMillan (1992) have empirically suggested that there is a threshold at which loyalty can revert to dissatisfaction in the face of repeatedly unsatisfactory purchase episodes. What has not been shown is the case in which loyalty reverts to (positive) satisfaction and the consumer becomes open to competitive advances 
(Oliver, 1999). Satisfaction with a brand's performance is only one factor that drives a customer's loyalty. Their affinity to the brand (how they feel emotionally about it and would-be alternatives) is also crucial. So too, is the degree of involvement � a reflection of how much they have invested (financically or emotionally) in the relationship and how difficult they feel it is to sever the links. This suggests that loyalty is a state that develops over time and is influenced by several determinants. However, some people may be more predisposed to loyalty than others. The conversion model categorize customers by different levels of commitment to the brand: entrenched, average, shallow or convertible. This model helps marketers to predict future behavior. (Mitchell, 1998). 

It is difficult to state what conception that is most accurate because of the numerous variants and degrees of loyalty that exists. Panel 6 comes closest to the perspective taken here, except that satisfaction does not transform into loyalty as much as it is a seed that requires the nurturance of sun, moisture and soil nutrients. These are the analogies to personal determination and social support. Without these additional factors, satisfaction, similar to the seed, stays dormant. The consumer remains satisfied but does not grow beyond the state. Even a flash of sun or water � such as flash of delight � will not begin the transformation process. When the seed sprouts, it will grow if the requisite factors are there (Oliver, 1999). 

Proposal I: Early satisfying episodes are necessary to develop loyalty, but is not the only determinant to create any form for loyalty. 
Other key elements that influence brand loyalty and have an impact 
on the importance of customer satisfaction 

Is value a better tool than satisfaction for measuring determining factors for loyalty ? 
"The new theory sees the fundamental mission of a business not as profit, but as value creation... The new theory also makes loyalty a truer litmus test of corporate performance than profits. Since the only way a business can retain customer and employee loyalty is by delivering superior value, high loyalty is a certain sign of solid value creation." 
(Reichheld, 1996) 

William D. Neal argues in his article "Satisfaction is nice, but value drives loyalty", that the most accurate predictor for loyalty is value. He focus on the fact that consumers develop a consideration set. Within the consideration set they develop a hierarchy of products based on their assessment of value. They then choose the product at the top of their value hierarchy, if available. This may be a conscious, cognitive process or a subconscious process with some emotional elements. 

With focus on creating the best relative value among products in a consumer's consideration set the possibility for developing brand loyalty will increase. If a purchaser's value equation is known it is possible to relative accurately predict their choice among a set of competing products / services in a category. (Neal, 1999) 

Industry research shows that the customers' perception of value is their primary buying decision factor. It's the best leading indicator of market share, sales revenues, profitability, and sustained competitiveness. (Goodwin, 1999) 

Srinivasan, Kamakura and Russell have created a model for measuring value (see table 3 in appendix). Basically this brand value model has three elements: 1) price, 2) the bundle of tangible deliverables (product/service attributes) and the 3) bundle of intangible attributes (imagery drivers). Each element and sub-element of this model can be viewed as having a weight. The set of weights for an individual purchaser is their preference structure, or more accurately, their value structure as shown in the figure below. 

Neal states that value models can be a key tool for developing a deeper understanding of customers, how they make choices, and what will keep them loyal. Still a lot of companies are spending hundreds of millions of dollars annually to measure and manage customer satisfaction, believing it will improve loyalty and profitability. (Neal, 1999) 

Bruno Gralpois supports the use of value. In his article "fighting the illusion of brand loyalty" he focus on the use of consumers brand preference to profile and segment customers. Through the focus on brand preference companies build brand knowledge about their customers. Value determines and explains why consumers prefer one product over another. 
(Gralpois, 1998) 

For a further understanding of customer value and how to measure it; look at the integrated customer value measurement system in table 4 in the appendix. 

Proposal II: By measuring value instead of satisfaction companies attain a better understanding of the determining factors for brand loyalty. Customer satisfaction measurement serves better for monitoring process and product performance. 

The importance of trust for generating brand loyalty. 
If one looks at loyalty in a relational context it is conceptualized as a behavioral intention to maintain an ongoing relationship with a service provider. Loyalty is explained as a relational construct that may be shaped by specific encounters. LaBarbera and Mazursky (1983) and Fronell (1996) propose that postpurchase satisfaction positively influences loyalty. Oliver (1997) has supported this link on the basis of attitude � behavior consistency arguments. Some work has begun to document that this satisfaction � loyalty relationship is neither a simple linear effect (Oliva/Oliver/MacMillan, 1992) nor consistently strong across industries (Reichheld, 1996). Oliver's article "Whence consumer loyalty", go more in-depth in this relationship to investigate its linearity or non-linearity. 

Because postpurchase-trust reflects probabilities of service providers' behaviors in future service encounters, the relationship between trust expectations and loyalty is also supported by attitude-behavior consistency arguments. However, unlike the satisfaction-loyalty relationship that links episodic attitudes to relational conations, the relationship between trust and loyalty links two relational variables. Consequently, it is expected that the trust-loyalty effect is likely to be dominant for ongoing relationships. In a recent study of these effects for transactional and relational consumers (i.e. occasional ticket holders and subscribers of theater), Garbarino and Johnson (1999) found that while satisfaction had a significant influence on future intentions of transactional consumers, this effect was reduced to non-significance for relational consumers. Instead, for relational consumers, trust was the major determinant of future intentions. Empirical support for the link between trust and long-term commitment to the relationship including future exchanges and cooperation is provided by several studies of buyer-seller relationships (see, e.g., Doney and Cannon 1997; Morgan and Hunt 1994). 

Singh and Sirdeshmukh propose interrelationships that suggest that relational variables, such as trust, are likely to influence satisfaction by shaping expectations and perceptions of consumers as they enter a specific encounter with the provider. 

Other work in this area propose that in contrast to transactional exchanges, consumers in relational exchanges seek non-economic benefits including social (e.g., recognition) and confidence (e.g., reduced risk) benefits (Gassenheimer, Houston, and Davis 1998; Gwinner et al. 1998). Few, if any, studies have conceptualized the implications of such relational benefits for satisfaction in specific encounters and loyalty in ongoing exchanges. 
(Singh/Sirdeshmukh, 2000). 

Singh and Sirdeshmukh propose a model that conceptualizes this effect by including trust as an independent variable in satisfaction and loyalty processes. Consumers are proposed to be aversive to service providers that they distrust and find it more satisfying to interact with trustworthy providers (Singh/Sirdeshmukh, 2000). 

Proposal III: Trust is a particularly important factor in the relationship between consumer � provider, and plays a major role for the ongoing of an long-term relationship. 

Brand loyalty � a company / structural apporach 

Satisfaction-based vs. Commitment-based companies 
In the book "The customer loyalty pyramid" by Michael W. Lowenstein the author makes a clear distinction between satisfaction-based and commitment-based companies. Commitment-based companies adopt a more proactive approach to creating customer value and managing loyalty by anticipating and responding to latent needs of the market. (Bell, 1994). 

Lowenstein points out that management scientists brought organization structure to the point of focusing on customer satisfaction. But to remain competitive, this is not enough, he says. Organizational structures must become commitment-based and evolve to optimize customer loyalty and value. Where satisfaction-based structures focus on meeting customer needs, commitment-based structures focus on exceeding and anticipating them. Satisfaction-based structures have goals of consumer satisfaction, connecting individual performance objectives and group evaluation to this objective. The goal for commitment-based structures is consumer retention. Performance, evaluation, recognition and reward are linked to creating value and to retention goals. (Lowenstein, 1997) 

Commitment-based companies break the potentially hazardous cycle of having to react constantly to customer perceptions and complaints originating from past transactions. In the current environment where even satisfied customers may leave without warning or complaining behavior, the above mentioned approach to building customer relationship has considerable merit. (Bell, 1998) 

Proposal IV: Commitment-based companies are better prepared to react in the right place at the right time in the market than satisfaction-based companies. Thus, attainment of brand loyalty are more likely for a company with a commitment based structure. 


The concept of co-revolution 
An interesting approach to creating enthusiasm and loyalty is to look at the power or advantages of cooperation within an industry or actors outside. In the article "How to jump ahead by sleeping with the enemy" Mitchell look into this aspect. Australian wine may be an example on how an industry have made its generic brand internationally recognized and by that strengthen the position for each particular brand. Companies internal potential for increasing effectiveness and profits growth may already be exhausted. But by working together with other businesses from the same or different industries they can discover new ways to transform what they offer and unleash all manner of synergies, including "enormous loudspeaker effects". 

The Efficient Consumer Response (ECR) Europe has launched the idea of a co-revolution. The co-revolution is about "companies working together to attain common objectives in strategic activities... to increase the appeal of the industry as a whole, as well as improve the perception of individual companies... and to eventually operate on a much larger base than any companies standing alone", says an ECR report. 

One small example discussed in the report is silver knives. In an attempt to explore the notion of consumer enthusiasm, Albert Heijn decided to experiment with the idea that "dining becomes an emotional event when food is served on a beautiful table with crystal and china". 

When it presented this idea in its stores, within three months it sold three times more silver knives than had been sold in the entire Netherlands in the previous year. "We were meeting unarticulated needs," said de Hart. 

Another example from outside the grocery industry is the American National Basketball Association (NBA), which has built itself as a global brand through carefully crafted alliances with the likes of Nike, McDonald's, Coca-Cola, TV networks, and individual sports stars. 

By connecting with consumers through avenues such as food, drink, apparel and TV entertainment, which were way beyond the reach of any local team or even the NBA itself, the NBA became a much bigger part of US consumers' lives, argues Alex Lintner, 

a partner from Roland Berger consultants which is co-ordinating the consumer enthusiasm project for ECR Europe. 

As a result, over the past ten years its revenues from ticket sales, TV rights, licensing and promotions have increased twelvefold. Throughout, notes Lintner, its strategy has been to use third parties to help increase the appeal of the whole league (and therefore individual team franchises), rather than vice versa. As a result, the NBA's revenues are now four times greater than the combined revenues of all the football clubs and associations of the UK, Germany, France and Italy put together. (Mitchell, 1998) 

Proposal IV: One approach to creating loyalty is cooperation with other companies within or outside the industry to create a more powerful and distinct message to communicate. This may generate more enthusiasm which again will lead to the possibilities for a stronger positioning for each of the brands that are involved. 

Can all companies achieve brand loyalty ? 
In the discussion of brand loyalty it is interesting to investigate to which extent all companies can achieve loyalty. Oliver provide a framework for loyalty generation and maintenance in his article "Whence consumer loyalty". The framework is illustrated in table 5 (see appendix). 

Three perspectives on customer loyalty are proposed, and discussed: 
1) Can the consumer elect to be self-isolated from competitive overtures so that competitive information is blocked or screened? 
2) Can the consumer be socially integrated in a "village" that envelops and directs the 
consumer's choices in a satisfying way? 
3) Can the consumer effect a self-identity that corresponds only to the selected brand and its community, in the manner of religious sects adopting a unique lifestyle(e.g., the Amish)? 

These issues speak to the "community" of loyalty, singularly in the case of self-isolation, 
communally in the case of the village, and both in the case of a preclusive lifestyle. 

Each dimension will not be discussed here. The framework is merely presented to give a better understanding of the context in which the question "can all companies achieve brand loyalty?" will be discussed. 

A fully immersed self-identity (the high-high cell in Table 2), as an ultimate loyalty state, cannot be achieved by all marketers. This requires product superiority at the minimum, plus customers who can become determined defenders of the brand, plus a supportive social environment. If these requirements are unattained or unattainable, the depth of the loyalty state becomes more shallow and precarious. 

What does it take to bring all these into being? 
There are five essential criteria: 
First, the product must be of some unique configuration that makes it desirable (i.e. superior). 
Second, a profitably sized segment of the firm's customers must find it desirable in this manner. 
Third, the consumable must be subject to adoration, at least in the eyes of the firm's potentially loyal consumers. 
Fourth, the product must have the capacity to be embedded in a social network, for if a firm's consumers cannot be networked at least perceptually, they cannot feel that they are part of a village. 
Fifth, the company must be willing to expend resources to create, populate, and maintain the village. This does not have to be a physical or even electronic (e.g., Internet) village but rather can be maintained through communication at the corporate or local levels. 
(Oliver, 1999) 

Proposal V: Loyalty cannot be achieved or pursued as a reasonable goal by some companies because of the nature of the product or consumer disinterest. Thus satisfaction is the best feasible goal for which they should strive. 


Conclusion 
From the literature reviewed it seems like a lot of companies have been to obsessed with customer satisfaction. The use of customer satisfaction as a remedy for brand loyalty has not proved to be solely successful. 

However, there seems to have been a shift to focus more on loyalty strategies. A lot of the recent literature on the relation between satisfaction and loyalty emphasizes other aspects and key determinants for generating loyalty. Some companies have also discovered that customer satisfaction can no longer be considered an operating paradigm. Instead the focus has moved to customer loyalty and value, which are far more tangible and desirable goals. (Lowenstein,1997) 

Through this literature review I have pointed out that consumer satisfaction still plays a part in generating brand loyalty. However, the picture of generation of brand loyalty is far more complex. Several other elements have a major influence on building brand loyalty. The most important ones are brand preference, value, trust and organizational structure. 

Appendix 
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