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Abstract

This study aimed to examine the relationships between brand trust and brand
loyalty and their respective subdimensions among young consumers in the
context of demographic and behavioral variables. The sample consisted of 427
students, including 198 male and 229 female students. Of these, 294 were middle
school students and 133 were high school students. A Personal Information
Form, Brand Trust Scale, and Brand Loyalty Scale were used. Data were
analyzed using Pearson correlation, independent-samples t-test, and one-way
ANOVA. The correlation analysis revealed a moderate positive relationship
between total brand trust and total brand loyalty. Female students reported
higher credibility, integrity, and total brand trust scores than male students.
Students who regularly engaged in sports reported higher brand behavior, team
identification, purchase intention, total brand loyalty, and credibility scores.
Merchandise-purchasing frequency was associated with several dimensions of
brand loyalty and brand trust. Digital following frequency was associated with
brand behavior, brand satisfaction, team identification, purchase intention, and
total brand loyalty, but not total brand trust. These findings provide important
insights into young consumer behavior while potentially contributing to the
development of effective sports marketing strategies by highlighting
demographic and behavioral differences.
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Introduction

Consumers’ relationships with brands are changing. Brands are expected
to offer quality, connection, value, and happiness (Schreuder et al.,
2024). They are seen not only as marketing tools but also as symbols of
reliability and continuity (Bernarto et al., 2020). In today’s competitive
market, businesses focus on building trust, encouraging loyalty, and creating
brands that consumers value (Kalyoncuoglu, 2017). Market trends differ
across generations, so understanding the consumer behaviors unique to each
group is essential (Goziikara & Colakoglu, 2016). The physical, intellectual,
emotional, and social changes during adolescence help marketing researchers
identify and access new market segments (Kalauz et al., 2011). For example,
researchers argue-that children constitute a unique market segment due to their
high influence power and that this group offers important opportunities for
marketers waiting to be explored (Haryanto et al., 2016). At this point, the
concept of loyalty, which has long been the focus of research aimed at
explaining human behavior, is considered a multidimensional and dynamic
phenomenon (Kalauz et al., 2011). It has been stated that behavioral
(purchase) loyalty emerges through consumers’ repeated purchasing of a
brand, whereas attitudinal loyalty refers to a tendency-based commitment
developed in line with the unique values attributed to the brand (Chaudhuri &
Holbrook, 2001). Similarly, brand loyalty is regarded as the combination of
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral attitudes that motivate customers to
purchase a brand’s products without hesitation (Bozbay & Karakus Baslar,
2020). Accordingly, in the present study, brand loyalty was examined through
the dimensions of brand behavior, brand satisfaction, team identification, and
purchase intention, consistent with the framework proposed by Tekin (2020).

On the other hand, consumers’ trust in a brand is directly related to the
quality, reliability, and loyalty associated with the brand’s goods and services,
and trust in a brand strengthens concepts such as brand loyalty and brand
image in the consumer’s mind (Altin & Ozdemir Siizer, 2023). Indeed,
consumers’ positive beliefs about a brand and their trust in it turn them into
loyal customers, while companies that create brand loyalty are also observed
to gain trust and brand influence (Bozbay & Karakus Baslar, 2020; Larasati &
Perkasa, 2026). In the literature, the concept of brand trust has been stated to
consist of the dimensions of credibility, integrity, and benevolence (Akgin &
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Saritas, 2023). In various studies, brand trust has been emphasized as a factor
affecting brand loyalty (Bozbay & Karakus Baslar, 2020; Goziikara &
Colakoglu, 2016). In addition, it has been determined that there is a high
positive relationship between brand trust and brand identification, and that
brand trust has a moderate effect on brand identification (Altin & Ozdemir
Siizer, 2023). On the other hand, it has also been shown that brand love plays
a mediating role in the relationship between brand trust and brand loyalty
(Kalyoncuoglu, 2017). Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) also stated that brand
trust and brand affect contribute to both purchase and attitudinal loyalty. This
theoretical perspective demonstrates that trust and loyalty are two fundamental
constructs that mutually reinforce each other.

Some loyalty is observed among adolescents, but overall loyalty levels
remain low (Kalauz et al., 2011). However, brand loyalty provides significant
advantages such as increased willingness to pay and higher profitability
(Martensen, 2007). Furthermore, empirical studies from Tirkiye support this
general trend. For example, Sariipek (2023) determined that there are
significant positive relationships between brand awareness, brand loyalty,
brand function perception, and preference criteria among middle school
students participating in sports. These results indicate that trust and loyalty
behaviors toward brands among young consumers are complementary and
dynamic processes. In the study conducted by Durmaz et al. (2020), it was
concluded that there was no significant difference between genders in terms
of brand loyalty and brand sensitivity; however, parents’ education level,
family, peer environment, and social class positively affected brand
sensitivity, and psychological factors also had positive effects on young
consumers’ brand loyalty and brand sensitivity.

Nevertheless, the existing literature shows that studies examining brand
trust and brand loyalty together among middle and high school students are
limited. To address this research gap, this study aimed to examine the
relationships between brand trust and brand loyalty and their respective
subdimensions among young consumers in the context of demographic and
behavioral variables.

Hi: There are positive and significant relationships between brand trust
and brand loyalty and their respective subdimensions among young
consumers.

H2: Brand trust and its subdimensions differ significantly according to
young consumers’ demographic and behavioral characteristics.
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Hs: Brand loyalty and its subdimensions differ significantly according to
young consumers’ demographic and behavioral characteristics.

Method

Research Design

This study employed a quantitative, cross-sectional correlational research
design. The design enabled the examination of the relationships between brand
trust and brand loyalty and their respective subdimensions, as well as
comparisons according to demographic and behavioral variables (Creswell &
Creswell, 2018).

Participants

The study sample consisted of 427 middle and high school students.
Participants were selected using convenience sampling, a method frequently
used in social science research due to time and accessibility constraints.
Participation in the study was voluntary. Of the participants, 198 (46.37%)
were male and 229 (53.63%) were female. By grade level, 65 (15.22%) were
in 5th grade, 79 (18.50%) in 6th grade, 81 (18.97%) in 7th grade, 69 (16.16%)
in 8th grade, 42 (9.84%) in 9th grade, 58 (13.58%) in 10th grade, and 33
(7.73%) in 11th grade. 12th-grade students were not included in the study due
to being in the exam preparation period. Participants were also examined in
terms of regular sports participation, the most followed sports branch,
frequency of purchasing team products, frequency of digital following, and
the people influencing their purchasing decisions, and this situation is
presented in detail in Table 1.

Measures and Instruments

Data were collected using the Personal Information Form, Brand Loyalty
Scale, and Brand Trust Scale.

Personal Information Form

The Personal Information Form was designed to collect demographic and
behavioral information from participants. It included items on gender, grade
level, school level, regular sports activity, frequency of purchasing team
products, frequency of digital interactions, and the main factor affecting
purchasing decisions.
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Brand Trust Scale

In this study, the Brand Trust Scale, developed by Gurviez and Korchia (2003)
and adapted into Turkish by Akgiin and Saritag (2023), was used. The scale
consists of a total of eight items, including 3 items in the Credibility
dimension, 3 items in the Integrity dimension, and 2 items in the Benevolence
dimension. The construct validity of the scale was evaluated using
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The analysis showed that the three-factor
model was statistically significant (y2(17) = 52.892, p <.001). The fit indices
indicated that the model demonstrated good fit (CFI = .995; TLI = .992;
RMSEA =.070; SRMR = .017; GFI = 1.000). These findings indicate that the
three-factor structure of the Brand Trust Scale was confirmed in the sample of
the present study.

Brand Loyalty Scale

In this study, the Brand Loyalty Scale developed by Tekin (2020) was
used. The scale consists of a total of 19 items across four
subdimensions: 6 items in the Brand Behavior dimension, 5 items in the
Brand Satisfaction dimension, 5 items in the Team Identification
dimension, and 3 items in the Purchase Intention dimension. The
construct validity of the scale was evaluated using confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA). The analysis showed that the four-factor model was
statistically significant (y*(146) = 472.250, p < .001). The fit indices
indicated that the model demonstrated acceptable to good fit (CFI =
967; TLI =.961; RMSEA = .072; SRMR = .043; GFI = .995). These
findings indicate that the four-factor structure of the Brand Loyalty
Scale was confirmed in the sample of the present study.

Data Collection Procedure

Data were collected through face-to-face interviews in Erzurum. No
personally identifiable information was collected, and anonymity was
maintained. No statements were made or interventions carried out that could
influence the participants’ responses.
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Data Analysis

Data analyses were performed using JASP version 0.19.3.0 statistical
software. First, the skewness and kurtosis values of the variables were
examined. The values obtained in the current study showed a normal
distribution ranging from-1.17 to 0.60 (Kline, 2016), and it was decided to
conduct parametric tests. Subsequently, Pearson correlation analysis was
conducted to examine the relationships between the variables used in the
study. Independent samples t-tests were applied to evaluate differences in
scale scores related to brand loyalty and brand trust in terms of gender, regular
sports participation, and school level. One-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was performed to evaluate differences according to grade level,
most followed sport branch, frequency of purchasing team products,
frequency of digital following, and the individual influencing purchasing
decisions. When significant differences were detected, post hoc Tukey
comparisons were performed. Effect sizes were reported as Cohen's d for t-
tests and omega squared (w?) for ANOVA results. Statistical significance was
defined as p < 0.05.

Results

This section presents the statistical findings on the relationship between brand
trust and brand loyalty among young consumers according to demographic
and behavioral variables. The demographic characteristics of the participants
are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of participants
Variable Category n %
Gender Male 198 46.37
Female 229 53.63
5th 65 15.22
6th 79 18.50
7th 81 18.97
Grade 8th 69 16.16
9th 42 9.84
10th 58 13.58
11th 33 7.73
Regular Sports Yes 268 62.76
Participation No 159 37.24
High School 133 31.15
School Level Middle School 204 68.85
Football 231 54.10
SM%srttsFéegﬁTIy Followed Volleyball 127 20.74
P Other 69 16.16
1-2 times 169 39.58
Frequency of Purchasing 3-5 times 81 18.97
Team Merchandise 6 or more 67 15.69
Never 110 25.76
L A few times a month 86 20.14
Freque_ncy of Digitally A few times a week 129 30.21
Following the Team or il
Brand Daily 112 26.23
Never 100 23.42
Person Who Most Fa_mlly 9 22.48
Influences the Purchase of Ow';r:fenc(::ion i%; %gg
Team Merchandise Social media 42 9.84
Total 427 100

Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of the sample of 427 students:
229 (53.63%) female and 198 (46.37%) male. Grade distribution was 65
(15.22%) in 5th grade, 79 (18.50%) in 6th, 81 (18.97%) in 7th, 69 (16.16%)
in 8th, 42 (9.84%) in 9th, 58 (13.58%) in 10th, and 33 (7.73%) in 11th.
Descriptive statistics of the study variables are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the scales

Scale Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Brand Behavior 4.10 0.96 -0.88 -0.17
Brand Satisfaction 4.19 0.96 -1.17 0.60
Team Identification 4.00 0.93 -0.94 0.57
Purchase Intention 3.84 1.11 -0.68 -0.46
Total Brand Loyalty 4.05 0.85 -0.94 0.58
Credibility 3.92 121 -0.90 -0.28
Integrity 3.93 1.14 -0.95 0.03
Benevolence 3.79 1.15 -0.83 -0.06

Total Brand Trust 3.89 1.05 -0.93 0.31
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Participants showed high mean scores on all brand-related variables.
Skewness and kurtosis values were within acceptable ranges, confirming that
the data met normality assumptions for parametric analyses. Pearson
correlation coefficients among the variables are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Pearson correlation coefficients among variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Brand

Behavior

2. Brand
739%** —
Satisfaction

3. Team
.688***  710%** —
Identification

4. Purchase
.607*** B07***  628*** —
Intention

5. Total Brand
900** % BO1***  g74xkE 7R 4REx —

Loyalty

6. Credibility AQ3FHRE QA Rxx ZTORRE 3B4FEx 483Fxx —

7. Integrity ABTH** A49*** .382%** 331x** AT9F** 784x** —

8. Benevolence 310%**%  206%*F  313F** 250%*F*  340***  660*** .663*** —

9. Total Brand
Trust

4867 ** AS3FERX 399FH* 3467+ L4957 ** .928*** J925% % B26*** —

Note: *** p <.001

When the results of the Pearson correlation analysis presented in Table 3 are
examined, it is observed that there are positive and statistically significant
relationships among all variables considered within the scope of the study
(p<.001). In terms of the dimensions of brand loyalty, the strongest
relationships were identified between Total Brand Loyalty and Brand
Behavior (r = .900), Brand Satisfaction (r = .891), and Team Identification (r
= .874), while a strong and positive relationship was also found between
Purchase Intention and Total Brand Loyalty (r = .784). When the dimensions
of brand trust were examined, Total Brand Trust was found to have strong
positive relationships with Credibility (r = .928), Integrity (r = .925), and
Benevolence (r = .826). In addition, there was a moderate, positive, and
significant relationship between Total Brand Loyalty and Total Brand Trust (r
=.495). Overall, the findings indicate that as students’ perceptions of Total
Brand Loyalty and Total Brand Trust increase, their evaluations of the related
subdimensions also increase in a positive direction.
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Table 4. Comparison of scale scores according to gender, regular sports participation,
and school level

Variable Scale Group Mean + SD t p Cohen’s d
+
sehavier _Femat 202 200 R
Satsfasion ___ Fomnale 4232 098 100 a8 00w
dentication___Fernae 3982 090 oMs 79 0034
+
mmon_ et imsin 08 w2 oo
m
Credibility F’;"n"’]‘fle igg : ﬁg -2.968 003 -0.288
Integrity F’:';Lele i:gg i ﬁg 2392 017+ -0.232
Benevolence F’:';Lele g;g i ﬁg -1.107 260 -0.107
Behavir No 353+ 101 29 oo o2n
satifaston No 408099 185 om0 0182
denticgtion o 307+ 001 220 o6r o2
requiar Credibility T\f; g% N i;i 2.073 039* 0.207
ﬁg‘r’{itcsipaﬂon Integrity T\f; ggg N iig 1392 165 0.139
Benevolence Kleos 233 i 1(1)3 1.086 278 0.109
i +
betmvior  Migflegonool 45038 20 o+ o2s1
Satsfagion __ Widdle School 4112057 240 013+ 0260
dentifcation_ widtlo Sehool 3942005 179 om 0154
enon_ Middlecohool ___ a7a4113 200 oot 0302
i +
Credibility M“é%*::g:ﬁgél gg; : ﬁg 1708 088 0.179
gty o Sool 389113 12w 0134
Benevolence M'Tg::g:ﬁgél 2:3}1 i ﬁg 1.436 152 0.150
i +

Note: *p <.05; **p <.01
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The results of the independent samples t-tests comparing scale scores in terms
of gender, regular sports participation, and school level are presented in Table
4. Effect sizes were determined using Cohen's d value.

No statistically significant gender differences were found for Brand
Behavior, Brand Satisfaction, Team Identification, Purchase Intention, or
Total Brand Loyalty (p > .05). Significant differences appeared for Credibility
(t=-2.968, p =.003, d = -0.288), Integrity (t = -2.392, p =.017, d = -0.232),
and Total Brand Trust (t = -2.550, p = .011, d = -0.247), with female
participants reporting higher mean scores and all effect sizes were small. For
regular sports participation, individuals who regularly engaged in sports had
significantly higher scores for Brand Behavior (t = 2.719, p =.007, d = 0.272),
Team Identification (t = 2.236, p = .026, d = 0.224), Purchase Intention (t =
2.079, p = .038, d = 0.208), Total Brand Loyalty (t = 2.587, p = .010, d =
0.259), and Credibility (t = 2.073, p = .039, d = 0.207). No significant
differences were found for Brand Satisfaction, Integrity, Benevolence, or
Total Brand Trust (p > .05). All significant differences corresponded to small
effect sizes.

For school level, high school students scored significantly higher than
middle school students on Brand Behavior, Brand Satisfaction, Purchase
Intention, and Total Brand Loyalty (p < .05). Effect sizes were small (d = .251
to .302). No significant differences were found for Team Identification,
Credibility, Integrity, Benevolence, or Total Brand Trust. These findings show
that school level and regular sports participation are associated with significant
differences in several brand-related constructs, while gender differences are
limited and have small effect sizes.
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Table 5. Anova results according to the most frequently followed sports branch

Variable Category n Mean F p ? Post hoc
Football* 231 4.22

Brand Behavior Volleyball? 127 3.94 4216 .015* .015 1>2
Other® 69 3.96
Football* 231 4.29

E;’i:;cﬁon Volleyball? 127 410 3408  .034* 011 —
Other® 69 3.99
Football* 231 411

IT;::t‘iﬁcaﬁon Volleyball2 127 385 3688 026 012 1>2
Other® 69 3.89
Football* 231 3.92

ﬁilfﬂ.ajﬁ Volleyballz 127 378 1520 220 002 _
Other® 69 3.68
Football* 231 4.16

Ig;i'lzra”d Volleyball2 127 394 4230 015 015 152
Other® 69 391
Football* 231 3.99

Credibility Volleyball? 127 3.97 2.827 .060 .008 —
Other® 69 3.60
Football* 231 3.99

Integrity Volleyball? 127 3.89 0.835 435 .000 —
Other® 69 3.80
Football* 231 3.86

Benevolence Volleyball? 127 3.82 2.582 .077 .007 —
Other® 69 351
Football* 231 3.96

gzas'tBra”d Volleyball? 127 390 2203 112 .006 —
Other® 69 3.65

Note: 1 = Football; 2 = Volleyball; 3 = Other; *p < .05
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The results of the one-way ANOVA analyses examining differences in scale
scores according to the most frequently followed sports branches (football,
volleyball, and other sports) are presented in Table 5. Effect sizes were
determined using omega squared (®?).

A statistically significant difference among groups was identified for Brand
Behavior (F = 4.216, p = .015, ®* = .015). Post hoc analysis indicated that
individuals who primarily follow football exhibited significantly higher Brand
Behavior scores than those who follow volleyball. A statistically significant
difference among groups was identified for Brand Satisfaction (F = 3.408, p =
.034, @* = .011). No statistically significant pairwise differences were found
in the post hoc comparisons. A statistically significant difference among
groups was identified for Team Identification (F =3.688, p =.026, > =.012).
Post hoc analysis indicated that individuals who primarily follow football
exhibited significantly higher Team Identification scores than those who
follow volleyball. A significant group difference was found for Total Brand
Loyalty (F=4.230, p=.015, ®*=.015). Post hoc comparisons showed football
followers scored higher than volleyball followers. The effect size was small.

There were no statistically significant differences among sports branches
in Purchase Intention (p = .220), Credibility (p = .060), Integrity (p = .435),
Benevolence (p = .077), or Total Brand Trust (p = .112). These results show
that participants’ evaluations of these variables did not vary by sport branch.
The effect sizes for these variables were very small (©? < .008). In summary,
the ANOVA results indicate that the most frequently followed sports branch
is associated with significant differences in Brand Behavior, Brand
Satisfaction, Team Identification, and Total Brand Loyalty, with football
followers reporting higher scores than volleyball followers in Brand Behavior,
Team lIdentification, and Total Brand Loyalty. Differences among sports
branches for all other variables were not statistically significant.
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Table 6. Anova results according to grade level
Variable Category n Mean F p ? Post hoc
5th 65 3.97
6th 79 4.00
Brand Behavior 7th 81 4.16
8th 69 3.93 1.687 123 010 —
oth 42 4.40
10th 58 414
11th 33 4.30
5th 65 4,01
6th 79 4.15
o 7th 81 4.14
Brand Satisfaction 8th 69 413 1102 300 003 -
oth 42 437
10th 58 4.34
11th 33 4.38
5th 65 3.85
6th 79 4.04
7th 81 4.02
Team Identification 8th 69 3.83 1.135 341 .002 —
oth 42 4.07
10th 58 4.09
11th 33 4.23
5th 65 3.50
6th 79 3.77
) 7th 81 3.82
Purchase Intention 8th 69 381 2.360 .030% 019 9>5
oth 42 4.23
10th 58 3.93
11th 33 412
5th 65 3.87
6th 79 4.02
7th 81 4.07
Total Brand Loyalty 8th 69 3.94 1.693 121 010 —
9th 42 4.28
10th 58 415
11th 33 427
5th 65 374
6th 79 3.89
7th 81 3.88
Credibility 8th 69 3.87 0.609 723 000 —
oth 42 4.04
10th 58 4.08
11th 33 4.08
5th 65 3.82
6th 79 3.92
7th 81 3.89
Integrity 8th 69 391 0.748 611 000 —
9th 42 3.83
10th 58 4.07
11th 33 4.25
5th 65 3.63
6th 79 3.76
7th 81 3.78
Benevolence 8th 69 3.77 0.840 .540 .000 —
oth 42 3.77
10th 58 3.87
11th 33 4.16
5th 65 3.74
6th 79 3.87
7th 81 3.86
Total Brand Trust 8th 69 3.86 0.759 .602 .000 —
oth 42 3.89
10th 58 4.03
11th 33 4.16

Note: * p <.05
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Table 6 presents the scale scores according to students’ grade level. A
significant difference was found only in Purchase Intention (F = 2.360, p =
.030, > =.019). No statistically significant differences were found in Brand
Behavior, Brand Satisfaction, Team Identification, Total Brand Loyalty,
Credibility, Integrity, Benevolence, or Total Brand Trust (p > .05). The effect
size for Purchase Intention was small. Post hoc comparisons showed that
ninth-grade students had significantly higher Purchase Intention scores than
fifth-grade students.

Table 7. Anova results according to frequency of purchasing team merchandise

Variable Category n Mean F p o? Post hoc
1-2 times* 169 4.12 3>1
i H 2
Brand Behavior 3-5 times 81 4.14 0324 < 01** 055 1>4
6 or more® 67 452 2>4
Never* 110 3.77 3>4
1-2 times® 169 4.26
H 2
Brand Satisfaction 3-5 times 81 4.19 5.882 <.001%* 033 1>4
6 or more? 67 4.48 3>4
Never* 110 3.90
1-2 times* 169 4.07
£t 2
Team Identification 3-5 times 81 4.02 3.144 .025* .015 1>4
6 or more® 67 4.14 3>4
Never* 110 3.77
1-2 times* 169 3.90
3-5 times? 81 3.79 1>4
Purchase Intention —o times : 7.043 <.001%** 041 3>2
6 or more® 67 4.28 3>4
Never* 110 3.52
1-2 times* 169 411
H 2
Total Brand Loyalty 3-5 times 81 4,07 6.050 < 001*** 047 1>4
6 or more® 67 4.37 3>4
Never* 110 3.76
1-2 times* 169 3.89
H 2
Credibility 3-5 times 8l 387 1278 281 002 —
6 or more® 67 4.18
Never* 110 3.83
1-2 times* 169 4.03
} 3-5 times? 81 373 3>2
Integri 5.318 .001** .029
ority 6 or more® 67 431 3>4
Never* 110 3.70
1-2 times* 169 3.92
)| i 2
Benevolence 3-5times 81 871 3.066 028* 014 1>4
6 or more® 67 3.97
Never* 110 3.55
1-2 times* 169 3.95
Total Brand Trust 3-5 times? 81 3.78 3.216 .023* .015 3>4
6 or more® 67 4.18
Never* 110 371

Note: 1 = 1-2 times; 2 = 3-5 times; 3 = 6 or more; 4 = Never; *p <.05; **p < .01; ***p <.001
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Table 7 presents the scale scores that differed significantly according to the
frequency of purchasing team merchandise. Significant differences were
found in Brand Behavior (F = 9.324, p <.001, ®* = .055), Brand Satisfaction
(F =5.882, p <.001, ®* = .033), Team Identification (F = 3.144, p = .025, w?
= .015), Purchase Intention (F = 7.043, p < .001, »* = .041), Total Brand
Loyalty (F = 8.050, p <.001, o* = .047), Integrity (F =5.318, p =.001, > =
.029), Benevolence (F = 3.066, p = .028, w* = .014), and Total Brand Trust (F
=3.216, p=.023, > =.015). The effect sizes were small.

Post hoc comparisons showed that participants who purchased team
merchandise six or more times had significantly higher Brand Behavior scores
than those who purchased merchandise one to two times and those who never
purchased merchandise. Participants who purchased merchandise one to two
times and three to five times also had higher Brand Behavior scores than non-
purchasers. Those who purchased merchandise six or more times had
significantly higher Brand Satisfaction, Team Identification, and Total Brand
Loyalty scores than non-purchasers. Participants who purchased merchandise
one to two times also had higher Brand Satisfaction, Team Identification,
Purchase Intention, and Total Brand Loyalty scores than non-purchasers. In
addition, participants who purchased merchandise six or more times had
higher Purchase Intention scores than those who purchased merchandise three
to five times and those who never purchased merchandise. For Integrity,
participants who purchased merchandise six or more times had higher scores
than those who purchased merchandise three to five times and those who never
purchased merchandise. Participants who purchased merchandise one to two
times had higher Benevolence scores than non-purchasers, while participants
who purchased merchandise six or more times had higher Total Brand Trust
scores than non-purchasers.
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Table 8. Anova results according to frequency of digitally following the team or brand

Variable Category N Mean F p o? Post hoc
A few times a month* 86 3.97
Brand A few times a week? 129 4.15
1 N Kk
Behavior Daily® 112 432 4.428 .004 .024 3>4
Never* 100 3.88
A few times a month* 86 4.00
Brand A few times a week? 129 422 x 3>1
Satisfaction Daily® 112 4.42 4.280 005 023 3>4
Never* 100 4.04
A few times a month* 86 3.84
Team A few times a week? 129 4.08 . 3>1
Identification Daily® 112 4.19 4.089 007 021 3>4
Never* 100 3.81
A few times a month* 86 3.58
Purchase A few times a week? 129 3.82 . 3>1
Intention Daily® 112 4.18 5715 <001 032 3>4
Never* 100 3.71
A few times a month* 86 3.89
Total Brand .
A few times a week? 129 4.10 - 3>1
Loyalty Daily? 112 429 5.776 <.001 .032 354
Never* 100 3.88
A few times a month* 86 3.86
A few times a week? 129 3.99
Credibility Daily® 112 3.90 0-200 896 000 -
Never* 100 3.91
A few times a month* 86 3.88
. A few times a week? 129 4.00
Integrity Daily? 112 3.89 0.259 .855 .000 —
Never* 100 3.94
A few times a month? 86 3.83
A few times a week? 129 3.77
Benevolence Daily? 112 278 0.063 .979 .000 —
Never* 100 3.82
A few times a month* 86 3.86
Total Brand A few times a week? 129 3.94 0.121 .948 .000 —
Trust Daily® 112 3.87
Never* 100 3.89

Note: 1 = A few times a month; 2 = A few times a week; 3 = Daily; 4 = Never, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Table 8 presents the scale scores that differed significantly according to the
frequency of digitally following the team or brand. Significant differences
were found in Brand Behavior (F = 4.428, p = .004, »*> = .024), Brand
Satisfaction (F = 4.280, p = .005, w* = .023), Team Identification (F = 4.089,
p =.007, > =.021), Purchase Intention (F = 5.715, p < .001, »? = .032), and
Total Brand Loyalty (F = 5.776, p < .001, ®* = .032). The effect sizes were
small.

Post hoc comparisons showed that participants who followed the team or
brand daily had significantly higher Brand Behavior scores than those who
never followed it. Daily followers also had significantly higher Brand
Satisfaction, Team Identification, Purchase Intention, and Total Brand Loyalty
scores than participants who followed the team or brand a few times a month
or never.
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Table 9. Anova results according to the person who most influences the purchase of
team merchandise

Variable Category n Mean F p o* Post hoc
Family* 96 4.20
Brand Behavior Friends? 117 4.27 "
Own decision® 172 3.96 3.247 022 016 2>3
Social media* 42 3.93
Family* 96 4.27
. . Friends? 117 4.23
Brand Satisfaction Own decision® 172 217 1.327 .265 .002 —
Social media* 42 3.93
Family* 96 4.00
U Friends? 117 4.10
Team Identification Own decision® 172 3.09 1.625 .183 .004 —
Social media* 42 3.73
Family* 96 3.99
Friends? 117 4.05 1>4
Purchase Intention Own decision? 172 3.71 4.893 .002** .027 2>3
Social media* 42 3.42 2>4
il
Total Brand Loyalty Fa_mllyz % 413
Friends 117 4.18 2800 040+ 012 o
Own decision® 172 3.99 ‘ ’ ’
Social media* 42 3.80
Family* 96 3.77
Friends? 117 4.12
Credibility Oown decision® 172 3.84 1.938 123 007 o
Social media* 42 4.01
Family* 96 3.82
. Friends? 117 4.06
Integrity Own decision® 172 3.90 0.854 .465 .000 —
Social media* 42 3.95
Family* 96 3.74
Friends? 117 3.93
Benevolence Own decision® 172 3.75 0.773 .509 .000 —
Social media* 42 3.72
Family* 96 3.78
Friends? 117 4.05
Total Brand Trust ¢, decision® 172 384 1.409 240 003 -
Social media* 42 3.92

Note: 1 = Family; 2 = Friends; 3 = Own decision; 4 = Social media; *p < .05; **p <.01; ***p < .001

Table 9 presents the scale scores that differed significantly according to the
person who most influenced participants’ team merchandise purchases.
Significant differences were found in brand behavior (F = 3.247, p = .022, ®?
= .016), purchase intention (F = 4.893, p = .002, »* =.027), and total brand
loyalty (F = 2.800, p =.040, ®*=.012). The effect sizes were small.

Post hoc comparisons showed that participants influenced by friends had
significantly higher Brand Behavior scores than those who made their
purchasing decisions independently. Participants influenced by family had
significantly higher Purchase Intention scores than those influenced by social
media. In addition, participants influenced by friends had significantly higher
Purchase Intention scores than those who made their own decisions and those
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influenced by social media. No statistically significant pairwise differences
were found for total brand loyalty.

Discussion

In the present study, the relationships between brand trust and brand loyalty
and their respective subdimensions among young consumers were examined
in the context of demographic and behavioral variables. The findings indicate
that there is a positive and significant association between brand trust and
brand loyalty, which is consistent with previous studies in the literature (Al
Masud et al., 2024; Cardoso et al., 2022). It has been observed that trust
includes not only cognitive evaluation but also may function as a relational
mechanism associated with emotional bonds and engagement. Among young
consumers, trust is a central component of brand relationships and a primary
determinant of brand loyalty behaviors (Khamitov et al., 2019; Roséario &
Casaca, 2025). The results show strong correlations among the sub-
dimensions of brand loyalty, including brand behavior, brand satisfaction,
team identification, and purchase intention. Brand trust is also highly
correlated with its sub-dimensions, credibility, integrity, and benevolence.
These findings align with previous research. For example, Ok and Altin (2024)
reported a positive and significant relationship between brand trust and
purchase intention, while Aksoy and Bas (2024) identified a similar
association between brand loyalty and brand trust. Furthermore, Aslan and
Karabulut (2021) and Tekin (2020) determined positive and significant
relationships among the sub-dimensions of brand loyalty, such as brand
behavior, brand satisfaction, team identification, and purchase intention. It has
been determined that there are no statistically significant gender differences in
brand behavior, brand satisfaction, team identification, purchase intention, or
total brand loyalty. However, it has been found that female students reported
significantly higher credibility, integrity, and total brand trust scores than male
students, which is consistent with the findings of Karpinska-Krakowiak
(2021), who stated that female consumers may perceive greater trust in brands
compared to male consumers. Although these differences were statistically
significant, the small Cohen’s d values indicate that the observed gender
differences in brand trust-related outcomes were of limited practical
magnitude. These results also support previous research suggesting that brand
attitudes and preferences among young consumers may vary according to
demographic variables (Kaya, 2024).
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High school students scored significantly higher than middle school
students in brand behavior, brand satisfaction, purchase intention, and total
brand loyalty, whereas no significant difference was found in total brand trust.
These findings suggest that school level is associated with differences in
several dimensions of brand loyalty; however, the cross-sectional design does
not allow developmental or causal interpretations. In highly competitive
markets, brand loyalty is often fragile (Desveaud et al., 2024). Increases in
loyalty with age are typically attributed to habit formation and reduced
purchase frequency, rather than cognitive factors (Mecredy et al., 2024).
Significant omnibus differences were found in brand behavior, brand
satisfaction, team identification, and total brand loyalty according to the most
frequently followed sports branch. However, the small effect sizes indicate
that these differences were of limited practical magnitude. These results align
with previous studies indicating that sports clubs’ social media content
strategies are important for fan engagement (Annamalai et al., 2021). The
findings also support Liu (2025), who found that brand content on short-video
platforms influences purchase intention mainly through psychological factors
such as attitude and loyalty, rather than direct persuasion.

This study finds that merchandise-purchasing frequency was associated
with significant differences in several dimensions of brand loyalty and brand
trust, with higher scores generally observed among more frequent purchasers.
In the present study, the proportion of participants who had purchased team
merchandise was 74.24%, and this lower rate compared to university-level
samples is an expected outcome given that the sample consisted of middle and
high school students. The rate of licensed product purchases among university
students is 92.1% (Aydm, 2025). Behavioral loyalty, shown in repeated
purchasing, and attitudinal loyalty, which includes positive evaluation,
commitment, and trust, develop together. These findings align with the
theoretical framework proposed by Dick and Basu (1994). A strong emotional
commitment to a sports team significantly reduces the intention to purchase
counterfeit products, showing the protective role of emotional attachment
(Aydin & Aydin, 2025). Relational and emotional bonds with a brand,
especially those linked to attitudinal loyalty, strengthen brand loyalty
(Khamitov et al., 2019). Digital engagement was associated with brand
behavior, brand satisfaction, team identification, purchase intention, and total
brand loyalty. However, no significant difference was found in total brand
trust according to digital following frequency. Recent studies in digital sports
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marketing show that increased social media use leads to higher consumption
behaviors and purchase tendencies. The intensity of interaction mediates these
effects (Chen et al., 2025).

Peer influence appears to be related to brand choices and purchase
intentions, highlighting how much peer groups may be associated with what
adolescents buy. Research shows that social influence from peers in interactive
settings is associated with purchase decisions (Hu et al., 2019).
Communication between consumers in online communities is also associated
with buying decisions by shaping how useful they think a product is (Zhu et
al., 2016). Peer influence has also been reported to make the association
between consumers’ views on the environment and their buying habits
stronger (Suki & Suki, 2019).

Conclusions

This study examined the relationships between brand trust and brand loyalty
and their respective subdimensions among young consumers in the context of
demographic and behavioral variables. Brand trust was significantly
associated with brand loyalty among the young consumers in the present
sample. Young consumers who reported higher levels of credibility, integrity,
and benevolence reported higher levels of loyalty and purchase intention.
Demographic and behavioral characteristics also appeared to be related to
brand attitudes and behaviors. High school students reported significantly
higher brand behavior, brand satisfaction, purchase intention, and total brand
loyalty scores than middle school students, while no significant difference was
found for total brand trust. Gender differences were minimal, though female
participants reported higher credibility, integrity, and total brand trust scores.
Although the effect sizes are small, these findings suggest that incorporating
a gender-sensitive approach into brands targeting young people could be
beneficial. Regular sports participation was linked to higher brand behavior,
team identification, purchase intention, total brand loyalty, and credibility.
Behavioral engagement, such as frequent merchandise purchases or daily
digital interaction with teams, was associated with higher levels of brand
behavior, brand satisfaction, team identification, purchase intention, and total
brand loyalty. Frequent merchandise purchasing was also associated with
differences in integrity, benevolence, and total brand trust. These findings
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suggest that greater behavioral engagement may be associated with multiple
dimensions of brand loyalty and brand trust. The specific sport followed
showed limited association with brand behavior, brand satisfaction, team
identification, and total brand loyalty, while no significant differences were
found for total brand trust. Therefore, engagement intensity appeared to be
more closely related to brand-related outcomes. This study may contribute to
the academic literature by demonstrating that brand trust is associated with
brand loyalty among young consumers. From a practical perspective, the
findings suggest that brands and sports organizations stand to gain
significantly if they maintain consistent, transparent, and engaging
communication with young audiences. In summary, brand trust appears to be
closely related to brand loyalty among young consumers. The results offer an
age-specific perspective on brand trust and loyalty, highlighting the
importance of demographic and behavioral factors. Transparent, consistent,
and emotionally engaging brand communication may be important for
supporting loyalty-oriented attitudes among youth. By prioritizing trust and
engagement, brands may be better positioned to support loyalty-oriented
relationships with young consumers into adulthood. This study has limitations
due to the characteristics of the sample and its cross-sectional research design.
Future studies could involve larger samples, different age groups, and
longitudinal research designs. The findings should be interpreted in light of
several limitations, including the use of convenience sampling, data collection
from a single province, reliance on self-reported responses, and the cross-
sectional design, which limits causal interpretation and generalizability.
Future studies are recommended to employ probability-based sampling across
different regions, include more diverse age groups, and use longitudinal or
mixed-method designs to provide a more comprehensive understanding of
how brand trust and loyalty develop over time.
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