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ABSTRACT 

Branding among game farming feeds is considered to be a very important and valuable asset 

for game feed producers in South Africa. Quality feeds and brands lead to a competitive 

advantage within the game market. In this regard branding is a competitive advantage in the 

highly competitive feed industry, signifying brand recognition and quality for producers in the 

marketplace. However, little is known about the customers’ buying patterns and loyalty of game 

feed farmers and consumers. At present marketing focuses strongly on price as key element of 

the marketing mix because there are general perceptions that brand loyalty is not a competitive 

marketing tool in the Feed manufacturing industry. This perception needs to be examined, 

confirmed or disrepute to ensure that a feed manufacturer survive in a highly competitive 

industry.  

The primary objective of this study is to investigate and comprehend the game farmer as 

customer when buying game feed, and to determine his or her loyalty to a brand.  

The brand loyalty model by Bisschoff and Moolla was used measuring brand loyalty. The 

structured questionnaire was adapted for the game industry and employed, to measure the nine 

constraints of brand loyalty in the model. The nine constraints include Brand relevance, 

Perceived value, Brand trust, Involvement, Family/culture, Commitment, Repeat purchase, 

Brand affect and Switching cost/risk aversion.  

The data of 92 game farmers, including demographic information were collected using the 

structured questionnaire. Data analysis included inferential statistics, reliability testing and 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to examine the brand loyalty influences. The results indicated 

that all the brand loyalty influences have been confirmed by the statistical analysis to be valid 

influences to measure brand loyalty in the game ranching industry. The simplified brand loyalty 

model by Moolla, can be used when adapted in measuring brand loyalty within the game 

ranching industry. Trust and commitment can be isolated as the most important loyalty 

influences in terms of decision-making and loyalty amongst game farmers, and external factors 

play a small role.  
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The finding of this study is important to the feed producers and their marketing teams, because 

customer buying behaviour is better understood, hence could provide a feed manufacturer with 

a competitive advantage in a cut-throat industry. In addition, farmers as customers could also 

benefit to better understood the concepts of quality and price through brand loyalty whilst 

academia could employ the results in further research. 

Key Terms: Brand loyalty, Wildlife industry, Feed manufacturers, Animal feed, Browser, Grazer, 

Supplementary feeds, Game farming. 
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CHAPTER 1 – NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The game ranching industry is currently experiencing a phenomenal growth; there are a 

calculated 21 million head of game in South Africa of which 16 million are privately owned. This 

represents, three times more game in private ownership than in government parks and 

reserves. The following table, compiled by Wildlife Ranching South Africa illustrates this 

phenomenal growth.  

Table 1-1: Species where wildlife ranching played a role in saving them from extinction 

 

Species Total Approximately 

1950 

National Parks 2015 On Private Ranches 

2015 

White Rhino 30 12,000 5,000 

Black Rhino 30 1,500 450 

Blesbok 2,000 25,000 >225,000 

Bontebok 19 1,000 >7,000 

Sable Antelope 450 <500 >25,000 

Roan Antelope 150 <200 >6,000 

Cape Mountain Zebra <80 1,925 865 

Black Wildebeest <500 1,800 >15,700 

Source: WRSA Presentation presented in the USA at EWA convention, 2015. 

In 1960 South Africa had 3 private game ranches. The implementation of the Game Theft Act 

(Act 105) in 1991 (SA, 1991), ceded legal ownership on exempted farms to the farm owner, 

created the foundation for the further expansion of game ranching, it gave game a commercial 

value  (Simpson, 2012:14). There are approximately 12,000 privately owned game ranches in 

South Africa; these game ranches constitute 13% of available land (+/- 20 million hectares), 

most of which are on marginal land that is not suitable for other agricultural activities. The 

wildlife ranching sector has transformed 20 million hectares of marginal agricultural land into 
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thriving land use operations (Bezuidenhout, 2011). The Wildlife Ranching South Africa (WRSA) 

currently has 1 776 members, of whom 1 296 are active (Cloete et al., 2015:14). 

The South African game ranching industry consists of four sectors namely the hunting, breeding 

of game, wildlife tourism/ecotourism and game products.  

1.1.1 The four sectors of game ranching 

1.1.1.1 Hunting  

The hunting sector in South Africa creates a demand in trophy breeding, contributes to eco-

tourism and niche products like venison. The worldwide decline in the number of game animals 

is by far the biggest driver in the demand for trophy animals. Many farmers converted their 

struggling cattle operations into game ranches to benefit from this lucrative industry. According 

to Janovsky (2015), research in 2014 indicated that approximately 9 000 international trophy 

hunters visited South Africa and on average spent R138 000 per visit. There are approximately 

200 000 biltong hunters in South Africa spending on average of R31 000 per annum on hunting. 

The total turnover for the game hunting sector of the game ranching industry in South Africa is 

therefore estimated to be R7,5 billion. This does not include the indirect spending on secondary 

industries like taxidermy and gun manufacturing and hunting accessories (Janovsky, 2015:1). 

1.1.1.1 Breeding of game 

The biggest growth was by far in the breeding and sale of high value game and colour variants. 

(Janovsky, 2015:2). The demand for certain game species is currently exceeding the supply by 

far, increasing prices far above the intrinsic value of game. The intrinsic value of breeding stock 

is derived from the price an animal is harvested. In the case of cattle, the price of a breeding 

bull is basically the slaughter price of cattle multiplied by four (R10 000 x 4 = R40 000). The 

same principle can be used to determine game prices. A buffalo is for instance hunted for 

R50 000 to R60 000, which implies that breeding stock should be traded between R200 000 

and R240 000. There is off course outliers, where exceptional buffalo bulls as in the case of 

cattle, will trade far above the intrinsic value. The price of colour variants, currently trading far 

above their intrinsic value, is expected to decrease more severely than other plain game 

(Janovsky, 2016:14). In 2014 the total turnover on game auctions grew by 35%, year on year to 

a historic high of R1,8 billion. Compare that to the total sales of game animals in 2003, which 

was about R62 million  (Janovsky, 2015:2). More recently in 2015, one game auction in the 

Rustenburg area had a total turnover of R266 million rand. In 2016 on that same auction a 25% 

share in the buffalo named Horison was sold for R44 million. 
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Figure 1-1: Turnover and number of game sold on auctions 

 

Source: ABSA Agricultural outlook 2015 

1.1.1.2 Wildlife tourism 

The wildlife tourism industry is an huge industry, contributing to about R104 billion per year. 

Taking in account that 88% of all visitors to South Africa (13,4 million) indicated that they are 

there on holiday. It is estimated that 50% of the 12,1 million tourists on holiday will incorporate a 

wildlife experience in their visit and on average spend R3 486/day of which the biggest portion 

(75%) is on accommodation, food and transport. The importance of this sector to private owners 

is very important; currently South African National Parks (SAN parks) equate to 3,7 million 

hectare while the 6 330 exempted privately owned wildlife farms equate to approximately 14,7 

million hectare opening a huge opportunity for further growth and investment into the wildlife 

tourism industry (Janovsky, 2015:2). 

1.1.1.3 Venison Exports 

South Africa’s venison exports are very small compared to other countries. Figure 1-2, shows 

the export of South African venison from 1999 up to 2008. 
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Figure 1-2: Export of game meat 

 

Sources: Department of Agriculture: Game Industry market value chain 2010. 

New Zealand, however, a country with no endemic antelope specie is currently one of the 

biggest exporters of venison in the world. Venison exports were worth $174 million FOB, 

according to Beef and Lamb New Zealand. Venison exports totalled 14 869 tons, of which 31% 

went to Germany, 16% to Benelux and 16% went to the USA for the year of 2015. (Beef and 

lamb New Zealand, 2016:9). Exports of venison holds a significant growth opportunity, initiatives 

are currently investigated by the WRSA. South Africa is also in a very good position and has a 

competitive advantage over other venison exporting countries as it can offer a greater variety 

due to specie diversification.  

1.1.2 The future of game ranching  

The game breeding industry, in terms of turnover, has grown at a rate of 35% year on year to a 

historic high of R1,8 billion, and new record prices are reached every single year at the different 

auctions that take place (Janovsky, 2015:2). As long as the expansion in the breeding and live 

sales of plain game species continues, vast numbers of new entrants is expected. It is relatively 

easy to become a game rancher, you do not even need to own land, land can be rented and 

various shared schemes already exist (Janovsky, 2016:14). It is not only farmers who showed 

interest in investing in these animals, but business people are also pursuing this kind of 

opportunities, especially with regards to the breeding sector.  
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These animals, especially the breeding sector needs to be fed under intensive and semi-

intensive farming condition to improve inter calving periods, conception rates and the overall 

condition and welfare of these animals. This means good revenues for the feed manufactures 

making these kinds of feed. With supplementary feeding, it is possible to get 7 Sable calves 

within a 6-year period, compared to nature where one will only get 6 calves in a 6-year period. 

Taking into account that some of these animals are selling for millions, recently a 25% share in 

a breeding rights with a top-class Sable bull named Tsunami, from the Piet du Toit herd was 

sold for a staggering R15.5 million. These top-end farmers can afford to feed high-valued game 

and the feed producers tend to make big margins on these products. Premium brands endorsed 

by top-end game ranchers already exist, and it seems to be selling like hot cakes.  

The phenomenal growth and extraordinary prices achieved on auctions have not gone 

unnoticed, with the public, press, industry and government showing a keen interest in the game 

ranching industry. A recent catalogue auction in the Rustenburg area attracted more than 5 000 

people, with more than 1 000 registered buyers attending. This signifies the significant growth in 

the game ranching industry. The game industry might surpass the R100 billion mark within the 

next 10 years (Adami, 2015). 

As a result of this market growth in game feeds, all the feed manufacturers are taking notice and 

developing products for every game rancher’s needs. The game ranching industry is identified 

as a future strategic growth opportunity. Although the game ranching industry is still in the initial 

stages of the industry life-cycle, the market are already starting to show preference towards 

specific brands, identifying potential market leaders in the industry. Production at leading feed 

producers have led to a product mixture where game feeds now encompass up to 10% of the 

total production. Four years ago almost no game feeds were produced. Niche markets like the 

game ranching, white rabbit meat production and fish production, needs to be investigated and 

exploited. These markets are still relatively in the early stages of the growth cycle and a feed 

company still has the opportunity to establish itself as the market leader. 

Consumer markets are segmented by four broad dimensions including; geographical, 

demographic, psychographic and behaviour towards a product (Rix, 2008:76). This study will 

focus on the North West province as a geographical area, and to be more precise about a 200 

kilometre radius around Lichtenburg. The demographic segmentation will most probable 

replicate a study that was done in 2014 amongst WRSA members. This study found that the 

general profile of a shareholder in a game ranch was 96% male, 51 years of age, 81% with 

Afrikaans as their home language and 50% with a University degree. The general profile of a 

game ranch owner was 98% male, 51 years of age, 84% with Afrikaans as their language and 

55% with a University degree (Cloete et al., 2015:18). When looking at the psychographic 
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segmentation, one can probable assume that one is working with individuals in the upper and 

middle class, very ambitious, self-confident and lastly quite conservative. With regards to 

behaviour towards products, not much is known. The aim of this study is to understand this 

client, especially his or her brand orientation, decision-making process and buying patterns. For 

when the client is understood, the feed manufacturer can establish a competitive advantage and 

expect a growth in sales.  

1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT 

The competitiveness in the animal feeds industry is increasing continuously. Profit margins are 

continuously under pressure because of rising input costs and new competitors entering the 

market. It is, therefore, imperative that the feed manufacturer investigates new niche markets to 

target and to better understand these particular customers. The dairy sector as market is a rapid 

declining market in the North West province while broiler operations are also in decline, 

because of cheap imported chicken meats. The layer market has very low margins, a feed mill 

doing only layer feed will most certainly only be at a break-even level.  

The dairy, broiler and layer markets are served with feed in bulk, distributed by tankers with a 30 

ton capacity. These bulk feeds can be produced very effectively and have a very fast throughput 

compared to feeds for ruminants containing a roughage like lucerne. The throughput of 

ruminant feeds such as beef, sheep, game and more usually takes double the time than broiler 

or layer feeds, effectively lowering a 10 000 ton capacity feed mill down to a mere 5 000 tons.  

The number of milk producers in the North West province declined from 549 dairy farmers in 

January 2008 to 181 dairy farmers in January 2016. In December 1997 the North West province 

produced 12,6% of South Africa’s milk, in October 2015, however, North West only produced 

4,7%. There is a definite trend towards higher production in pasture based areas and is set to 

continue, thus the North West will most probable see a further decline in numbers (Milk SA, 

2016:20). 

Looking back over the past few years, a picture is painted of changes in prosperity and 

confidence in the broiler industry. The South African broiler industry went through a period of 

substantial growth, averaging 6% per annum, between 2004 and 2008. Over the past six years, 

from 2009 to 2014, growth in broiler production slowed down considerably to below 1% per 

annum (based on kilogrammes of meat produced) (South African Poultry Association, 2014:13). 

The main reason for the slowdown in the compounded growth was due to cheap imports from 

Brazil and the EU. Although markets are declining in these farming activities, an embedded 

benefit is that the lower production volumes are creating feed mills with additional spare 
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capacity to deploy in servicing feed needs of niche market feed products. A typical example is 

the feed producer Opti Feeds (a subsidiary of NWK Limited) in Lichtenburg with a production 

capacity of 11 000 tons of bulk animal feed per month, but currently running at a 6 000 ton 

capacity. The product mix at this stage consists of 60% bagged feeds and 40% bulk feeds. New 

markets are desperately needed to fill capacity and profitability of the feed mill.  

One such niche market is the game ranching industry which currently experiences a 

phenomenal growth. Another market, usually targeted by all the other feed mills, because it is 

easy to produce this feed is the layer market. Feed mills such as Opti Feeds face a strategic 

cross-road and clearly new strategic thrusts need to be identified and explored. Typical four 

strategic scenarios are available for exploration: 

• Disinvestment in the feed mill and/or downsizing. 

• Integration with the broiler production chain, such as investing in an abattoir. 

• Identifying and targeting new niche markets to take up spare capacity. 

• The feed mill should expand their product mix and develop existing markets, for 

example, the layer market with exceptional low margins. 

• Invest in automisation such as an automatic bagging and packaging operations, to focus 

more on high margin bagged products and niche markets. 

• Joint ventures and acquisitions should be considered, to increase scope of operations 

and/or acquire integrated markets. 

Investment is needed in an automatic bagging and packaging facility to service the niche 

markets including the game ranching industry, because this market is predominantly served with 

bagged products. Feed mills such as Opti Feeds experienced phenomenal growth in the sales 

volumes of game feeds in a short time. For the last three years’ sales in the game feed 

increased from almost 0 tons to approximately 635 tons in August 2016, a phenomenal growth.  

Feeding the game ranching industry is a niche market; it is also a relative new market to be 

explored, at an early stage of the product life-cycle. The clients are different form the traditional 

clients served by the feed company, they vary from the super-rich business man and or recently 

converted beef farmers.  The client is frankly, unknown and unpredictable, and it is therefore 

imperative to get answers, regarding his or her brand orientation, decision-making process and 

buying patterns.  

1.3 OBJECTIVES 

The primary objective of this research is to establish the brand loyalty of game ranchers within 

the North West province towards an animal feed producer.  
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The secondary objectives are to:  

• Perform a literature study of brand loyalty in the game industry; 

• Develop a demographic profile of the typical game feed customer; 

• Identify latent variables of buyer behaviour; 

• Determine if the game farmer are brand loyal pertaining to the nine brand loyalty 

influences; 

• Establish the relationship, if any, between brand loyalty and repeat purchases. 

1.4 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

1.4.1 Literature and theoretical review 

An extensive literature study was conducted to examine the influences identified by Bisschoff 

and Moolla (2013) and the impact they could have on brand loyalty in the game ranching 

industry as well as to gain a better understanding of the industry itself in the North West 

province of South Africa.  

1.4.2 Empirical study 

The most applicable approach in this particular case is quantitative research based on a cross-

sectional survey design. The refined nine-factor model by Bisschoff and Moolla (2014) was 

employed to measure brand loyalty of game farmers towards feeds with a structured 

questionnaire consisting of 39 questions. The particular questionnaire was adapted for 

application in the game ranching industry.  

The population consists of game farmers, farming in the North West province. Although there 

are approximately 10 000 game ranches and more than 4 000 mixed game and livestock farms 

registered in South Africa, the study employed demographics to limit the population and focus 

only on game farmers within the operational area of a 250 km radius around Lichtenburg. This 

reduced the population to 1 200 farmers. Next, a sample was drawn of which 92 farmers 

responded, signifying a response rate of almost 1%. 

Hard copies of the survey were distributed at the WRSA congress held in Sun City, with very 

limited success. The WRSA was contacted to assist in distributing the survey’s electronically to 

its members in the North-west province; once again limited success was attained with these 

efforts. Hard copies were also distributed on auctions, farmers’ information days and 

workshops; these efforts were more successful. Surveys were also presented to game ranchers 

in one on one visit, and this effort was very successful.  
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At first the hard copy of the survey was done in English, but after the poor response rate of less 

than 1% at the WRSA congress in Sun City, the questionnaire was translated into Afrikaans. 

The Afrikaans questionnaire was distributed at an annual Buffalo meeting, a WRSA provincial 

meeting and the Hartland meeting, and a response rate of 25% was achieved.  

1.4.3 Statistical analysis 

The following statistical applications were employed to test the validity of the model: 

• Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is defined as an attempt to discover the nature of the 

constructs influencing a set of responses. The main objectives of the EFA are to 

combine variables that are collinear as well as examining the relationship between the 

variables (Field, 2009:629). 

• Kaizer-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) is used to determine if the 

sample size is adequate in order to perform a reliable factor analysis. The KMO statistic 

varies between 0 and 1, and a value greater that 0.5 is regarded as barely reliable, a 

value greater than 0.7 as mediocre, values between 0.7 and 0.8 are good, values 

between 0.8 and 0.9 are great and values above 0.9 are superb (Field, 2009:647).  

• Bartlett’s test of sphericity is a test that examines whether the population correlation 

matrix resembles an identity matrix. If the population correlation matrix resembles an 

identity matrix then it means that every variable correlates very badly with all other 

variables. The basis of this test is a hypothesis that suggests that all the variables are 

unrelated within the matrix. When a meaningful level of 0.000 is found, the hypothesis 

can be discarded, thus a strong correlation between the variables exists (Field, 

2009:612). 

• Cronbach’s Alpha measures the scale of reliability of the data. A value of .7 to .8 is an 

acceptable value for Cronbach’s α, values substantially lower indicate an unreliable 

scale (Field, 2009:674). 

1.5 LIMITATIONS 

This study focusses only on a particular geographical population selected area within the central 

North West province and is therefore, not suitable to explore a larger local or international 

population without substantiating the results by further research.  
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Figure 1-3: The North West Province 

 

Source: The Opti Feeds Product Catalogue (2015) 

 

1.6 CHAPTER DIVISION 

This dissertation is divided into the following chapters: 

Chapter 1: Nature and scope of the study 

Chapter one provides one with a short introduction to the South African game ranching industry, 

elaborated on the research problem, identified the main and secondary objectives and singled 

out possible limitations of the study.  

Chapter 2: Literature review 

The aim of the literature review in chapter two is firstly, to obtain more knowledge regarding the 

game ranching industry. Secondly, literature on brand loyalty is reviewed extensively in chapter 

two, focussing especially on the nine constraints identified by Moolla. These nine constraints will 

play an integral role in answering the research questions posed by the researcher.  

Chapter 3: Research findings and discussion 

The research findings if any will be discussed thoroughly in this chapter.   
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Chapter 4: Conclusions and recommendations 

Recommendations will be made in this chapter and further areas of study will also be discussed.  

1.7 SUMMARY 

Chapter 1 provides an introduction with background and history of the game ranching industry 

of South Africa with specific reference to game ranching in the Northwest province. The problem 

statement regarding the marketing of animal feeds are presented and the study’s objectives are 

formulated. This chapter also supplied a structural layout of the study.  

The next chapter consists of a literature review pertaining to the marketing of game feeds in the 

North West province and the game ranching sector. 
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CHAPTER 2 – LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1  INTRODUCTION 

Brand loyalty is affected by numerous factors and this literature study is conducted to determine 

and elaborate on which factors influence brand loyalty in the game ranching industry. The 

primary objective of the literature review is to elaborate more on brand loyalty itself as well as 

the nine factors or constructs affecting brand loyalty. This chapter will explore relevant literature 

on brand loyalty, perceived value, commitment, switching costs, involvement, brand trust, 

customer satisfaction, culture, brand performance, brand relevance, relationship proneness, 

brand effect and lastly repeat purchase. An industry review was also included in the literature 

review. 

2.2 THE INDUSTRY OVERVIEW 

In the Animal Feed Manufacturers Association (AFMA) chairman’s report of 2015/6 no 

distinction is made with regards to game feeds, it falls under other mixtures. Despite the unclear 

distinction, the growth in other mixtures was from 5,959 tons produced in the North-west 

province in 2014/5 to 10,128 tons produced in 2015/6. This constitutes to a growth of 44% year 

on year (Dunn, 2016:57). 

In Feed buying behaviour of small-scale broiler farmers (Brits, 2011:16), it was stated in the 

literature study that if a specific brand of feed is not available, the farmer will be forced to buy 

something else, because the chickens cannot go without feed. This fact does not relate to the 

results of the study.  Instead, it seems as if the farmers would make another unknown plan until 

their brand of feed is available. The question is this case with the game farmer, for their 

demographics are light years apart. 

In a study by Empen, Loy and Weiss, they found that in the German ready-to-eat cereal market, 

stronger brands tend to be promoted less frequently and price discounts are smaller (Empen, 

Loy & Weiss, 2011:11).  

In a study done by Borchers et al. (2012) to identify buying behaviour segments of commercial 

producers, who purchase expendable products including seed, crop protection, animal health 

and feed it was found that within the feed market, three market segments can be identified: 

Balance, Price, and Performance segments. The Balance segment defined the typical producer 

that considered all of the input supplier criteria (convenience/ location, customer service, price, 

performance, and support service) to be equally important. This was also the largest segment 

within the American context. The Performance segment, which is most interested in product 
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effectiveness, was the least convinced that different brands for expendable items are more or 

less the same. The price segment is a trade-off between price and performance are usually 

observed, with little input from other factors, compared to the other market segments. Producers 

would intentionally choose a product with inferior quality, at a good price.  Another interesting 

observation, that many buyers consider themselves to be loyal to local retailers, and that 

translates into willingness to pay more for expendables should be kept in mind (Borchers et al., 

2012:17-19).  

Bohlander studied the influence and relationship between livestock producers and salespeople 

in the feed and animal health industry in 2012. Conclusions included that the salesperson 

should pay more attention to the age and operation size of the producer, for individuals under 

the age of 35 and above the age of 65 do not predominantly make decisions themselves. 

Secondly, honesty is regarded as very important, being a friend not, thus being professional is 

regarded as the ultimate. Thirdly, younger producers will rely on the salesperson more; 

however, younger individuals are less likely to make decisions on their own. It is therefore 

important to develop a salesperson/producer at an early age, for the individual’s decision-

making power increases with age and rank within the organization. Finally, extra-large 

operations place a high value on “hard” details, including; price, information, innovative ideas 

and follow-up service. Commercial operations however place a high value on “soft” details, 

including; feeling confident about decisions, having access to resources, having the 

salesperson act as a consultant to the operation and having a salesperson that calls on the 

producer more frequently (Bohlander, 2012:40-43). 

In 2012, Bisschoff and Moolla set to validate the model to measure the brand loyalty of fast-

moving consumer goods, and concluded that the model to measure brand loyalty is a valid and 

reliable model to do so (Bisschoff & Moolla, 2012:83). 

In 2013, Bisschoff and Moolla set out to develop an empirical model that measures brand 

loyalty within the FMCG industry. The in-depth literature review that identified 28 brand loyalty 

constructs, but the 12 most influential constructs were included within the model. These 12 

constructs include; perceived value, commitment, switching costs, involvement, brand trust, 

customer satisfaction, culture, brand performance, brand relevance, relationship proneness, 

brand effect and lastly repeat purchase. According to the authors this model requires further 

validation, but can already be used within the FMCG industry, as well as in other industries, to 

provide managerial insight in better brand and brand loyalty management (Bisschoff & Moolla, 

2013:7).  
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After initial research done by Bisschoff and Moolla, they set out in 2014 to develop a simplified 

model to measure brand loyalty, and concluded that it was possible to significantly simplify the 

model to measure brand loyalty (Bisschoff & Moolla, 2014:6). 

There are many studies conducted on brand loyalty, but not a lot specifically dedicated towards 

the agricultural sector, and none dedicated towards the game industry. Thus, this research 

might be ground-breaking in answering, burning questions with regards to the game industry. 

One might consider using a similar model as Bisschoff and Moolla to test brand loyalty amongst 

the game farmers within the North West province. 

 

Figure 2-1: Simplified Brand Loyalty model  

 

Source: Adapted from Bisschoff and Moolla (2014) 

2.3 BRAND LOYALTY 

Brands are used as identification for different products and also differentiate them from the 

competition’s products. Consumers use brands to identify products when they initially purchase 

and to obtain similar quality when they repurchase (Rix, 2003:119).  

Brands are described as a name, term, sign, symbol, design or a combination of the previous 

mentioned, that identifies the seller’s or a group of sellers’ products and services as well as 

differentiates them from the competition (Kotler & Armstrong, 2014:255).  
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Brand loyalty is defined as a biased (that is, non-random) behavioural response (that is, 

purchase/recommend) expressed over time by a decision-making unit with respect to one or 

more alternative brands out of a set of such brands that is a function of psychological (decision-

making, evaluative) processes (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010:641). 

Brand loyalty is defined as the degree of commitment that the brand has achieved among its 

customer base and beyond. It consists of the proximity, the intimacy, and the loyalty felt for the 

brand (Kotler & Pfoertsh, 2006:166). 

According to Bisschoff and Moolla (2014:1), the concept brand loyalty has become one of the 

most researched topics within the field of services marketing since 1990, and with the increased 

interest in a more relational approach to marketing, the focus shifted to building long-term 

relationships with customers. 

Brands assist companies in transitioning from a transaction-based selling model to one that is 

relationship-based. The customer always comes first. Brand loyalty is created when the 

business manages to consistently deliver on what its brand promises (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 

2006:66). 

Brand loyalty provides predictability and security of demand for the firm and creates barriers of 

entry that make it difficult for other firms to enter the market. To create brand loyalty and 

resonance, marketers must ensure that consumers’ experiences with the product at least meet, 

if not actually surpass their expectations. The strongest affirmation of brand loyalty occurs when 

customers are engaged, or willing to invest time, energy, money, or other resources in the brand 

beyond those expended during purchase or consumption of the brand. Widespread discounting 

arising from trade promotions may have led to the increased importance of price as a factor in 

consumer decisions, breaking down traditional brand loyalty patterns (Keller, 2013:36). 

If the nature of the new product causes the brand to drift from the brand’s core message and 

promise, it can dilute the brand’s strength and reduce brand loyalty and passion at the same 

time (Chairavalle & Schenck, 2015:279). 

Bloemer and Lemmink concluded in their study regarding the importance of customer 

satisfaction in explaining brand and dealer loyalty that, satisfaction with service as well as 

satisfaction with the product, are essential for creating and maintaining brand loyalty (Bloemer & 

Lemmink, 1992:351).  

2.3.1 Brand relevance  

According to Aaker (2004:3-4) relevance for a brand occurs when three conditions are met: 
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• A product or service category or subcategory defined by some combination of attributes, 

applications, user groups, or other distinguishing characteristics exists or emerges. 

• There is a perceived need or desire on the part of a customer segment for the category 

or subcategory. 

• The brand is in the set that segment considers to be material to the product category or 

subcategory. 

A brand’s relevance depends on whether the product category or subcategory is deemed to 

meet the customer’s need, and whether a brand is associated with the particular product 

category or subcategory (Aaker, 2004:4). 

Brand relevance is defined as the degree to which the brand plays a key role in consumers’ 

choice process for a product in a given product category. The stronger the role of the brand 

against other purchasing decision criteria, such as price, customer service, or product quality, 

the more relevant the brand appears (Perry et al., 2003:31).  

2.3.2 Perceived value 

Perceived value is defined as the customer’s evaluation of the difference between all the 

benefits and all the costs of a marketing offer relative to those of competing offers (Kotler & 

Armstrong, 2014:37). 

The value of the brands it carries is a major asset for the retailer in its battle for increased 

customer loyalty and associated higher profits (Sweeney & Soutar, 2001:217). 

Value-based pricing works well for companies that have strong benefits and can prove their 

advantage over competitors because they carry a higher perceived value that consumers can 

see and are willing to pay. Consumers do not always accurately perceive the value being 

offered. And when a consumer doesn’t believe that the product will deliver the value she desires 

or doesn’t perceive the product in the way it is intended, they will not make the purchase (Lake, 

2009:80). 

Perceived value is particularly important brand associations that often drive consumer decisions 

(Keller, 2013:190).  

The perception of global-ness would therefore increase perceived value. It is symptomatic that, 

in countries throughout the world, young people’s favourite brands are usually international, 

whereas the reverse is true for adults (Kapferer, 2008:466).  
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2.3.3 Brand trust 

Brand trust is defined as a feeling of security held by the consumer in his/her interaction with the 

brand, that it is based on the perceptions that the brand is reliable and responsible for the 

interests and welfare of the consumer. The components of brand trust entail (Delgado-Ballester, 

2003:11): 

• Brand trust involves a willingness to put oneself at risk, be it through reliance on the 

promise of value that the brand represents.  

• Brand trust is defined by feelings of confidence and security.  

• Brand trust involves a general expectancy because it cannot exist without some 

possibility of being in error.  

• Brand trust is related to positive or non-negative outcomes.  

• Brand trust requires dispositional attributions to the brand such that it is regarded as 

reliable, dependable, and so on. 

When brands stand out as friends you can count on, that trust leads to selection, purchase, and, 

for the brand-builder, profitability.  

2.3.4 Involvement 

Consumers appear to have low involvement with most low-cost, frequently purchased products. 

Because buyers are not highly committed to any brands, marketers of low-cost involvement 

products with few brand differences often use price and sales promotions to promote buying 

(Kotler & Armstrong, 2014:177). 

A study done by Canan Eryigit revealed that individual effects of brand associations on 

attitudinal and behavioural brand loyalty differ for high involved and low involved consumers. 

Effects of attributes on brand loyalty, is greater for high involved consumers than low involved 

consumers (Eryigit, 2013:32). 

Brand involvement increases customers’ re-patronage intentions despite dissatisfaction with a 

business or a brand (Shin-hua Li & Shiue, 2013:644). 

A high-involvement purchase can be defined as, a purchase that includes products or services 

that involve a high expenditure or a great deal of personal risk. Examples of high-involvement 

purchases are buying a car or home or making investments. A low-involvement purchase entails 

the type of purchase that includes products or services that involve a lower expenditure and 
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less personal risk. Examples of low-involvement purchases are buying a soda, choosing a hair 

shampoo, or deciding whether it’s beef or chicken for dinner (Lake, 2009:54). 

Product involvement and utility is defined as, the degree to which the product in question will be 

used or how successful it will be in satisfying a need. When purchasing a family purchases a 

washer and dryer for example, conflict can come up because perhaps the person responsible 

for doing the laundry feels as if he should have more say in the purchase because he will be the 

one using the washer and dryer the most (Lake, 2009:185). 

Product involvement either serves as a motivator or it acts as a deterrent in the adoption of the 

new or changed product (Lake, 2009:327). 

Low involvement results when consumers lack either purchase motivation (they don’t care about 

the product or service) or purchase ability (they don’t know anything else about the brands in a 

category). In low-involvement decision settings where consumers are willing to base their 

choices merely on familiar brands, in the case of high-involvement decisions, the strength, 

favourability, and uniqueness of the brand associations play a critical role in determining the 

differential response making up the brand equity (Keller, 2013:75). 

2.3.5 Family/culture 

Culture is defined as a set of basic values, perceptions, wants, and behaviours learned by a 

member of society from family and other important institutions (Kotler & Armstrong, 2014:160). 

Culture is also defined as the complex whole that includes knowledge, belief, art, law, morals, 

customs, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by humans as members of society 

(Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010:42). 

A culture is a segment of society that shares the same beliefs, learned values, and attitudes. It 

isn’t uncommon for a culture to share similar history, religion, language, thoughts, knowledge, 

and morals as well. All these factors affect consumer lifestyle and consumer beliefs (Lake, 

2009:124). 

Demographic variables are not the most reliable indicators of loyalty; one should first assess 

what other factors are important to loyalty and subsequently determine if there is a link with 

demographics. What appear to be more important are the attitudes, beliefs, and actions of 

respondents (Harbor, Martin & Akridge, 2006:20). 

When developing brand identity, one should test its relevance and acceptance in other cultures 

and languages, especially in the cultures of countries where you plan to develop clusters of 
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customers as a result of global offices, Internet marketing, or distributor relationships 

(Chiaravalle & Schenck, 2015:305). 

Cultures may differ in demographics, language, nonverbal communications, and values. The 

success of global marketers depends on how well they understand and adapt to these 

differences. Although globalization can influence cultural values, it would be a mistake to think 

that all cultures are becoming homogenized (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010:40). 

There are differences between individuals with a mono-chronic perspective and those with a 

poly-chronic perspective including; how many things can be done at a time, concentration 

considerations, response to deadlines, commitment, promptness and relationships (Hawkins & 

Mothersbaugh, 2010:57). 

The importance of proper, culture-specific etiquette is obvious. Although people recognize that 

etiquette varies from culture to culture, there is still a strong emotional feeling that “our way is 

natural and right.” (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010:63). 

Global culture seems to be an important issue facing marketers to the extent to which one or 

more global consumer cultures or segments are emerging and evidence suggests that there is 

indeed movement in this direction. 

The culture of an individual shapes her values, beliefs, attitudes, and opinions, which in turn 

shape her attitude toward products and buying decisions. Culture also meets many of the 

emotional needs of individuals, so they strive to protect the beliefs and values of their cultures 

(Lake, 2009:14).  

Subculture represents a group of individuals within a culture that have unifying characteristics. A 

subculture is often representative of a particular nationality, religion, racial group, or geographic 

group (Lake, 2009:15). 

When marketing to consumers in specific cultures, it is important to adhere to their values and 

beliefs. When you do so, you have a better chance of causing those consumers to be receptive 

to your marketing. If you fail to adhere to their values, you take the risk of offending them to the 

point that they never purchase your product (Lake, 2009:149). 

A branding advantage in using logos is their versatility, because they are often nonverbal, logos 

transfer well across cultures and over a range of product categories. The most compelling 

disadvantage of standardized global marketing programs is that they often ignore fundamental 

differences of various kinds across countries and cultures (Keller, 2013:157). 
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A brand is a culture. There is no cult brand without a brand culture. A brand should have its own 

culture, from which every product derives (Kapferer, 2008:184). 

2.3.6 Commitment 

Commitment means that the consumer is enthusiastic about a particular brand and is somewhat 

immune to actions by competitors. A committed customer has an emotional attachment to the 

brand or firm. The customer likes the brand in a manner somewhat similar to friendship. 

Consumers use expressions such as “I trust this brand,” “I like this outlet,” and “I believe in this 

firm” to describe their commitment (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010). 

Commitment is defined as a dedication to, continued brand association and betterment of the 

relationship, despite circumstances foreseen and unforeseen. Commitment includes professed 

faithfulness and loyalty to the other, often formalized through stated pledges and publicized 

intentions. Commitment is not defined solely by sunk costs and irretrievable investments that 

pose barriers to exit (Keller, 2008:351). 

Relationship marketing attempts to develop an on-going, expanding exchange relationship with 

a firm’s customers, and is used to gain customer commitment (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 

2010:647). 

Customers who feel a true commitment to you are an asset to the company, because as long as 

you always take care of them, they will always be your customer (Lake, 2009:320). 

By fostering commitment to your brand, loyal, long-term customers become brand ambassadors 

and even brand zealots who create awareness and develop positive perceptions for your brand 

in the minds of others, which are where brands live and thrive (Chiaravalle & Schenck, 

2015:254). 

Involvement motivates commitment (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006:174). 

Committed customers are unlikely to consider additional information when making a purchase. 

They are also resistant to competitors’ marketing efforts, for example, coupons. Committed 

customers are much more profitable to the firm than mere repeat purchasers, who in turn are 

more profitable than occasional buyers (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010:642). 

2.3.7 Repeat purchase 

A repeat purchaser is defined as a person that continues to buy the same brand though they do 

not have an emotional attachment to it (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010:498). 



 

21 

Delighted customers not only make repeat purchases but also become willing marketing 

partners and “customer evangelists” who spread the word about their good experiences to 

others (Kotler & Armstrong, 2014:37). 

Loyalty programs reward repeat purchasers with discounts, rewards, or added value offers. 

When people value a brand highly, their feeling of risk is reduced and their inclination to buy is 

increased because they believe in the brand’s offerings and its well-accepted image. This leads 

to greater sales volume and greater likelihood of repeat purchases without the need for 

extensive and costly sales promotions, sales negotiations, and customer-retention efforts on 

your part (Chiaravalle & Schenck, 2015:259). 

A satisfying experience with a particular brand is a positively reinforcing process. It increases 

the probability of a repeat purchase of that brand and decreases the likelihood of external 

search (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010:535). 

Repeat purchasers are desirable, but mere repeat purchasers are vulnerable to competitor 

actions. That is, they are buying the brand out of habit or because it is readily available where 

they shop, or because it has the lowest price, or for similar superficial reasons. These 

customers have no commitment to the brand (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010:535). 

To ensure overall satisfaction and a repeat purchase, train your staff on how to deal with 

customer complaints, and implement a follow-up program that includes a post-purchase 

evaluation (Lake, 2009:40). 

By providing both product (or service) volume and quality at the same time, one will ensure 

repeat purchases (Kapferer, 2008:39). 

A study by Huang and Yu showed that repeat purchase is not only a consumer-specific time-

constant variable, but also a promotion-specific time-varying variable. Where past studies tend 

to view the consumer as either brand loyal or brand switchers, this study showed that two 

sources of repeat purchase operates together in a compensatory manner (Huang & Yu, 

1999:523). 

2.3.8 Brand affect 

Brand affect is described, where a customer develops strong emotional ties with a brand, which 

leads to greater commitment in the form of attitudinal loyalty and a willingness to pay a premium 

(Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001:82). 
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Brand affect can be defined as a consumer’s emotional response towards a brand in 

consequence of having an experience with the brand (Kabadayi & Kocak Alan, 2012:81).  

Unlike brand trust which is viewed as a long process which can occur by thought and 

consideration of consumer experiences, brand affect is consisted of impulsive feelings which 

can be formed spontaneously (Kabadayi & Kocak Alan, 2012:81). Companies should focus on 

creating unique experiences between their consumers and brands (Kabadayi & Kocak Alan, 

2012:85). 

Loyal customers are a good source of positive reviews, favourable word-of-mouth, and qualified 

referrals. They are most apt to spread their brand affection to others (Chiaravalle & Schenck, 

2015:156).  

The relationship between brand trust and brand affect concluded that it is possible to say that a 

consumer, who has trust in a particular brand he/she uses, has also a positive affective reaction 

for this brand at the same time (Geceti & Zengin, 2013:117).  

2.3.9 Switching cost / risk aversion 

Switching costs are defined as the cost of finding, evaluating, and adopting another solution 

(Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010:641). 

Some dissatisfied customers may also become or remain repeat purchasers. These individuals 

perceive the switching costs (the costs of finding, evaluating, and adopting another solution), to 

be too high. However, they may engage in negative word of mouth and are vulnerable to 

competitors’ actions (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010:640).  

Switching costs can be significant and pose barriers to entry for competitors, but clients do have 

the opportunity to bargain and will often do so to acquire more customized solutions (Keller, 

2013:43).  

The value created by the loyalty program creates switching costs for consumers, reducing price 

competition among brands (Keller, 2013:189). 

The study done by Starr and Rubinson (1978:383) back in the seventies already showed that if 

a brand is less substitutable for all other brands, its total switching will be restricted and 

therefore its repeat rate will be higher. Hence, similar to modern man, dissatisfied, regretful or 

angry passengers who perceive low-switching costs will switch due to the perception that 

switching costs do not outweigh the switching benefits (Kim & Cho, 2014:1444).  
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2.4 SUMMERY 

This chapter reviewed literature on brand loyalty, as well as the nine constructs influencing 

brand loyalty including; perceived value, commitment, switching costs, involvement, brand trust, 

customer satisfaction, culture, brand performance, brand relevance, relationship proneness, 

brand effect and lastly repeat purchase. 

A general overview of the definition and elements of the selected brand loyalty influences was 

discussed and the model as well as its influences has been used to provide a literature 

framework. 
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CHAPTER 3 – RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

The aim of this chapter is to report on the results of the empirical study and validate the 

questionnaire.  

This chapter includes: 

• Research methodology; 

• Statistical analysis; including a factor analysis, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measuring of 

sampling adequacy, Bartlett’s test of sphericity, Cronbach Alpha; and 

• Discussion of the results obtained. 

The results also address the validity, calculates the reliability coefficients, and reports on the 

importance of the selected criteria and its measuring items. 

The aim of this chapter is to: 

• Investigate if Bisschoff and Moolla’s brand loyalty model can be applied to measure 

brand loyalty amongst game farmers in the North West province. 

• Identify the factors that will influence brand loyalty amongst game farmers in the North 

West province.  

3.2  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.2.1 Research procedure 

Data was collected by means of a structured questionnaire using the refined nine factor model 

by Bisschoff and Moolla. The model was employed to measure brand loyalty of game farmers 

towards feeds with a structured questionnaire consisting of 39 questions. The particular 

questionnaire was adapted for application in the game ranching industry. In the end, 92 usable 

questionnaires were obtained from the 1200 that was distributed.   

Permission was acquired from the WRSA, different farmer’s associations and meetings to do 

the research amongst its members. A hardcopy of the questionnaire was distributed amongst 

the members, farmers and delegates who attended the different platforms. The consent of the 

game farmers was obtained beforehand, further explaining that confidentiality will be upheld. 
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The questionnaire consisted of three sections, namely: 

• Demographics; 

• Brand orientation; and 

• Brand loyalty. 

The respondents simply had had to choose the appropriate yet specific answer given in the 

demographic section. With regards to brand orientation the respondents simply had to choose 

between yes or no. In terms of the section on brand loyalty a 7-point Likert scale was employed 

to obtain usable data. Where 1 equalled an unimportant issue at all up to 7 which equals an 

extremely important issue. The respondents were advised to leave open a specific item, if they 

did not have a view pertaining to a specific item in the questionnaire, and not to mark option 4 in 

such case. The questionnaire can be viewed in Annexure A.  

The questionnaire was translated into Afrikaans, after a bad response rate was achieved at the 

WRSA congress in Sun City.  This particular action achieved a favourable response at a Buffalo 

meeting, the North-west WRSA meeting as well as the Hartland small game meetings, where 

these questionnaires were distributed and collected.   

The data was analysed by the statistical department of the North-West University by using the 

newest version of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 2016 version 23 

program.  
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3.3 RESULTS 

3.3.1  Demographic profile 

Figure 3-1: Age group 

 

Figure 3.1 shows that there is a big variation between the age groups of game ranchers, with 

3% in the 21 – 25 year group, 3% in the 26 – 30 year group, 9% in the 31 – 35 year group, 14% 

in the 36 – 40 and the 41 – 45 year groups, 19% in the 46 – 50 year group, 13% in the 51 – 55 

year group, 9% in the 56 – 60 year group and lastly 16% of the respondents were 60 years and 

older.  

Figure 3-2:  Gender 
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Figure 3.2 indicates that 88% of the respondents were male and 12% female.  

Figure 3-3:  Farm size 

 

Figure 3.3 indicates that most of the ranchers 63%, farms on farms less than a 1000 Hectares. 

This is an indication that most of these animals are bred in semi-intensive or intensive units.  

Figure 3-4: Home language 

 

Figure 3.4 shows that 91% of the respondents, are Afrikaans, 8% English and 1% Sesotho.  
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Figure 3-5: Citizenship 

 

Figure 3.5 indicates that all the respondents were South African citizens.  

3.4  QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 

3.4.1  Validity of research instruments 

To determine the validity of the research questionnaire exploratory factory analysis (EFA) was 

used. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to identify underlying (or latent) variables. The 

number of variables identified was 9.  

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

was employed to further validate the suitability of the data. With regards to the KMO, a poor 

score is 0.5, with scores between 0.5 and 0.7 seen as average, scores between 0.7 and 0.8 is 

seen as good, and scores between 0.8 and 0.9 is very good with scores above 0.9 seen as 

excellent (Field, 2009:640).  

With regards to the Bartlett’s test of sphericity, a value of ≤ 0.005 should be obtained (Field, 

2009:668).  

Both the KMO and the Bartlett’s test measures are indicators of the suitability of the data for 

factor analysis. A decision diagram (figure 3.6) shows the statistical analysis process followed.  
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Figure 3-6:  Decision diagram 

 

Source: Adapted from Naidoo (2011:19) 

3.5 FACTOR ANALYSIS 

3.5.1  The KMO and Bartlett’s test of spericity 

The sample adequacy and sphericity are shown in table 3.2 below. 

Table 3-1  KMO and Bartlett’s Test – Customer Loyalty  

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .634 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 1674.132 

df 741 

Sig. .000 
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The KMO score is between 0.5 and 0.7 and the Bartlett’s score is less than 0.005. Although the 

KMO score is average, this data is suitable for factor analysis.  

3.5.2  Exploratory Factor analysis 

The Varimax rotated component matrix isolated 9 factors. Factor 1 explains the most variance 

by far (20,96%). The variance explained and cumulative variance appears in the table below.  

Table 3-2: Variance explained by the factors 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Rotation Sums of 

Squared Loadingsa 

Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 

1 8.176 20.963 20.963 8.176 20.963 20.963 5.540 

2 3.346 8.579 29.543 3.346 8.579 29.543 2.940 

3 2.587 6.632 36.175 2.587 6.632 36.175 2.609 

4 2.149 5.509 41.684 2.149 5.509 41.684 3.696 

5 1.926 4.939 46.623 1.926 4.939 46.623 3.370 

6 1.782 4.569 51.191 1.782 4.569 51.191 2.802 

7 1.595 4.091 55.282 1.595 4.091 55.282 2.079 

8 1.505 3.859 59.141 1.505 3.859 59.141 3.733 

9 1.409 3.612 62.754 1.409 3.612 62.754 3.098 

 

From the table above it is also evident that the first point of inflection is after factor 1, while the 

second point is evident after Factor 2. However, due to the Kaiser criterion, all factors with 

Eigen values exceeding 1 are retained. This means that factors 1 to 9 were retained for 

analysis. Factor 10 and those following are discarded since their eigenvalues dropped below 1. 

The total variance explained is 62.75%. The point of inflection is shown in Figure 3.1 below. 
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Figure 3-7:  Eigenvalues: Point of inflection  

 

Measures that are useful in discovering whether predictors are dependent are the eigenvalues 

of the scaled, un-centred cross-products matrix, the condition indexes and the variance 

proportions. These statistics are however extremely complex but these values give us some 

idea as to how accurate our regression model is: if the eigenvalues are fairly similar then the 

derived model is likely to be unchanged by small changes in the measured variables. We 

should retain only factors with large eigenvalues. In order to determine whether or not an 

eigenvalue is large enough to represent a meaningful factor, one technique is to plot a graph of 

each eigenvalue (Y-axis) against the factor with which it is associated (X-axis). This graph is 

known as a scree-plot, and by graphing the eigenvalues, the relative importance of each factor 

becomes apparent. It is argued that the cut-off point for selecting factors should be at the point 

of inflexion of this curve. The point of inflexion is where the slope of the line changes 

dramatically, and in this case it will be round about at component number 2 or 3. One will only 

retain (or extract) the factors to the left of the point of inflexion. Although scree plots are very 



 

32 

useful, factor selection should not be based on this criterion alone. It is recommended retaining 

all factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. (Field, 2009:639). 

The six factor loadings are in table 3.3. Factor loadings that exceed the required factor loading 

of 0.4 were retained. Additionally, strong dual-loading criteria were also discarded from the 

factor table.  

Although different scenarios yielded 9, 8, 7 and 6 factors, the 6 factor loadings made the most 

sense in terms of the reliability and variance explained, and was used for further analysis and 

mean comparisons.  

Two questions were discarded from the six factor loading process; these questions included 

questions 9 and 15 respectively.  
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Table 3-3:  Rotated Factor Matrix Loyalty Members (6 Factors) 

  

Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

PV3 .689           

BR4 .670           

BR3 .638           

CS3 .637           

CO1 .576           

CS1 .572           

CS4 .512           

B3 .497           

I3 .492           

BR1 .454           

CS2 .446           

CO2 .423           

B1   .721         

repeat3   .641         

repeat4   .628         

I1   .553         

PV2   .534         

SC3     -.316       

repeat6     -.761       

CO5     -.645       

RP5     -.634       

RP3     -.566       

repeat5     -.555       

RP6     -.521       

PV1     -.468       

repeat2     -.345       

BR2     -.306       

SC2       .685     

SC1       .660     

Repeat1       .595     

CO3       .468     

CO7         .728   

I2         .537   

B2         -.448   

RP4         -.397   

CO6           -.423 

RP1           -.790 

RP2           -.639 

CO4           -.357 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.                        a. Rotation converged in 43 iterations. 
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3.6 PEARSON CORRELATION COEFICIENTS 

Table 3.4 below, shows the correlation coefficients between the factors and the demographic 

information obtained through means of the questionnaires as well as the correlation coefficients 

between the factors themselves.  

The coefficient (r) is known as the linear correlation coefficient and it measures the strength and 

direction of a linear relationship between two variables in question. This linear coefficient is also 

known as the Pearson product movement correlation coefficient in honour of its developer, Karl 

Pearson (Ratner, 2009:141).  

The value of r lies between -1 and 1, thus the following is true; -1≤ r ≤ 1 is applicable. The 

positive (+) and negative (-) signs indicate whether a linear correlation is positive or negative.  

• Positive correlation: If x and y have a strong positive linear correlation, r would be close 

to +1. A r-value of exactly +1 indicates a perfect positive correlation. Positive values 

indicate a relationship, where if x would increase, y would also increase. 

• Negative correlation: If x and y have a strong negative linear correlation, r would be 

close to -1. An r-value of exactly -1 indicates a perfect negative correlation. Negative 

values indicate a relationship, where if x would increase, y would decrease.  

A correlation where r is less than 0.3 is considered as weak, a correlation between 0.3 and 0.5 

is considered as good and lastly a correlation where r is more than 0.5 is considered as a strong 

correlation. Only significant correlations (p<=0.05) are considered. The table below shows the 

significant correlations identified between demographic variables as well as between the 

variables themselves.  
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Table 3-4: Inter-correlations between different factors 

Correlations 

    
Age 

group 

Farm 
size 
(Ha) Loyalty 

External 
Factors 

Relation- 
ship 

Repu- 
tation 

Commit- 
ment 

Recomen- 
dation 

 Trust Correlation 
Coefficient 

.070 -.031 1.000 -.071 ,478** ,311** .047 ,383** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.505 .773   .499 .000 .003 .654 .000 

N 92 91 92 92 92 92 92 92 

External 
Factors 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.071 .028 -.071 1.000 .055 .086 .173 .034 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.502 .794 .499   .599 .414 .100 .748 

N 92 91 92 92 92 92 92 92 

Relation- 
ship 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

-.002 -.114 ,478** .055 1.000 ,386** .203 ,477** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.984 .282 .000 .599   .000 .052 .000 

N 92 91 92 92 92 92 92 92 

Repu- tation Correlation 
Coefficient 

.135 .069 ,311** .086 ,386** 1.000 ,273** ,334** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.201 .517 .003 .414 .000   .009 .001 

N 92 91 92 92 92 92 92 92 

Commit- 
ment 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.007 -.108 .047 .173 .203 ,273** 1.000 ,452** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.944 .306 .654 .100 .052 .009   .000 

N 92 91 92 92 92 92 92 92 

Recommen- 
dation 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

,218* -.187 ,383** .034 ,477** ,334** ,452** 1.000 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.037 .076 .000 .748 .000 .001 .000   

N 92 91 92 92 92 92 92 92 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Good correlations (0.3 < r < 0.5) was found between Loyalty and Relationship, Commitment and 

Recommendation. This indicates that a loyal game rancher are brand loyal towards a particular 

feed manufacturer when there is a relationship between the two parties, when a customer is 

committed to a certain brand and lastly if the feed was recommended by an influential party. 

Another good correlation (0.3 < r < 0.5), was found between Relationship and Reputation as 

well as Recommendation. This suggests that a relationship between the rancher and the feed 

manufacturer depends on the reputation of the certain game feed as well as if it was 

recommended by a certain party. A good correlation was found between Reputation and 

Recommendation, which suggest that when a game feed has a good reputation, certain parties 

will recommend the feed in question. The last good correlation was found between Commitment 
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and Recommendation, this suggest that when a game rancher is committed to a game feed he 

would probably recommend the feed.  

Weaker correlations (r < 0.3) were found between Relationship and Commitment, Reputation 

and Commitment and lastly Recommendation and age group. Seeing that most of the game 

farmers are older it seems that some older ranchers will listen to influential parties with regards 

to game feeds. Not one strong correlation was found in this study and it seems that 

demographics have no notable influence on one of the six factors isolated. 

3.7  RELIABILITY OF RESULTS 

The Cronbach Alpha coefficient (�) is used to determine the reliability and internal consistency 

of the data measured.  

Some general rules, regarding Cronbach Alpha (George & Mallery, 2003:231 in Lui, 2011:271).  

• � > 0.9 – Excellent 

• � > 0.8 – Good 

• � > 0.7 – Acceptable 

• � > 0.6 – Questionable 

• ∝ > 0.5 – Poor 

• � < 0.5 – Unacceptable 

It must be noted that the increasing value of Alpha is partially dependent upon the number of 

items represented in the scale, and diminishing returns are likely. It should also be noted that 

new factors was measured and scales with higher Alpha’s than 0.5 was measured and 

accepted for further use.  

The reliability of the brand loyalty questionnaire are shown in table 3.5, and incorporates a 

code, description, questions, Chronbach’s Alpha coefficients and the number of items.  
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Table 3-5  Reliability of the factors 

CODE DESCRIPTION QUESTIONS CRONBACH’S 

ALPHA 

N OF 

ITEMS 

TRU Trust Q1, Q2, Q4, Q7, Q10, 

Q17, Q22, Q29, Q31, 

Q32, Q34, Q35 

0.813 12 

EXF External factors Q8, Q17, Q21, Q25, Q26 0.665 5 

REL Relationship Q3, Q13, Q15, Q16, Q20, 

Q24, Q27, Q28, Q30, Q37 

0.768 10 

REP Reputation Q5, Q6, Q23, Q35 0.673 4 

COM Commitment Q11, Q12, Q36, Q38 0.552 4 

REC Recommendation Q18, Q39 0.550 2 

 

It is clear from the table above that some of the measured factors did not reach the satisfactory 

reliability coefficients (more than the 0.6 level of reliability), however all of them were more than 

the required 0.5 as suggested by the NWU Statistical Consultation Services (2015). Although 

these factors are regarded as poor indicators of reliability (Field, 2009:668).  All of them should 

be regarded and retained as usable factors.  

3.8  IMPORTANCE OF RESEARCH VARIABLES 

The questionnaire used in determining brand loyalty amongst game ranchers was designed on 

a 7-point Likert scale. The 7-point scale presented the respondent with 7 options to choose from 

depending on the importance of the statement.  

Point 1 – Not importance at all (14,29%) 

Point 2 – Less important (28,57%) 

Point 3 – Somewhat importance (42,86%) 

Point 4 – Important (57,14%) 
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Point 5 – More than important (71,43%) 

Point 6 – Very important (85,71%) 

Point 7 – Of extreme importance (100%) 

The respondents were further instructed to leave a question open when they had no opinion at 

all, and not to choose 4.  

The mean values from the Likert scale (converted to percentages) summarizes brand loyalty 

amongst game ranchers in table 3-6; and each factor is further discussed from points 3.8.1 to 

3.8.7 below. The Likert scale values have been adapted into percentages in order to interpret 

the results optimally. A percentage of 70% and higher indicates a definite influence on the 

loyalty of a game rancher. According to Bisschoff and Hough the different percentages can be 

interpreted as follows (Bisschoff & Hough, 1995); 

• < 60%   : Lower importance 

• 60 – 70% : Important 

• > 75%  : Very important 

3.8.1  Trust (TRU) 

The mean scores of trust amongst game ranchers is summarised below in table 3-6 and 

indicates the importance of the questions related to loyalty.  
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Table 3-6:  Mean scores of trust (TRU) 

CODE QUESTION MEAN % 

CS1 I am very satisfied with the game feed I purchase. 78.97 

CS2 Distinctive product attributes keep me brand loyal. 76.67 

CS4 I do not repeat purchase if I am dissatisfied about a particular 

brand of game feed. 

76.71 

SC3 I avoid switching brands due to the risks involved to my animals. 83.67 

B3 I trust the brands I’m loyal towards. 86.96 

I3 My brand loyalty is based on product quality and expected 

performance. 

89.13 

PV3 I trust the particular game feed’s composition. 82.30 

BR1 The brands that I am loyal towards makes a difference in me and 

my animals’ lives. 

78.33 

BR3 The brands that I am loyal towards stands for quality. 85.87 

BR4 The brand that I am loyal towards has freshness about them and 

portrays positive significance. 

79.21 

CO1 I evaluate a brand based on perceived performance. 82.30 

CO2 I will switch brand, should a better performing game feed be 

available. 

84.14 

 

None of the questions scored less than 60%, indicating a high level of agreement in terms of 

trust. The mean values for trust towards a brand were 82.02%.  
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3.8.2  External Factors (EXF) 

Table 3-7:  Mean scores of external factors (EXF) 

CODE QUESTION MEAN % 

B1 I switch brands according to the prevailing economic situation. 48.98 

I1 I consider other game feeds when my involvement with my brand 

diminishes. 

68.02 

PV2 Price worthiness is a key influence in my loyalty towards brands. 72.67 

repeat3 I do not necessarily purchase the same game feed all the time 41.76 

repeat4 I always sample new game feeds as soon as they are available 37.27 

 

Three of the questions scored less than 60%, indicating that most of the external factors aren’t 

regarded as important decision-making tools; price and involvement however plays an integral 

role in terms of the loyalty towards a brand.  If prices are too high and involvement diminishes, 

the respondents indicated it will have an effect on their loyalty. The mean values for external 

factors were 53,74%.  
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3.8.3  Relationship (REL) 

Table 3-8:  Mean scores of relationships (REL) 

CODE QUESTION MEAN % 

CS3 My loyalty towards a particular game feed increases when I’m 

stratified about that brand. 

84.46 

RP3 I maintain a relationship with a brand keeping with my personality. 67.08 

RP5 I have a passionate and emotional relationship with the brands I 

am loyal to. 

72.70 

RP6 Loyalty towards a game feeds increases the more I am involved 

with it. 

81.95 

PV1 I have an emotional attachment with the brands I am loyal 

towards. 

55.43 

repeat2 My loyalty towards game feed is purely habitual. 46.75 

repeat5 I establish a brand purchasing pattern and seldom deviate from it. 68.79 

repeat6 I know the feed company’s representative for a long time, and 

repeat my purchases accordingly. 

61.80 

BR2 I am distressed when I am unable to use/purchase a particular 

game feed. 

69.10 

CO5 My loyalty towards any game feed is based on the advice and 

recommendations of the feed company’s representative. 

69.57 

 

Only two questions PV1 and repeat2 falls below the 60% threshold, indicating that these two 

questions do not really influence the relationship of the consumer towards a particular brand in 

question. Purchasing is not habitual and emotional attachment towards a brand does not have a 

significant effect on their purchasing patterns. The mean score of the relationship factor were 

67,76%. 
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3.8.4  Reputation (REP) 

Table 3-9:  Mean scores of reputation (REP) 

CODE QUESTION MEAN % 

SC1 I do not switch between game feeds because of the high cost 

implications.                                                                                      

65.62 

SC2 I do not switch brands because of the effort required to reach a 

level of comfort. 

61.54 

repeat1 I remain committed to brands even though price increases and 

declining popularity. 

67.86 

CO3 I am loyal only towards the top performing Game feed. 82.92 

 

None of the questions scored less than 60%, indicating a high level of agreement in terms of 

trust. The mean values for trust towards a brand were 69,49%. 

3.8.5  Commitment (COM) 

Table 3-10:  Mean scores of commitment (COM) 

CODE QESTION MEAN % 

RP1 The reputation of a brand is a key factor in me maintaining brand 

loyalty. 

84.47 

RP2 I prefer to maintain a long-term relationship with a brand. 88.66 

CO4 My choice of game feed is based on the leading game farmer’s 

choice or recommendation. 

61.85 

CO6 Discount plays a role in my choice and loyalty of brands. 66.15 

 

None of the questions scored less than 60%, indicating a high level of agreement in terms of 

trust. The mean values for trust towards a brand were 75,28%. 
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3.8.6  Recommendation (REC) 

Table 3-11 Mean scores of recommendation (REC) 

CODE QUESTION MEAN % 

I2 My choice of brand is influenced by the involvement other farmers 

have with the brand. 

61.49 

CO7 My choice of a particular game feed is based on the advice and 

recommendation of the Veterinarian. 

67.24 

 

None of the questions scored less than 60%, indicating a high level of agreement in terms of 

trust. The mean values for trust towards a brand were 64,37%. 

3.9  SUMMARY: MEAN VALUES 

The mean values measuring the loyalty of game ranchers towards animal feeds are 

summarised in table 3-12 below.  

Table 3-12 Mean scores – Loyalty influences 

CODE DESCRIPTION MEAN % 

TRU Trust 82.02 

EXF External factors 53,74 

REL Relationship 67,76 

REP Reputation 69,49 

COM Commitment 75,28 

REC Recommendation 64,37 

 

The six factors extracted by means of the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) are summarised as 

per interpretation of Bisschoff and Lotriet (2008). The factors; trust and commitment are above 

the 75% threshold, which make these factors of extreme importance when considering and 
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measuring loyalty amongst game ranchers towards a certain game feed brand. The relationship, 

reputation and recommendation factors were above the 60% threshold, indicating a satisfactory 

level. External factors however, were below the 60% threshold, as illustrated by figure 3-1 below 

as well.  

Figure 3-8:  Brand loyalty influences 

 

3.10 CONCLUSION 

This chapter serves as the descriptive and informative section of the study on influences that 

influence Brand loyalty of game farmers in the North West province as per the structured 

questionnaire developed by Moolla (in Moolla & Bisschoff, 2014), a simplified method to 

measure brand loyalty. 

The chapter focused on the following aspects: 

• Research methodology; 

• Statistical analysis; and 

• Discussion of the results. 

The results also address the validity, calculates the reliability coefficients, and reports on the 

importance of the selected criteria and its measuring items. This chapter employed various 

statistical techniques to validate and the measure the loyalty amongst game ranchers towards a 

particular feed manufacturer within the North West province. Meaningful results were achieved 

and in addition to identifying whether respondents are loyal or not, this chapter also succeeded 

to rank these variables according to importance after quantitative measuring them.   
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Chapter four is the final chapter of this report, and it consists mainly of conclusions and 

recommendations whilst this chapter also identifies and discuss future fields of study. Chapter 

four concludes the research project. 
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CHAPTER 4 – CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

Chapter four outlines the findings of this study and their relationship to the relevant theory and 

will be based on conclusions and recommendations relating to the findings of Chapter three on 

the following points: 

• Data validity and reliability 

• Brand loyalty influences 

• Brand loyalty model of game farmers 

Each section will be dealt with separately, and conclusions and recommendations will be made 

in each section. 

The chapter will conclude with a final overview of the research with recommendations for further 

use of the questionnaire developed for the measurements of key influences of brand loyalty of 

game farmers. 

4.2 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The conclusions and recommendations of this study are dealt with in the order that each 

conclusion is followed by its own recommendation. This means that Conclusion 1, for example, 

leads to Recommendation 1. 

Regarding the validity of the questionnaire and the reliability of the data it can be concluded 

that: 

CONCLUSION 1(a) 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) and the Barlett’s Test of 

Sphericity are suitable measures to determine if exploratory factor analysis could be employed 

to analyse the data. 

CONCLUSION 1(b) 

Factor analysis was an appropriate statistical tool to use in this study. The factors that were 

extracted explained satisfactory variance in all six influences. The factor analysis identified five 

factors of game feed buying behaviour. 
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CONCLUSION 1(c) 

The data for this study are reliable as confirmed by the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. 

RECOMMENDATION 1 

It is recommended that the questionnaire developed by Moolla to measure brand loyalty, a 

simplified model to measure brand loyalty of FMCG products can be used to measure brand 

loyalty of game farmers towards a feed manufacturer in the North West province. 

Regarding the brand loyalty influences, the following conclusions can be made: 

CONCLUSION 2 

All the brand loyalty influences have been confirmed by the statistical analysis to be valid 

influences to measure brand loyalty in the game ranching industry as well. Some of the specific 

questions (for example within Involvement and Cultural orientation the questions, I2 and CO7) 

are discarded. This leads to the conclusion that although all the influences are confirmed, some 

of the influences are measured slightly different in the game ranching industry that in the FMCG 

industry. 

RECOMMENDATION 2 

It is recommended that the adapted questionnaire be used when measuring brand loyalty in the 

game ranching industry. Do not use the FMCG questionnaire as it will not be as accurate in its 

measurement as the adapted questionnaire that resulted from this study. 

CONCLUSION 3 

None of the brand loyalty influences have identified sub-influences within them. This leads to 

the conclusion that some influences are dualistic in nature, while others represent a single 

influence. 

RECOMMENDATION 3 

It is recommended that the results be interpreted in such a way that it incorporates the fact that 

some influences are dualistic in nature and that they represent two sub-influences. Each sub-

influence should thus be interpreted individually to determine its importance and influence on 

brand loyalty. 
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Regarding the importance of the influence on brand loyalty in the banking sector, it can be 

concluded that: 

CONCLUSION 4 

All the brand loyalty influences are important and have grand means in excess of 53.74 (See 

Table 3.8). However, the most important brand loyalty influence is trust and commitment while 

the least important one is external factors. The mean of all the brand loyalty influences is 68.78. 

RECOMMENDATION 4 

It is recommended that management should focus their managerial actions on the more 

important brand loyalty influences first, as these would render the best results. Once these 

influences are well serviced, managerial input can focus on those influences of lower 

importance. 

Finally, with regard to future research, it can be concluded that: 

CONCLUSION 5 

Although this study did have a favourable response of 92 respondents, it is still not 

representative on the South African population. It is thus concluded that although this study is a 

valuable step forward to measure brand loyalty in the game farming industry, it is just a first 

step. 

RECOMMENDATION 5 

It is recommended that the study should be repeated on a larger scale so that the results 

obtained from this study, be either confirmed or further refined. 

4.3 BRAND LOYALTY MODEL IN THE GAME FEED INDUSTRY 

The adapted model to measure brand loyalty in the game feed industry are shown in Figure 4.1 
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Figure 4-1:  Conceptual game farming brand loyalty framework  

 

4.4 AREAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

The following areas for future research have been identified: 

• Continued research in the game farming industry on a larger scale to either confirm or 

refine the findings of this study; 

• Similar research in livestock industries using the model developed by Moolla, for 

example the beef or sheep industries; and 

• Comparative analysis between this study and the original one in order to determine 

which of the questions that measure each brand loyalty influence, are more important 

Brand 
Loyalty

Reputation

α = 0.673

Mean = 69.5%

Trust

α = 0.813

Mean = 82.0%

Commitment

α = 0.552

Mean = 75.53% 

Recommendation

α = 0.550

Mean = 64.4%

External Factors

α = 0.665

Mean = 53.7%

Relationship

α = 0.768

Mean = 67.8%
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ones, and which of them are of a lower importance level. In this way the individual 

influences can be defined and measured more crisply. 

4.5 SUMMARY 

In this study the concept of brand loyalty measurement was researched with the aim to 

determine if the simplified brand loyalty model by Moolla can be employed in the game farming. 

If so, could it be applied as is, or does the model require some modifications to better fit the 

game farming industry. 

Chapter One elaborated on the purpose of the study and emphasised the objectives of this 

study. Primary and secondary objectives were identified and listed to set the required outcomes 

of this study. This chapter also provided an elucidation of the structure to be pursued in 

following chapters. 

Chapter Two was based on an overview of brand loyalty through a literature study of what is 

known in the field of brand loyalty. The chapter elaborated on the literature of the nine major 

brand loyalty influences after a comprehensive overview was given of the current game farming 

environment is South Africa as well as an industry. 

Chapter Three covered the research methodology, statistical analysis and the discussion of the 

empirical results. This chapter elaborated on the methods used to gather the results and a 

comprehensive data analysis was done in the form of data validation, data reliability checks and 

importance of data.  

Factor analysis and comparison was accomplished by means of Spearman’s correlation 

coefficient while reliability and validity was tested by means of Cronbach’s alpha and Bartlett’s 

test of sphericity. The appropriateness of factor analysis in this study was examined by Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin measurements. 

In the final chapter, chapter 4, conclusions are drawn, recommendations are offered and some 

areas for future research are identified. The chapter also presented a final and adapted model 

for measuring brand loyalty in the game farming industry. 
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ANNEXURES: 

ANNEXURE A: QUESTIONNAIRE 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS TO DETERMINE BRAND LOYALTY INFLUENCES 

 

SECTION A – DEMOGRAPHICHS 

Age group 

21 – 25   26 – 30   31 – 35   

36 – 40   41 – 45   46 – 50   

51 – 55   56 – 60   >60   

 

Gender 

Male 
 

Female 
 

 

Farm size (HA) 

0 – 500 Ha   1501 – 2000 Ha   5001 – 10000 Ha   

501 – 1000 Ha   2001 – 5000 Ha   > 10000 Ha   

 

My home language is 

Afrikaans   English   isiXhosa   

isiZulu   Sesotho   Setswana   

ISwati   Ndebele   Tshivenda   

Xitsonga   Other (please specify) 

 

Citizenship 

I am a citizen of …………………………………………...(enter your home country) 
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SECTION B – BRAND ORIENTATION 

1 I buy a branded product whenever it is possible YES NO 

2 I am a brand loyal person YES NO 

3 Brands are just a better buy YES NO 

4 Branded products is safer to use YES NO 

5 Most of fellow game farmers are also brand loyal YES NO 
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SECTION C – BRAND LOYALTY ITEMS 

 

                                                           Instructions 

• The 7-point scale ranges from 1 = Not important at all up to 7 = extremely important. 

• If you do not have a view pertaining to a specific item in the questionnaire – leave it open – 

do not mark option 4 in such case 

 

C
u
s
to

m
e
r 

S
a
ti
s
fa

c
ti
o
n

 1. I am very satisfied with the game feed I    
    purchase 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Distinctive product attributes in keep me  
    brand loyal 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. My loyalty towards a particular game feed  
    increases when I’m stratified about that  
    brand 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I do not repeat purchase if I am dissatisfied  
    about a particular brand of game feed 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

S
w

itc
h

in
g
 c

o
s
ts

 

5. I do not switch between game feeds                                                                                        
because of the high cost implications 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I do not switch brands because of the effort  
    required to reach a level of comfort 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. I avoid switching brands due to the risks  
    Involved to my animals 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

B
ra

n
d

 B
e

n
e
fi
ts

 8. I switch brands according to the prevailing  
    economic situation 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. I prefer not to switch brands as I stand to  
    lose out on the benefits from loyalty  
    programs 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. I trust the brands I’m loyal towards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

R
e
la

tio
n
s
h
ip

 P
ro

n
e

n
e
s
s
 

11. The reputation of a brand is a key factor in  
      me maintaining  brand loyalty 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. I prefer to maintain a long term relationship  
     with a brand 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. I maintain a relationship with a brand  
     keeping with my personality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. I maintain a relationship with a brand that  
      focusses and services me or my animals  

needs 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. I have a passionate and emotional  
     relationship with the brands I am loyal to 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. Loyalty towards a game feeds increases 
the more I am involved with it 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

In
v
o
lv

e
m

e
n
t 

17. I consider other game feeds when my  
      involvement with my brand diminishes 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. My choice of brand is influenced by the  
      involvement other farmers have with the 

brand 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. My brand loyalty is based on product  
      quality and expected performance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 

                                                           Instructions 

• The 7-point scale ranges from 1 = Not important at all up to 7 = extremely important. 

• If you do not have a view pertaining to a specific item in the questionnaire – leave it open – 

do not mark option 4 in such case 
P

e
rc

e
iv

e
d
 V

a
lu

e
 

20. I have an emotional attachment with the  
      brands I am loyal towards 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21. Price worthiness is a key influence in my  
      loyalty towards brands 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

22. I trust the particular game feed’s 
composition   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

R
e
p
e

a
t 
P

u
rc

h
a
s
e

 

23. I remain committed to brands even though  
      price increases and declining popularity 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24. My loyalty towards game feed is purely  
      habitual 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25. I do not necessarily purchase the same  
     game feed all the time 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

26.I always sample new game feeds as soon 
as they are available 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27. I establish a brand purchasing pattern and  
     seldom deviate from it 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

28. I know the feed company’s representative 
a long time, a repeat my purchases 
accordingly 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

B
ra

n
d

 R
e

le
v
a
n
c
e

 

29. The brands that I am loyal towards makes  
      a difference in me and my animals life 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

30. I am distressed when I am unable to  
     use/purchase a particular game feed 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31. The brands that I am loyal towards stands  
      for quality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

32. The brands that I am loyal towards has  
      freshness about them and portray positive  
      significance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

C
u
lt
u
ra

l 
o
ri
e

n
ta

te
d
 B

ra
n

d
 P

e
rf

o
rm

a
n
c
e

 

33. I evaluate a brand based on perceived  
      performance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

34. I will switch brand, should a better  
      performing game feed be available 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

35. I am loyal only towards the top performing  
      Game feed 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

36. My choice of game feed based on the 
leading game farmer’s choice or 
recommendation 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

37. My loyalty towards an game feed is based 
on the advice and recommendation of the 
feed company’s representative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

38. Discount plays a role in my choice and  
      loyalty of brands 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

39. My choice of a particular game feed is 
based on the advice and recommendation 
of the Veterinarian. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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ANNEXURE B: TEXT EDITOR'S LETTER 

 


