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MARKETING | RESEARCH ARTICLE

The role of brand experience on brand equity: 
Mediating effect of authenticity in new luxury 
fashion brands
Sally Mohamed Amer1,2*, Amany Ahmed Elshimy1 and Moataz El Sayed Mohamed Abo El Ezz1

Abstract:  The role of new luxury fashion brand experience and authenticity on brand 
equity has not been sufficiently explored empirically. The current study offers a model 
of the relationship between brand experience, brand authenticity, and brand equity, 
considering the rising relevance of new luxury fashion brand authenticity and its 
advantages for practitioners. We used a self-administrative questionnaire, and the 
number of participants was 411 customers of new luxury fashion brands. Partial-least 
squares structural equation modeling (SmartPLS software, version 4) is used to 
evaluate the proposed model. The findings indicate that, with the exception of 
affective experience, all brand experience dimensions have a direct and indirect 
impact on brand equity dimensions, considering that brand authenticity is a fully 
mediating factor. The research results provide valuable advice to help brand man-
agers engage more in practices that enhance brand equity by building memorable 
and pleasant brand experiences, leading to improved brand authenticity.

Subjects: Consumer Psychology; Marketing 

Keywords: brand authenticity; brand equity; brand experience; new luxury fashion brands; 
attribution theory

1. Introduction
Globalization in developing countries leads to a growing interest among customers to buy luxury 
brands to enhance their social self-image (Handa & Khare, 2013). Therefore, global brands are now 
more accessible, alluring, and frequently well-known in emerging markets (Safeer et al., 2022). Due 
to the luxury fashion market’s rapid expansion, academics and industry experts in marketing have 
long been interested in the luxury fashion industry (Talaat, 2022; Zollo et al., 2020). Luxury fashion 
market revenue was expected to reach USD 97.23 billion in 2022, with a 5.62 percent increase 
projected for 2022 to 2027 (Statista, 2022b). According to these expectations and the stimulative 
effects of COVID-19 on the luxury fashion industry compared with 2019 levels, a 15–20 percent 
increase in the global market was predicted for 2022 (Statista, 2022a).

Brand equity has attracted both academic and practical interest over the last three decades (Yoo 
& Donthu, 2001), and it has gained a lot of attention in the luxury industry (Husain et al., 2022; 
Siddiqui, 2022). Siddiqui (2022) demonstrated that it is important for luxury firms to increase brand 
equity in addition to revenue. Ren et al. (2023) mentioned that the objective concept of brand 
equity is based mainly on to what extent businesses can retain effective marketing outcomes. In 
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this regard, brands with high equity are rewarded with advantages like committed customers and 
the ability to set higher prices (Siu et al., 2016). Considering that brand equity affects long-term 
sales and profitability, building strong brand equity has long been considered essential to building 
successful brands (Sharma, 2016). Several studies have investigated brand equity, but their results 
in developed countries (Iglesias et al., 2019; Rodríguez-López et al., 2020; Siu et al., 2016) might 
not apply to developing countries due to cultural differences. Consequently, both academics and 
managers should possess a deeper knowledge of brand equity and how it affects business (Siu 
et al., 2016).

In the last decades, brand experience has emerged as an essential marketing concept that 
seeks to create distinctive, enjoyable, and memorable experiences (Amoroso et al., 2021). In turn, 
academics have stated that gaining experience should be a top priority for any company (Brakus 
et al., 2009; Pine & Gilmore, 1998). In fact, the secret to capturing customers’ hearts and minds is 
to deliver a compellingly positive experience (Pine & Gilmore, 1998). Particularly today, brand 
experience has emerged as the most important way to distinguish among companies offering 
increasingly similar goods and services with few noticeable functional differences, with customer 
decisions increasingly influenced by emotional factors rather than logical considerations. 
Therefore, brands should incorporate a wide range of experiences in conjunction with 
a collection of qualities (Pina & Dias, 2021).

Authenticity is a fundamental human ambition in these times of increased uncertainty, which 
makes it a key issue in modern marketing and a major element of marketing success. To reduce 
this uncertainty, customers seek authenticity in many aspects of their daily lives, including the 
products they purchase and businesses they support (Bruhn et al., 2012). Moreover, brand authen-
ticity is gaining attention in the literature since it might help firms maintain their competitiveness 
(Akbar & Wymer, 2017). In turn, academics proposed that brand authenticity is highly valued by 
customers and important for marketers’ success (Murshed et al., 2023). Subsequently, authenticity 
is considered one of the most pressing concerns confronting the luxury market today (Hitzler & 
Müller-Stewens, 2017). According to Napoli et al. (2014), for companies to have authentic brands, 
they must act honestly and be dedicated to offering superior quality and long-lasting services and 
products that reflect their company histories. But while doing all these things, they should not 
stray from the core brand qualities associated with them from the beginning.

In the past decade, the democratisation of luxury brands has been facilitated by improvements 
in production techniques. This democratisation of luxury brands is known as new luxury brands 
(Ajitha & Sivakumar, 2019). Silverstein and Fiske (2003) defined new luxury brands as “goods and 
services with premium attributes at an affordable price. Like traditional luxury brands, new luxury 
brands are authentic, exclusive, pride, and sophisticated” (Kim et al., 2019). In comparison to 
traditional luxury goods, which have well-contained exclusivity in terms of both accessibility and 
price, these new offers are frequently mass-marketed and affordable at premium prices (Truong 
et al., 2009).

Egypt is regarded as a potentially profitable market for global luxury brands owing to its recent 
steady growth and anticipated future expansion. According to Appiah-Nimo et al. (2023), the 
leading markets for luxury brands in Africa include South Africa, Egypt, Morocco, Mauritius, and 
Nigeria. To successfully penetrate the market, international marketers must fully understand it (El 
Din & El Sahn, 2013). According to the Kearney Global Retail Development Index (GRDI), which 
covers emerging retail markets, Egypt is ranked seventh (up 19 positions). The retail industry in 
Egypt was anticipated to reach USD 200 billion in 2020. It is also predicted to increase by 5% 
annually between 2020 and 2025 to reach about USD 254 billion. Thus, from 2020 to 2025, fashion 
shops are predicted to see sales increase at a rate of 5.7% per year (Business today Egypt, 2021). 
Moreover, revenue in the luxury fashion industry in Egypt amounts USD 193 million in 2023. The 
market is anticipated to increase by 3.12% annually between 2023 and 2028 (Statista, 2023).
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The primary objective of the current study is to investigate the effect of brand experience and 
brand authenticity on brand equity. Specifically, we focus on the brand experience’s direct and 
indirect effects on brand equity through brand authenticity. Our results can help new luxury 
fashion managers and providers understand the role of brand experience in enhancing brand 
authenticity and brand equity. In addition, the results may also help policymakers develop strate-
gies to guide the new luxury fashion market in Egypt.

This study offers numerous contributions to the literature. The main contribution of the current 
study is to advance the existing knowledge by understanding how customers evaluate brand equity 
based on experiential marketing strategies and brand authenticity. Fritz et al. (2017) proposed that 
there is limited empirical research examining the antecedents of brand authenticity as the vast 
majority of prior studies have been qualitative. In addition, previous studies have focused mostly on 
analyzing the impact of brand experience on brand authenticity in limited contexts such as the 
American luxury hotel context (Manthiou et al., 2018), in various manufacturing, retail, and service 
industries in China (Safeer et al., 2021), and for different global brands such as McDonald’s, Nike, and 
Apple (Tran & Nguyen, 2022). Therefore, this study offers empirical evidence that can be used to 
understand the causes of brand authenticity and how it relates to new luxury fashion brands.

Furthermore, most previous studies have indicated a positive effect of brand authenticity on some 
elements of brand equity, such as brand loyalty (Choi et al., 2015; Uysal & Okumuş, 2022) and perceived 
quality (Lu et al., 2015). Previous studies Rodríguez-López et al. (2020); Tran et al. (2021) concentrated on 
brand equity as a second-order component without considering how brand authenticity influences the 
various dimensions of brand equity. So, this study enriches the body of knowledge related to the 
consequences of brand authenticity by examining brand equity as a first-order factor in the context of 
new luxury fashion brands. Although there has been a lot of research on luxury fashion brands, there 
hasn’t been much research done on new luxury fashion brands (Kim et al., 2019). Consequently, this 
study focused on the following objectives, especially in the context of new luxury fashion brands:

(1) To determine the importance of the brand experience and its outcomes (e.g., brand authen-
ticity and brand equity) and linkages, specifically for new luxury fashion brands.

(2) To understand how customers evaluate brand equity based on experiential marketing 
strategies and brand authenticity.

(3) To ascertain the mediation role of brand authenticity in the relationship between brand 
experience and brand equity.

In order to fill the aforementioned research gap, this study analyses the effect of brand experience 
and brand authenticity on brand equity. The remainder of the research is organized as follows: We 
review the literature in Section 2. Section 3 investigates the mediating role of brand authenticity 
and links brand experience to brand equity. Section 4 covers the research methodology, and 
Section 5 displays our research findings. In Section 6, we present a discussion, conclusions, 
implications, and recommendations for future research studies.

2. Literature review

2.1. Brand experience
Since the concept of “brand experience” first appeared by Holbrook and Hirschman (1982), the 
concept has become one of the most essential marketing terms in both theory and practice 
(Amoroso et al., 2021). Furthermore, Akoglu and Özbek (2021) suggested that outstanding brands 
should develop strong relationships with their customers to keep them from switching to rival 
brands. In this regard, the initial step in creating these relationships is the brand experience. Brand 
experience is defined as “subjective, internal consumer responses (sensations, feelings, and cogni-
tions) as well as behavioral responses evoked by brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s 
design and identity, packaging, communications, and environments” (Brakus et al., 2009, p. 53).
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Prior literature (Carrizo Moreira et al., 2017; Iglesias et al., 2019; Khan et al., 2021; Park et al.,  
2023; Pina & Dias, 2021) proposed that brand experience involves four dimensions: sensory, 
affective, intellectual, and behavioral. Based on reviewing the previous studies, we contend there 
is an argument for operationalizing the four dimensions of brand experience proposed by Brakus 
et al. (2009).The sensory dimension refers to customers’ perceived pleasure and excitement when 
they hear, taste, smell, see, and touch a brand (Khan et al., 2021); the affective component 
involves sentiments, emotions formed by the brands, and feelings and connections with brands 
that provoke a customer’s response (Brakus et al., 2009; Carrizo Moreira et al., 2017; Pina & Dias,  
2021); and the intellectual dimension entails the innovative problem-solving thinking that a brand 
promotes through its goods and services (Khan et al., 2016). Finally, the behavioral component 
describes the physical behaviors, lifestyles, and physiological experiences that the brand stimu-
lates (Brakus et al., 2009; Carrizo Moreira et al., 2017; Pina & Dias, 2021).

2.2. Brand authenticity
Nowadays, authenticity is one of the key aspects of goods or services that most customers are 
interested in (Tran & Nguyen, 2022). The word “authenticity” is thought to have its theoretical 
origins in the Greek word “authentiko,” which means “main, original” (Akbar & Wymer, 2017; 
Govarchin, 2019; Hernandez-Fernandez & Lewis, 2019). Nevertheless, few consumers and brand 
marketers can properly define what authenticity in branding means (Tran & Nguyen, 2022). In this 
regard, prior studies (Akbar & Wymer, 2017; Dwivedi & McDonald, 2018; Park et al., 2023) have 
attempted to identify brand authenticity as the extent to which a brand is regarded as unique and 
genuine, meaning it is distinct from competitors and truthful to itself. Authentic brands frequently 
set themselves apart from imitations by being consistent, reliable, original, and natural (Bruhn 
et al., 2012). A high degree of brand authenticity makes customers feel that they are members of 
a social or geographical community (Bertoli et al., 2016).

Previous studies (Fritz et al., 2017; Oh et al., 2019; Papadopoulou et al., 2023) suggested that 
brand authenticity involves four dimensions (naturalness, reliability, originality, and continuity). 
Based on reviewing the prior studies, the current study argues that there is justification for 
operationalizing the four aspects of brand authenticity described by Bruhn et al. (2012). The 
continuity dimension is the ability of a brand to survive trends, be historically significant, and 
have timelessness (Papadopoulou et al., 2023). It also relates to a brand’s dependability, longevity, 
and consistency. (Bruhn et al., 2012). The brand’s ability to stand out from all other brands and its 
novel offerings to the market are both determined by the originality dimension (Akbar & Wymer,  
2017; Bruhn et al., 2012). The reliability dimension concerns a brand’s adherence to its standards 
and credibility and its ability to keep its word (Bruhn et al., 2012; Oh et al., 2019). The naturalness 
dimension, which also relates to the sense of a brand’s sincerity, realness, and lack of artificiality, 
measures how effectively a brand stays grounded in its defined brand values (Bruhn et al., 2012; 
Napoli et al., 2014).

2.3. Brand equity
Once the concept of “brand equity” first emerged in the late 1990s, the concept has become one of 
the most significant marketing terms in both theory and real-world applications (Srinivasan et al.,  
2005). Previous studies by Emari and Emari (2012) and Soenyoto (2015) have defined brand equity 
by depending on two approaches: i) the firm’s perspective, which concentrates on financial value 
as a gauge of a company’s performance; and ii) the consumer’s perspective, which depends on the 
relationship between brands and customers.

The frameworks of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) have been acknowledged as two basic consti-
tuents of brand equity. First, Aaker (1991) describes brand equity as “a set of brand assets and 
liabilities linked to a brand, its name, and symbol, which add to or subtract from the value provided by 
a product or service to a firm and/or to that firm’s customers” (p. 15). Aaker (1991) posits five 
components of brand equity: brand awareness, brand loyalty, perceived quality, brand associations,, 
and other proprietary brand assets. The last dimension (other proprietary brand assets) is typically 
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disregarded in marketing studies since it has little effect on how customers perceive a brand (Yoo & 
Donthu, 2001). On the other side, Keller (1993) conceptualized brand equity as “the differential effect 
of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand” (p. 2).

This research adopts the four aspects of Aaker (1991) (brand awareness, brand associations, perceived 
quality, and brand loyalty), which were most frequently employed in earlier literature (Emari & Emari,  
2012; Ertemel & Civelek, 2020; Soenyoto, 2015). Brand awareness is “the ability for a potential buyer to 
recognize or recall that a brand is a member of a certain product category” (Aaker, 1991, p. 61). Brand 
associations are anything that a customer remembers in relation to a brand (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993). 
According to Chen-Yu et al. (2016), it is essential to understand how a customer’s ideas are connected to 
a brand in order to inspire the reactions desired from them toward that brand. The consumer’s view of 
a product’s or service’s overall quality or superiority over rivals in relation to its intended use is known as 
perceived quality (Aaker, 1991). Brand loyalty is defined as the degree of consumers’ commitment to 
a brand as evidenced by their desire to buy the brand as a preferred choice. When customers are loyal to 
a brand, it is simpler and less expensive to keep them as customers (Ertemel & Civelek, 2020).

3. Development of hypotheses

3.1. Brand experience and brand authenticity
The relationship between brand experience and brand authenticity can be described using Heider’s 
(1958) attribution theory, which argues that a person’s beliefs about the reasons for their past 
actions impact their future behavior and response. Human experience allows us to differentiate 
between internal and external causes, which aids in understanding inferences and predicting 
experiential events. The idea of attribution holds that outside factors, such as authentic features, 
are what ultimately contribute to consumers’ affective, sensory, behavioral, and intellectual brand 
experiences. Similarly, customers believe that when a company fulfills its promises, it is an 
authentic brand (Raza et al., 2021; Safeer et al., 2021). Therefore, brand experience dimensions 
and brand authenticity are crucial in today’s competitive market for developing consumer-brand 
interactions and motivating positive behavior (Park et al., 2023). According to Safeer et al. (2021), 
the four elements of the brand experience have a favorable effect on brand authenticity.

Within the same context, Raza et al. (2021) confirmed that brand experience has a positive 
impact on brand authenticity. These results are consistent with the work of Tran and Nguyen 
(2022), who also found a significant positive relationship between brand experience and brand 
authenticity. Furthermore, Park et al. (2023) demonstrated that all brand experience dimensions 
have a positive effect on brand authenticity, except the behavioral dimension. In addition, Murshed 
et al. (2023) showed that brand experiences positively affect brand authenticity. Gilmore and Pine 
(2007) and Manthiou et al. (2018) asserted that improved brand performance results in consumers 
having pleasant brand experiences, which improves the brand’s perceived authenticity. 
Additionally, brand authenticity is a crucial consequence of brand experience that drives the 
brand toward success, provides significant consistency across brand experience dimensions, and 
helps brands become more authentic (Robbins et al., 2009; Tran et al., 2020). Accordingly, this 
study puts forth the following hypotheses:

H1 Brand experience has a positive impact on brand authenticity.

H1a Sensory brand experience has a positive impact on brand authenticity.

H1b Affective brand experience has a positive impact on brand authenticity.

H1c Intellectual brand experience has a positive impact on brand authenticity.

H1d Behavioral brand experience has a positive impact on brand authenticity.
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3.2. Brand authenticity and brand equity
The stimulus—organism–response (SOR) model of Mehrabian and Russell (1974) can be used to 
explain how authenticity affects brand equity. According to this model, environmental cues from 
the outside environment cause emotional reactions that then influence behavior. From this view-
point, a brand’s authenticity serves as a significant stimulant that can cause a brand equity 
response (Rodríguez-López et al., 2020). On this subject, several researchers, including Tran et al. 
(2020) and Rodríguez-López et al. (2020), indicate that brand authenticity has a positive impact on 
brand equity.

Additionally, Lu et al. (2015) revealed that brand authenticity and all components of brand 
equity (brand awareness, brand association, perceived quality, and brand loyalty) are positively 
and significantly related. In addition, Chen et al. (2021) demonstrated that highly authentic brands 
have superior quality, greater consumer awareness, and are simpler to purchase, leading to 
improved brand equity. Based on the above-mentioned discussions, the following hypothesis is 
proposed:

H2 Brand authenticity has a positive impact on brand equity.

H2a Brand authenticity has a positive impact on brand awareness.

H2b Brand authenticity has a positive impact on brand association.

H2c Brand authenticity has a positive impact on perceived quality.

H2d Brand authenticity has a positive impact on brand loyalty.

3.3. Brand experience and brand equity
Numerous studies support the concept that brand experience positively influences brand equity. 
According to Carrizo Moreira et al. (2017); Zollo et al. (2020) confirmed that brand experience has 
a substantial effect on brand equity components (brand awareness, associations, perceptions of 
quality, and loyalty). Moreover, Altaf et al. (2017) concluded that brand experience is the most 
important area of focus when managing brand equity. Also, Shahzad et al. (2019) showed that 
brand experiences can have an impact on brand equity in a variety of contexts. Additionally, Jeon 
and Yoo (2021) asserted that sensory, affective, intellectual, and behaviorally experienced custo-
mers frequently recognize a brand quickly, have a strong association with it, and, through their 
experience, they generally evaluate quality more favorably. Furthermore, Ren et al. (2023) demon-
strated that customer experience has a positive and significant impact on brand equity. In 
addition, Sohaib et al. (2022) addressed that the dimensions of brand experience positively affect 
brand equity. Nevertheless, Pina and Dias (2021) concluded that all brand equity dimensions are 
more influenced by sensory and affective experiences. In light of the preceding discussions, the 
following hypothesis is developed:

H3 Brand experience has a positive impact on brand equity.

3.4. Brand authenticity as a mediator
An authentic brand should keep its promises to gain customer trust and evoke favorable feelings 
(Fritz et al., 2017). According to attribution theory, external factors like authentic features lead to 
favorable outcomes for customers’ sensory, affective, intellectual, and behavioral brand experi-
ences. Safeer et al. (2021) found that brand authenticity was one of the most significant con-
sequences of the brand experience that positively impacted customer feelings.

According to the SOR theory of Mehrabian and Russell (1974), when a consumer is exposed to 
external stimuli, they interpret them first by developing an emotional response, and then 
a behavior follows (Rodríguez-López et al., 2020). In this study, brand equity can be thought of 
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as a marketing outcome, while brand experience can be understood as a stimulus. Previous studies 
have demonstrated that customer perception serves as a mediator between marketing stimulus 
and marketing outcomes (Shang et al., 2020). When modeled within the SOR paradigm, brand 
experience is a marketing stimulus (stimuli), brand authenticity reflects customer perceptions 
(organisms), and brand equity leads to behavioral responses (responses). To explore how brand 
authenticity mediates the relationship between brand experience and brand authenticity, we 
propose the following hypotheses:

H4 Brand authenticity mediates the relationship between sensory brand experience and brand 
awareness (H4a), brand associations (H4b), perceived quality (H4c), and brand loyalty (H4d).

H5 Brand authenticity mediates the relationship between affective brand experience and brand 
awareness (H5a), brand associations (H5b), perceived quality (H5c), and brand loyalty (H5d).

H6 Brand authenticity mediates the relationship between intellectual brand experience and brand 
awareness (H6a), brand associations (H6b), perceived quality (H6c), and brand loyalty (H6d).

H7 Brand authenticity mediates the relationship between behavioral brand experience and brand 
awareness (H7a), brand associations (H7b), perceived quality (H7c), and brand loyalty (H7d).

Figure 1 depicts our study model, which is based on this review and the proposed direct and 
indirect relations between brand experiences and brand equity.

4. Methodology

4.1. Sample and procedure
This research is applied to new luxury brands in a developing country like Egypt for the following 
reasons: 1) New luxury brands are apparent in developing countries because of the extreme 
income inequality (Kumar et al., 2009), 2) New luxury brands have been developed to make luxury 
brands affordable for middle-class customers (Kim et al., 2019), 3) luxury purchasing in developing 
countries must meet the need of consumers to portray a western lifestyle and offer both emo-
tional and practical benefits (Eng & Bogaert, 2010), 4) In developing countries, luxury consumption 
has focused mainly on customers buying luxury brands to enhance their social position (Husain 
et al., 2022), and 5) The findings of research conducted in developed countries might not be 
applicable to developing countries, as there is limited attention to analyse new luxury brand 
consumption behaviour and attitude in developing countries (Ajitha & Sivakumar, 2019; Truong 
et al., 2009).

Figure 1. Research model.
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In addition, this study applied to fashion brands, as fashion is the second-largest sector of the 
luxury market after luxury automobiles and personal luxury items. The personal luxury products 
sector, including luxury clothes, watches, jewellery, and eyewear, has climbed steadily in past 
decades (Statista, 2022b). Generally speaking, there are many different types of luxury products. 
They include items such as soft luxury (clothing and accessories) and hard luxury (watches and 
jewellery), as well as items like alcohol, food, travel, hotels, technology, and automobiles (Kim,  
2019). The current study concentrates on soft luxury, particularly luxury fashion company goods 
such as clothing, shoes, and handbags (Kim, 2019). This may be due to Fionda and Moore’s (2009) 
claim that the majority of luxury brands are luxury fashion brands. Furthermore, academics have 
been more interested in consumer research related to fashion brands.

In determining the sample size, we depend on Cochran’s formula for an infinite population. The 
formula is SS = [Z2p (1 − p)]/C2 (Godden, 2004). The confidence level is 95 percent (z value: 1.96), 
the confidence intervals (C) are 0.05, and the population percentage (p) is 0.5. To have a 95% 
confidence level, the real values should be within ±5% of the surveyed values; thus, 385 surveys 
are sufficient. This study employed a non-probabilistic sample, in which the respondents were 
selected using a convenience sampling approach that evolved into snowball sampling because it is 
often hard to inquire into the entire population by considering accessibility and resource restric-
tions (Etikan, 2016).

The data was gathered via a Google Forms-based online questionnaire. We posted the ques-
tionnaire’s link in luxury brand groups on Facebook. During April and July 2022, we received 415 
surveys. Considering the study’s objectives, a filter question was included to screen out ineligible 
people because it was essential for participants to have already purchased new luxury brands in 
the last six months. The questionnaire began with a list of new luxury brands (Appendix). In this 
regard, we relied on reports and prior studies that helped the researchers determine the new 
luxury brand list (Appendix) (Ajitha & Sivakumar, 2019; Segura, 2019). Therefore, 411 of the 415 
surveys had valid responses, which were regarded as adequate for our analysis. The sample profile 
is shown in Table 1. In addition, we used the Harman single-factor test. The results demonstrated 
that a single factor interpreted 42% of the total variance, which falls within the acceptable range 
(less than 50%) (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Thus, there is no common methodological bias.

Table 1 displays the demographic breakdown of the 411 respondents. Regarding gender, 302 
(73.5%) were female, whereas 109 (26.5%) were male. This ratio is consistent with Handa and 
Khare (2013) and Stokburger-Sauer and Teichmann (2013), which showed that females have 
a greater attitude towards purchasing luxury brands than males. This is agreed with Talaat 
(2022), who noted that the Egyptian young women (64.8%) have higher levels of fashion clothing 
purchases than men (35.2%). In addition, Abrar et al. (2020) indicated that women are prominent 
players in the fashion clothing industry. (86.6%) of the sample’s participants were in the age range 
of 18 to 39 years old, 40–49 (8.5%), and 50 or above (4.9%). This is consistent with Handa and 
Khare (2013), who mentioned that young women have higher levels of luxury fashion brand 
purchases. In this regard, Abrar et al. (2020) addressed that the fashion industry is shaped by 
young women. Infomineo (2014) stated that the Egyptian economy is being driven by the young 
people, who are educated, tolerant, technologically astute, and constantly exposed to social 
media. Concerning education level, nearly two-thirds of the sample (66.2%) holds at least 
a bachelor’s degree, followed by a master’s degree or doctorate (32.3%) and an undergraduate 
(1.5%). Regarding income, nearly most of the sample (96.6%) had an income of greater than 
5,000 per month, and only (3.4%) had an income of greater than 1200 and less than 5000 per 
month. This ratio is matched with the Average Salary report in Egypt indicated that the average 
salary per month for a person is 9230 EGP (Salary explorer, 2023). In addition, this is agreed upon 
with the new luxury brand definition of Silverstein and Fiske (2003), which defines it as “products 
and services that possess higher levels of quality and taste but are not so expensive as to be out of 
reach”. Furthermore, Truong et al. (2009) stated that these new offers are frequently mass- 
marketed and affordable at premium prices.
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4.2. Questionnaire and measures
There are two main parts of the questionnaire. The scale items for brand experience, brand 
authenticity, and brand equity are included in the first part. To evaluate the construct items, we 
employed a 5-point Likert scale, from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Demographic 
profiles such as gender, age, education, and income are included in the second part.

4.2.1. Brand experience (BEX) 
We measured brand experience by using a multidimensional 12-item scale, which was developed 
by Brakus et al. (2009). The scale has four components: sensory, affective, intellectual, and 
behavioral. This scale was adopted in many studies (e.g., Akoglu & Özbek, 2021; Altaf et al.,  
2017; Pina & Dias, 2021; Safeer et al., 2021).

4.2.2. For measuring brand authenticity (BA) 
This study used a multidimensional 15-item scale developed by Bruhn et al. (2012). This scale has 
four components: continuity, originality, reliability, and naturalness. As recommended by Little 
et al. (2002), we reduced the number of parameters in our model by averaging the values of 
the second-order factors of the multidimensional constructs of brand authenticity. This scale was 
applied in prior studies (e.g., Oh et al., 2019; Rodrigues et al., 2021).

4.2.3. Brand equity (BEQ) 
The brand equity measure was compiled from prior literature (e.g., Aaker (1991, 1996); Lassar et al. 
(1995); Netemeyer et al. (2004); Yoo et al. (2000)). Brand equity has four components: brand 
awareness, brand associations, perceived quality, and brand loyalty. We measured brand aware-
ness using the Aaker (1996) scale, which involves five items. Brand associations consist of eight 
items adopted from Aaker (1996); Lassar et al. (1995) and Netemeyer et al. (2004). Perceived 
quality was measured using Aaker (1991), and it includes four items. Finally, brand loyalty was 
evaluated by adopting Yoo et al. (2000), and it consists of three items. In the current study, we 
adopted a measure for brand equity from different scales to understand the concept comprehen-
sively from a customer’s perspective.

Table 1. Sample characteristics
Sample profile (valid n = 411) Frequency Percentage %
Gender
Male 109 26.5

Female 302 73.5

Age (years)
18–29 157 38.2

30–39 199 48.4

40–49 35 8.5

50 or above 20 4.9

Education
Undergrads 6 1.5

Bachelor 272 66.2

Master or Phd 133 32.3

Income (monthly)
1200 > 5000 14 3.4

5000 > 10000 195 47.5

10000< 202 49.1
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5. Results
We applied structural equation modeling (SEM). SEM is a useful and widely used statistical analytic 
technique (Hair et al., 2012). The proposed model (Figure 1) was assessed using partial least 
squares structural equation modeling (SmartPLS software v. 4). We used SmartPLS for the follow-
ing reasons: (1) it minimizes the residual variances of dependent variables; (2) it is helpful in 
evaluating complex research models that contain a large number of variables; (3) it aids in 
understanding the relationship between causes and prediction, especially in marketing research, 
and (4) it helps in avoiding the problems related to collinearity and normal distribution, compared 
with covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM) (Hair et al., 2019). For the statistical analysis, we used a two- 
step procedure. The first step is related to evaluating the validity and reliability of the measure-
ment model. The second step is related to the evaluation of the structural model (Hair et al., 2019).

5.1. Measurement model evaluation (MME)
In MME, we assessed internal consistency reliability (ICR), convergent validity (CV), and discrimi-
nant validity (DV). According to the suggestion of Chin (1998), we accepted all factor loadings that 
were above 0.60. During the preliminary model evaluation, it was verified that the factor loadings 
of all items were larger than 0.60 (Table 2). Through calculating Cronbach’s alpha and composite 
reliability, we evaluated construct reliability. The findings demonstrated that all constructs had 
scores greater than 0.70, which indicates that all constructs were internally consistent (Henseler 
et al., 2009) (Table 2). Then, we evaluated the convergent validity as the values of the average 
variance extracted (AVE) of all constructs were more than 0.5, which supports that all constructs 
were convergently valid (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), as shown in Table 2.

In order to measure discriminant validity, we made sure that the AVE for each reflective 
construct was greater than its correlations with other constructs, which are shown in Table 3. All 
the constructs met the standards set out by Fornell and Larcker (1981). Overall, as indicated in 
Tables 2 and 3, the measurement model has achieved internal consistency, reliability, convergent 
validity, and discriminant validity.

5.2. Structural model evaluation
Hair et al. (2011) outline four main steps for conducting the structural model evaluation: (1) 
calculate multicollinearity; (2) evaluate the coefficient of determination (R2 values); (3) determine 
the path coefficients’ significance; and (4) evaluate the predictive relevance (Q2 values).

First, we used the variance inflation factor (VIF) to ensure that there was no multicollinearity 
problem. All the VIF values ranged between 1.322 and 3.8, which falls within the acceptable range 
(less than 5) (Hair et al., 2011). Second, we tested the coefficient of determination (R2 value) to 
evaluate the predictive power of the model. Thus, we calculated R2 values for the five endogenous 
variables of brand authenticity, brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality, and brand 
loyalty. They are 48.4%, 25.8%, 57.6%, 36.9%, and 31.1%, respectively, all greater than 10%, so the 
model has superior predictive power (Falk & Miller, 1992). Therefore, R2 was a good predictor for 
the structural model. Table 4 shows the hypotheses assessed using the path coefficients and 
p-values. Third, we assess the significance of path coefficients using the bootstrapping approach at 
a significance level of 5% and 5000 subsamples (Chin, 1998; Hair et al., 2012). Finally, besides R2, 
we used Q2 to assess the structural model’s predictive validity. The Q2 values of the endogenous 
variables are larger than zero (brand authenticity: 0.988; brand awareness: 0.982; brand associa-
tions: 0.983; perceived quality: 0.978; and brand loyalty: 0.975), which shows that the exogenous 
constructs are predictive of the endogenous construct.

To assess the structural model’s fitness, we calculated the square root mean residual value, 
which we found to be 0.064, with the requirement that the accepted value should be less than 0.08 
(Hu & Bentler, 1999), which means that the model had a good fit. Additionally, we calculated the 
value of goodness-of-fit (GoF) using the Wetzels et al. (2009) equation. In the current research, we 
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Table 2. Convergent validity and internal consistency reliability
Construct/Indicators Loading Cronbach’s 

α
CR AVE

Brand Experience Dimensions: 0.829 0.842 0.745

Sensory Brand Experience 0.843 0.845 0.762

This brand makes a strong impression 
on my visual sense or other senses.

0.864

I find this brand interesting in a sensory 
way.

0.900

This brand does not appeal to my 
senses (R)

0.853

Affective Brand Experience 0.840 0.850 0.757

This brand induces feelings and 
sentiments.

0.845

I do not have strong emotions for this 
brand (R)

0.890

This brand is an emotional brand. 0.874

Intellectual Brand Experience 0.808 0.845 0.724

I engage in a lot of thinking when I 
encounter this brand.

0.907

This brand does not make me think (R) 0.897

This brand stimulates my curiosity and 
problem solving.

0.738

Behavioral Brand Experience 0.825 0.829 0.740

I engage in physical actions and 
behaviours when I use this brand.

0.836

This brand results in bodily experiences. 0.876

This brand is not action oriented (R) 0.869

Brand Authenticity 0.952 0.954 0.601

I think brand is consistent over time. 0.691

I think the brand stays true to itself. 0.767

Brand offers continuity. 0.763

The brand has a clear concept that it 
pursues.

0.799

The brand is different from all other 
brands.

0.807

Brand stands out from other brands. 0.832

I think the brand is unique. 0.794

The brand clearly distinguishes itself 
from other brands.

0.741

My experience of the brand has shown 
me that it keeps its promises.

0.748

The brand delivers what it promises. 0.750

Brand’s promises are credible. 0.807

The brand makes reliable promises. 0.802

The brand does not seem artificial. 0.809

The brand makes a genuine impression. 0.739

The brand gives the impression of being 
natural

0.766

Brand Equity Dimensions: 0.857 0.873 0.675

Brand Awareness 0.842 0.878 0.605

(Continued)
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relied on the values of R2 and AVE. The results showed that the GoF value was 0.528, which is 
higher than the standard value of 0.26. So, the model had a good fit.

5.3. Testing of hypotheses
The findings of the bootstrapping approach are shown in Table 4. The findings indicated that 
sensory experience has a positive and significant impact on brand authenticity (ß = 0.311, P < 0.05), 
supporting H1a. Furthermore, intellectual experience positively and significantly affects brand 
authenticity (ß = 0.188, P < 0.05), so H1c is accepted. Moreover, behavioral experience has 

Table 2. (Continued) 

Construct/Indicators Loading Cronbach’s 
α

CR AVE

I know the brand. 0.782

The brand (XX) looks familiar. 0.849

I’ve heard about the brand. 0.742

When I think of (Category), (XX) is one of 
the brands that come to mind.

0.727

I can quickly recognize the symbol or 
logo of (XX) in front of other competing 
brands.

0.784

Brand Associations 0.910 0.913 0.616

The brand (XX) offers me what I want/ 
need.

0.818

The brand (XX) has a good quality-price 
ratio.

0.789

The brand (XX) provides a high value in 
relation to the price that must be paid 
for it.

0.776

The brand (XX) has personality. 0.832

The brand (XX) is associated with 
a symbol of prestige.

0.802

When I use the brand (XX) I make 
a good impression on others.

0.788

I have a clear picture of the type of 
people who use the brand (XX).

0.715

The company that makes the brand (XX) 
is admirable.

0.750

Perceived Quality 0.921 0.922 0.808

(XX) offers very good-quality products. 0.887

The products of (XX) offer good results. 0.912

The products of (XX) are reliable. 0.892

The products of (XX) have excellent 
characteristics.

0.904

Brand Loyalty 0.757 0.778 0.673

I consider myself a consumer loyal to 
the brand.

0.880

When I’m going to buy (Category) (XX) is 
my first choice.

0.817

I would not buy other brands of 
(Category) if (XX) was available in the 
physical establishment.

0.760

R: Reverse coded. 
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a positive and significant influence on brand authenticity (ß = 0.331, P < 0.05), confirming H1d. 
However, no significant effect of affective brand experience was found on brand authenticity (ß 
=-0.050, P > 0.05), so H1b was rejected. Thus, H1 is partially supported.

The results showed that brand authenticity influences brand awareness positively and signifi-
cantly (ß = 0.508, P < 0.05), confirming H2a. Moreover, brand authenticity significantly and posi-
tively influences brand associations (ß = 0.759, P < 0.05), hence H2b is accepted. Furthermore, 
brand authenticity positively and significantly impacts perceived quality (ß = 0.607, P < 0.05), sup-
porting H2c. Additionally, brand authenticity significantly influences brand loyalty directly (ß =  
0.557, P < 0.05), so H2d is accepted. Thus, H2 is fully supported. Additionally, we tested the impact 
of brand experience on brand equity. The results found that brand experience affects brand equity 
positively and significantly (ß = 0.765, P < 0.05), supporting H3 (Table 4).

Table 5 illustrates the findings of the mediation hypotheses. Our results demonstrate that brand 
authenticity fully mediates the effect of sensory experience on brand equity dimensions (brand 
awareness (H4a), brand associations (H4b), perceived quality (H4c), and brand loyalty (H4d)). Thus, 
H4a (ß = 0.158, P < 0.05), H4b (ß = 0.236, P < 0.05), H4c (ß = 0.189, P < 0.05), and H4d (ß = 0.173, P <  
0.05) were supported. So, H4 is accepted. Furthermore, brand authenticity has a full mediation role in 
the relationship between intellectual experience and brand equity dimensions (brand awareness 
(H6a), brand associations (H6b), perceived quality (H6c), and brand loyalty (H6d)). Consequently, H6a 
(ß = 0.095, P < 0.05), H6b (ß = 0.142, P < 0.05), H6c (ß = 0.114, P < 0.05), and H6d (ß = 0.105, P < 0.05) 
were accepted. So, H6 is fully accepted. Moreover, brand authenticity fully mediates the impact of 
behavioral experience on brand equity dimensions (brand awareness (H7a), brand associations (H7b), 
perceived quality (H7c), and brand loyalty (H7d)). So, H7a (ß = 0.168, P < 0.05), H7b (ß = 0.251, P < 0.05), 
H7c (ß = 0.201, P < 0.05), and H7d (ß = 0.185, P < 0.05) were supported. Thus, H7 is fully supported. 
Nevertheless, brand authenticity did not significantly mediate the relation between affective experi-
ence and brand equity dimensions (brand awareness (H5a), brand associations (H5b), perceived 
quality (H5c), and brand loyalty (H5d)). Thus, H5a (ß = −0.026, P > 0.05), H5b (ß = −0.038, P > 0.05), 
H5c (ß = −0.031, P > 0.05), and H5d (ß = −0.028, P > 0.05) were rejected. So, H5 is fully rejected (Table 5).

6. Conclusion, implications, and limitations

6.1. Conclusion
Our findings indicate that sensory, intellectual, and behavioral experiences have a positive effect on 
brand authenticity. These results support Gilmore and Pine’s (2007) finding, who confirmed that high 
brand performance generates memorable and pleasant experiences, which in turn strengthens brand 
authenticity. Additionally, Robbins et al. (2009) and Tran and Nguyen (2022) acknowledged that brand 
authenticity is a crucial outcome of brand experience; therefore, authentic brands should correspond 
to how customers perceive the brand promises. Furthermore, Safeer et al. (2021) discovered that 
brand authenticity is a pivotal consequence of brand experience that has a beneficial impact on 
customer emotions. However, our study found that affective experience has no impact on brand 
authenticity. This result contradicts Safeer et al. (2021), who claimed affective brand experience has 
a positive influence on brand authenticity. This disagreement may be due to the role of culture in 
formulating authenticity (Slabu et al., 2014). Additionally, Kim and Sullivan (2019) mentioned that in 
a retail context, managers of fashion brands should create new tactics to attract customers by 
employing an affective brand strategy to inspire customers’ wants, goals, desires, and egos.

Second, we find that brand authenticity has a positive influence on brand equity dimensions. Our 
findings support the claims made by Chen et al. (2021) and Rodríguez-López et al. (2020) that 
brand authenticity is an antecedent of brand equity. Third, the current study proposes that brand 
experience positively impacts brand equity. This result is consistent with those of Altaf et al. (2017) 
and Jeon and Yoo (2021), who concluded that brand experience is a fundamental determinant of 
brand equity.
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Finally, this study addresses the mediation of sensory, intellectual, and behavioral experience 
and brand equity dimensions by brand authenticity. However, we find that brand authenticity does 
not mediate the relationship between affective brand experience and brand equity dimensions. 
This result is semi- compatible with the results of Pina and Dias (2021), which indicated that an 
affective brand experience positively affects perceived quality and loyalty, while an affective brand 
experience does not influence brand awareness and brand associations. Additionally, Zollo et al. 
(2020) mentioned that hedonic benefits have no effect on brand equity dimensions in the online 
context, while the offline context may help in satisfying customers’ hedonic benefits. So, this puts 
more stress on brand managers to design stores (offline environment) and brand websites (online 
environment) in a way that generates a memorable and unique affective experience.

6.2. Theoretical implications
Our research provides new insights into the existing brand experience, brand authenticity, and 
brand equity studies by applying the attribution theory to new luxury fashion markets. First, this 
study improves academic knowledge related to the predecessors of brand authenticity and the 
application of attribution theory within the Egyptian context. Even though there is a great interest 
in exploring the antecedents of brand authenticity, there is still a research gap, as most previous 
studies have been qualitative and descriptive (Fritz et al., 2017). Although the topic of customer 
experience has gained considerable attention, little research has been conducted on how brand 
experience impacts brand authenticity in limited contexts, such as the American luxury hotel 
context (Manthiou et al., 2018), in different manufacturing, retail, and service industries in China 
(Safeer et al., 2021), and for different global brands such as McDonald’s, Nike, and Apple (Tran & 
Nguyen, 2022). Furthermore, Ajitha and Sivakumar (2019); Truong et al. (2009) addressed that the 
findings of research conducted in developed countries might not be applicable to developing 
countries as there is limited emphasis on analysing new luxury brand consumption behaviour 
and attitude in developing countries. Consequently, the current research provides empirical evi-
dence for understanding the antecedents of brand authenticity and its links to new luxury fashion 
brands in Egypt.

Second, our research contributes to the body of knowledge on brand equity by following the 
recommendations of Fritz et al. (2017) to conduct further study on the long-term results of brand 
authenticity (e.g., brand equity). Prior research has confirmed that brand authenticity is one of the 
antecedents that influences brand equity within a wide range of industries, such as in heritage 
destinations in China (Chen et al., 2021), for three different brands—Nike, Starbucks, and Apple 
(Tran et al., 2021), and in the hospitality sector (Lu et al., 2015; Rodríguez-López et al., 2020). 

Table 4. Hypotheses testing results of direct effects
PC SE 95% CIB t-value p-value Support

Direct effects

H1a SE ➔ BA .311 .057 (.187 .413) 5.409 .000 Yes

H1b AE ➔ BA −.050 .047 (−.134 .048) 1.075 .282 No

H1c IE ➔ BA .188 .087 (.044 .374) 2.146 .032 Yes

H1b BE ➔ BA .331 .089 (.134 .476) 3.713 .000 Yes

H2a BA ➔ BW .508 .044 (.417 .590) 11.516 .000 Yes

H2b BA ➔ BS .759 .032 (.690.816) 23.762 .000 Yes

H2c BA ➔ PQ .607 .038 (.538 .683) 16.003 .000 Yes

H2d BA ➔ BL .557 .033 (.494 .624) 16.759 .000 Yes

H3 BEX ➔ BEQ .765 .026 (.713 .815) 29.364 .000 Yes

Note(s): PC means path coefficient; SE means standard error; CIB means confidence interval bias; SE= sensory 
experience; BA= Brand authenticity; AE= Affective experience; IE= Intellectual experience; BE= Behavioral experience; 
BW= Brand awareness; BS= Brand associations; PQ= Perceived quality; BL=Brand loyalty; BEX=Brand experience; BEQ= 
Brand equity. 
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Nevertheless, numerous studies have indicated a positive impact of brand authenticity on some 
elements of brand equity. For example, Choi et al. (2015) and Uysal and Okumuş (2022) proposed 
that brand authenticity positively influences brand loyalty. In the hospitality context, Lu et al. 
(2015) discovered that brand authenticity positively impacts perceived quality. Moreover, they 
discovered that brand associations in ethnic restaurants are significantly influenced by customers’ 
perceptions of a brand’s authenticity. Chen et al. (2021) mentioned that brand authenticity 
positively impacts brand awareness, perceived quality, and brand loyalty without considering the 
effect of brand authenticity on brand associations. On the other side, some studies focused on 
studying brand equity as a second-order factor without considering how brand authenticity affects 
the different dimensions of brand equity (Rodríguez-López et al., 2020; Tran et al., 2021). To sum 
up, we enrich the body of knowledge related to the consequences of brand authenticity by 
examining brand equity as a first-order factor in the new luxury fashion brands context.

Third, the current research is a response to Pina and Dias’s (2021) call for further empirical 
research on the relationship between the dimensions of brand experience and the various con-
structs that make up brand equity. Additionally, we add to the literature on brand equity by 
illustrating how brand experience increases not only brand loyalty (e.g., Akoglu and Özbek 
(2021); Hussein (2018); Liu et al. (2021)) but also brand awareness, perceived quality, and brand 
associations. Furthermore, considerable effort has been made to examine the influence of brand 
experience on brand equity in different contexts, e.g., Islamic banking in Malaysia and Pakistan 
(Altaf et al., 2017), groceries in South Korea (Jeon & Yoo, 2021), and Nespresso products in Portugal 
(Pina & Dias, 2021). In the field of luxury fashion markets, there was limited interest in studying 
how brand experience affects brand equity, as it was conducted in the USA (Zollo et al., 2020). 
Consequently, this research helps in comprehending how consumers assess brand equity by 
relying on experiential marketing techniques.

Table 5. Indirect effects hypotheses testing results
PC SE 95% CIB t-value p-value Support

Indirect effects

H4a SE ➔ BA ➔ BW .158 .033 (.093 .223) 4.748 .000 Yes

H4b SE ➔ BA ➔ BS .236 .044 (.145 .318) 5.332 .000 Yes

H4c SE ➔ BA ➔ PQ .189 .038 (.112 .263) 4.912 .000 Yes

H4d SE ➔ BA ➔ BL .173 .034 (.104 .239) 5.054 .000 Yes

H5a AE ➔ BA ➔ BW −.026 .024 (−.068 .024) 1.086 .278 No

H5b AE ➔ BA ➔ BS −.038 .036 (−.105 .036) 1.072 .284 No

H5c AE ➔ BA ➔ PQ −.031 .028 (−.083 .029) 1.074 .283 No

H5d AE ➔ BA ➔ BL −.028 .026 (−.076 .026) 1.080 .280 No

H6a IE ➔ BA ➔ BW .095 .048 (.018 .204) 1.980 .048 Yes

H6b IE ➔ BA ➔ BS .142 .067 (.029 .288) 2.138 .033 Yes

H6c IE ➔ BA ➔ PQ .114 .054 (.023 .233) 2.103 .035 Yes

H6d IE ➔ BA ➔ BL .105 .050 (.020.216) 2.080 .038 Yes

H7a BE ➔ BA ➔ BW .168 .045 (.072 .245) 3.709 .000 Yes

H7b BE ➔ BA ➔ BS .251 .071 (.102 .379) 3.518 .000 Yes

H7c BE ➔ BA ➔ PQ .201 .056 (.083 .298) 3.596 .000 Yes

H7d BE ➔ BA ➔ BL .185 .051 (.077 .272) 3.619 .000 Yes

Note(s): PC means path coefficient; SE means standard error; CIB means confidence interval bias; SE= sensory 
experience; BA= Brand authenticity; AE= Affective experience; IE= Intellectual experience; BE= Behavioral experience; 
BW= Brand awareness; BS= Brand associations; PQ= Perceived quality; BL=Brand loyalty; BEX=Brand experience; BEQ= 
Brand equity. 
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Finally, this study builds on the body of existing knowledge to offer an additional investigation 
into the effect of brand experience on brand equity through the mediation of brand authenticity in 
a setting that has not yet been empirically investigated for new luxury fashion brands in Egypt.

6.3. Practical implications
This research offers beneficial implications for new luxury fashion markets in Egypt. First, our study 
revealed that sensory, affective, intellectual, and behavioral experiences positively influence brand 
authenticity. A brand is considered successful if it engages the mind and body, excites the senses, 
and makes the consumer feel good (Brakus et al., 2009). Therefore, marketing managers should 
consider how to attract customers’ five senses to increase perceived authenticity in their eyes by 
creating brands that keep their promises through continuity, originality, reliability, and naturalness. 
Thus, good multidimensional brand experiences aid managers in both retaining and attracting new 
customers (Safeer et al., 2021).

Second, our research found that an authentic brand positively influences the four dimensions of 
brand equity. Managers should design authentic brands to increase customer perceptions of brand 
equity for their offerings by focusing on four things: (1) Managers should develop new luxury 
fashion brand awareness using authenticity ambience as a guide for designing their advertising 
campaigns (Tran et al., 2021) by focusing on words that reflect authenticity characteristics, e.g., 
continuity, consistency, originality, reliability, credibility, trustfulness, naturalness, and genuine-
ness. Moreover, managers should develop marketing strategies to advertise the brand name to 
reflect the authenticity benefits. (2) New luxury brand managers should enhance brand associa-
tions by designing fashion brands that are linked in customers’ memories (Aaker, 1991). (3) 
Managers should improve customer perceptions of brand quality by offering excellent products 
that are unique and genuine. (4) Lastly, brand managers should encourage loyal customers by 
providing discounts and unique offers to encourage them to recommend their brands.

Third, our findings found that brand experience positively influences brand equity. Marketing 
managers can improve brand equity by offering their customers a memorable, pleasurable, and 
enjoyable experience as a means of appealing to customers and building brand equity. Finally, our 
results revealed that the relationship between brand experience and brand equity is mediated by 
brand authenticity. Managers can promote their brands using sensory and intellectual marketing 
tactics, using authentic brands to satisfy customers’ cognitive needs. Subsequently, managers can 
apply sensory and intellectual tactics on social media platforms to improve brand equity (Safeer 
et al., 2021). Additionally, managers should apply affective and behavioral experiences by offering 
customized and personalized service with unique, reliable, consistent, and continuous attributes. 
Consequently, these two types of experiences may strengthen brand authenticity, which in turn is 
linked to customers’ memories (Aaker, 1991), by designing brands with functional, experiential, 
and symbolic values that lead to enhanced brand equity.

6.4. Limitations and future studies
This research has constraints that could be investigated in future research. First, the research findings 
cannot be generalized beyond the Egyptian context because we collected data only from Egyptian 
customers. Future studies should be conducted in other countries. Second, this study only covered new 
luxury fashion brands. Future studies may encompass several product categories, such as comparing 
brand authenticity across industries. Furthermore, while the findings of this study cannot be extended 
beyond the consumer brand category, future research in developing countries may be conducted in 
other service sector types, such as hotels and restaurants. Third, for collecting data, this study relied on 
a convenience sample. Future studies should collect data on a larger scale. Fourth, the current study is 
a cross-sectional study; future research may conduct a longitudinal study. Fifth, brand authenticity 
was examined as a second-order factor. Future studies may examine it as a first-order factor, 
examining different determinants and outcomes of brand authenticity for new luxury fashion brands. 
Sixth, this study examined brand authenticity as a mediator. Future studies may incorporate the 
moderating role of brand familiarity, brand involvement, and demographics.
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Appendix 

List of new luxury brands for respondents:

Calvin Klein

Tommy Hilfiger

Michael Kors

Us polo

Coach

Dkny

Guess

Ralph lauren

Under Armour

Adidas

Nike
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