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ABSTRAK

Walaupun konsep penjenamaan dalaman semakin popular bagi menyelaraskan gelagat
jenama pekerja, tidak banyak yang diketahui bagaimana amalan penjenamaan
dalaman  memberi kesan kepada gelagat pekerja ke atas jenama organisasi.
Kekurangan kajian di dalam bidang ini juga telah menghadkan pemahaman ke atas
apakah gelagat pekerja yang bersesuaian yang boleh menyumbang kepada prestasi
jenama sesuatu organisasi. Oleh itu, kajian ini bertujuan untuk menghubungkan
perhubungan antara amalan penjenamaan dalaman (iaitu pengetahuan jenama,
pimpinan jenama dan ganjaran jenama) ke atas gelagat kewarganegaraan jenama
pekerja. Berpandukan Model Stimulus-Organisma-Tindakbalas kajian ini juga cuba
untuk menguji peranan pengantara komitmen jenama ke atas hubungan asal. 288
pekerja dari 12 hotel di utara Malaysia iaitu Perlis, Kedah dan Pulau Pinang
merangkumi penarafan tiga ke lima bintang telah melibatkan diri dalam kajian ini.
Dua bahagian analisa regresi telah dijalankan. Bahagian pertama berkaitan model
utama khusus bagi menjawab hipotesis utama manakala bahagian kedua dijalankan
khusus bagi menjawab sub-hipotesis bagi perhubungan antara dimensi bagi setiap
pembolehubah. Kajian ini mendedahkan bahawa pengetahuan jenama, pimpinan
jenama dan ganjaran jenama mempunyai perhubungan yang positif signifikan dengan
gelagat kewarganegaraan jenama dan juga komitmen jenama. Bagaimanapun,
komitmen jenama hanya menjadi pengantara separa terhadap perhubungan antara
pengetahuan jenama dan pimpinan jenama dan pengantara penuh bagi perhubungan
antara ganjaran jenama dan gelagat kewarganegaraan jenama. Ujian ke atas sub-
hipotesis mendedahkan bahawa maksud jenama, tanggungjawab menyampaikan janji
jenama, pimpinan jenama transformasi dan ganjaran jenama mempunyai perhubungan
yang positif signifikan dengan gelagat memberi pertolongan dan pembangunan-
jenama-kendiri. ‘Sportsmanship’ pula dipengaruhi oleh pimpinan jenama transaksi
dan transformasi dan juga ganjaran jenama manakala ‘brand endorsement’
dipengaruhi oleh pimpinan jenama transaksi dan ganjaran jenama. Pematuhan jenama
menjadi pengantara separa ke atas perhubungan antara ganjaran jenama dengan
‘sportsmanship’ manakala penglibatan jenama menjadi pengantara separa ke atas
perhubungan antara (1) pimpinan jenama transformasi ke atas gelagat memberi
pertolongan (2) maksud jenama dan pimpinan jemana transformasi ke atas
pembangunan-jenama-kendiri.

Katakunci: ~ Gelagat kewarganegaraan jenama, penjenamaan dalaman,
penjenamaan pekerja, komitmen jenama dan pemasaran dalaman.



ABSTRACT

Despite the growing popularity of the concept of internal branding in aligning
employees’ brand behavior, little is known on how internal branding practices affect
employees’ behavior toward the organization’s brand. The dearth of research in this
field also limits the understanding of what is the appropriate employees’ behavior that
could enhance their organization’s brand performance. Therefore, this study attempts
to link the relationship of internal brand practices (namely brand knowledge, brand
leadership and brand rewards) on employees’ brand citizenship behavior. Built based
on Stimulus-Organism-Response Model, this study also attempts to test the mediation
role of employees’ brand commitment on the initial relationship. 288 employees from
twelve hotels in northern region of Malaysia in Perlis, Kedah and Penang consisted of
three to five star rating participated in this study. Two parts of regression analyses
were conducted. The first part dealt with general model specifically to answer the
main hypotheses while the second part specifically conducted to answer sub-
hypotheses of relationship between dimensions of each variable. The findings
revealed that brand knowledge, brand leadership and brand rewards have a significant
positive relationship with brand citizenship behavior as well as brand commitment.
However, brand commitment only partially mediates the relationship between brand
knowledge and brand leadership on brand citizenship behavior and fully mediate the
relationship between brand rewards on brand citizenship behavior. The test of sub-
hypotheses revealed that brand meaning, responsibility to deliver brand promise,
transformational brand leadership and brand rewards have a significant positive
relationship with helping behavior and self-brand-development. Sportsmanship is
influenced by transactional and transformational brand leadership and brand rewards
while brand endorsement is influenced by transactional brand leadership and brand
rewards. Brand compliance partially mediates the relationship between brand rewards
on sportsmanship while brand engagement partially mediates the relationship of (1)
transformational brand leadership on helping behavior and (2) brand meaning and
transformational brand leadership on self-brand-development.

Keywords:  Brand citizenship behavior, internal branding, employee branding,
brand commitment and internal marketing.
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Table 4.17

The Mediation Effect of Brand Commitment on Brand Citizenship Behavior

Independent Dependent Variable:
Variables Brand Citizenship Behavior

Without Mediator With Mediator Result
Brand Knowledge 337** .208** Partially Mediate
Brand Leadership 367** 152** Partially Mediate
Brand Rewards .218** .066 Fully Mediate
R’ .600 737
Adj. R? 596 733
AR? .600 137
F value 140.966 196.357
Durbin-Watson 1.865 1.855

*p < .05, **p < .01

knowledge and brand leadership, and BCB. Brand commitment was found to fully
mediate the relationship between brand rewards and BCB. Based on these result,
hypothesis H8 and H9 are partially supported and H10 is supported (e.g. Ramalu, Che
Rose, Kumar, & Uli, 2010; Wheeler, Harris, & Harvey, 2010). Is sum, the interaction

between the main variables under study can be summarized schematically in Figure

4.1.
=.34%
Brand Knowledge 0 )
(B=21%*)
(B=.82%%), (B=.56*%)
A
Brand Leadership Brand Commitment Brand Citizenship
> > Behavior
A A
Brand Rewards (B=.07) B=37%%)
(B=22%%)

* p< 0.05, **p<0.01

Figure 4.1

Relationship between internal branding practices and brand commitment, and brand
citizenship behavior
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4.10 Regression Analysis of Sub-Hypotheses

In reference to factor analyses, two independent variables were found to be
multidimensional namely brand knowledge (brand meaning, brand information, and
brand delivery) and brand leadership (transactional and transformational brand
leadership). Brand commitment which is the mediating variable in this study was also
found to have two dimensions namely brand compliance and brand engagement. The
dependent variable namely BCB was found to have four dimensions namely helping
behavior, sportsmanship, self-brand-development, and brand endorsement. Therefore,
the second regression was conducted to test the relationship between each dimension
of the independent variables, the mediating variable, and the dependent variable.
Understanding the interaction between each dimension identified in this study might
be able to provide a better insight into what specific dimensions of brand knowledge
and brand leadership that are likely to influence specific dimensions of brand

commitment and BCB.

4.10.1 Relationship between Brand Meaning, Brand Information, Brand Delivery,
Transactional Brand Leadership, Transformational Brand Leadership and Brand
Rewards, and Dimensions of Brand Citizenship Behavior

410.1.1 Helping behavior

Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure no violation of the assumptions of
multiple regression assumptions. Linearity and homoscedasticity were checked via
residuals scatter plot while normality was assessed through histogram and normal
probability plot (P-P plot). No serious violation was present. The results were
presented in Appendix C3. Independence of error term was assessed through Durbin-
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Watson statistics. Durbin-Watson for helping behavior was 1.926 which is within the
permitted range. As such, no violation of independence of error term was identified.
Based on tolerance and VIF values, multicollinearity was also not a problem.

The result of hypothesized relationship is summarized as in Table 4.18. The
detailed analyses are presented in Appendix C3. Table 4.18 clearly shows that 51.8%
of the variance in helping behavior is explained by brand meaning ( = .159, p <.05),
brand delivery (B = .298, p < .01), transformational brand leadership (B = .358, p <
.01), and brand rewards (B = .151, p < .05). Among the independent variables,
transformational brand leadership was found to influence helping behavior the most.
Transactional brand leadership, however, was not significant. As a result, only

hypotheses H1lai, H1ci, H2bi and H3ai were supported.

Table 4.18

Relationship between Brand Meaning, Brand Information, Brand Delivery,
Transactional Brand Leadership, Transformational Brand Leadership and Brand
Rewards, and Helping Behavior

Dependent Variable
Helping Behavior

Independent Variables:
Brand knowledge

Brand meaning .159*

Brand information -.024

Brand delivery .298**
Brand Leadership

Transactional brand leadership -.073

Transformational brand leadership .358**
Brand rewards A151*
F Value 51.880
R? 527
Adjusted R? 517
Durbin-Watson 1.855

*p < .05, **p < .01
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4.10.1.2 Sportsmanship

Regression analysis to examine the relationship between the independent variables
and the dependent variable also followed the same procedures. For sportsmanship,
preliminary analysis was first conducted to assess to check for the multiple regression
assumptions. Based on the visual check on scatter plot, histogram and P-P Plot, all
patterns were acceptable. The Durbin Watson value was in the permitted range i.e.
1.914, thus no violation of multiple regression assumptions. Based on collinearity
statistics, there was no serious violation on multicollineraity (see Appendix C3).
Table 4.19 summarizes the result of regression analysis for sportsmanship. The

detailed result is shown in Appendix C3.

Table 4.19

Relationship between Brand Meaning, Brand Information, Brand Delivery,
Transactional Brand Leadership, Transformational Brand Leadership and Brand
Rewards, and Sportsmanship

Dependent Variable
Sportsmanship

Independent Variables:
Brand Knowledge

Brand meaning -.013

Brand information -.038

Brand delivery .105
Brand Leadership

Transactional brand leadership 311**

Transformational brand leadership -.226*
Brand rewards 247**
F Value 8.804
R 159
Adjusted R? 141
Durbin-Watson 1.914

*p < .05, **p < .01

Based on Table 4.19, all brand knowledge dimensions were found to have no

significant relationships to sportsmanship. Brand leadership namely transactional and
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transformational brand leadership were revealed to significantly influence
sportsmanship (B = .311, p <.01; B = -.226, p< .05, respectively). However,
transformational showed an inverse relationship to sportsmanship. Brand rewards
also significantly influenced sportsmanship (B = .247, p < .01). Overall, the variance
explained in sportsmanship by the set of predictors was relatively small of only

15.9%. As such, only hypotheses H2aii, H2bii, and H3aii were supported.

4.10.1.3 Self-brand-development

For self-brand-development, preliminary analysis confirmed that no serious violation
on all multiple regression assumptions and multicollinearity was found (see Appendix
C3). The regression result is shown in Table 4.20. The table shows that brand
meaning (B = .262, p <.01), brand delivery (B =.169, p < .05), transformational brand
leadership (B = .312, p < .01), and brand rewards (f = .172, p < .01) were found to
have significant, positive relationships to self-brand-development. Transactional
brand leadership however was found insignificant. Overall, 53% of the variance in
self-brand-development was explained by the set of predictors where transformational
brand leadership was shown to have the strongest influence. In short, for self-brand-

development, only hypotheses H1aiii, H1ciii, H2bii, and H3aiii were supported.
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Table 4.20

Relationship between Brand Meaning, Brand Information, Brand Delivery,
Transactional Brand Leadership, Transformational Brand Leadership and Brand
Rewards, and Self-Brand-Development

Dependent Variable
Self-Brand Development

Independent Variables:
Brand Knowledge

Brand meaning .262**

Brand information -.040

Brand delivery .169*
Brand Leadership

Transactional brand leadership .013

Transformational brand leadership 312**
Brand rewards 172%*
F Value 51.695
R? 526
Adjusted R? 516
Durbin-Watson 1.975

*p < .05, **p < .01

4.10.1.4 Brand endorsement
To test the hypotheses on brand endorsement, multiple regressions analysis was
performed. Before that, preliminary analysis to check for the assumptions of multiple
regressions was conducted. No obvious trend was recognized from its major
diagrams (namely, scatter plot, histogram, and P-P Plot) and the Durbin-Watson value
was 1.998 and collinearity statistics values (tolerance and VIF) were also acceptable.
As such, no violation of multiple regression assumptions and multicollinearity was
found. Hence, the test proceeded to examine the influence of the independent
variables on brand endorsement. Table 4.21 summarizes the result of multiple
regressions analysis for brand endorsement and the details are attached in the
Appendix C3.

Table 4.21 shows that only transactional brand leadership (B = .267, p < .01)

and brand rewards (B = .210, p < .01) were found to show significant, positive
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relationships to brand endorsement. Brand knowledge dimensions and
transformational brand leadership were not significant. Overall, 31.9% variance of
brand endorsement was explained by the set of predictors. As a result, only

hypotheses H2biv and H3aiv were supported.

Table 4.21

Relationship between Brand Meaning, Brand Information, Brand Delivery,
Transactional Brand Leadership, Transformational Brand Leadership and Brand
Rewards, and Brand Endorsement

Dependent Variable
Brand Endorsement

Independent Variables:
Brand Knowledge

Brand meaning 152

Brand information -.055

Brand delivery -.065
Brand Leadership

Transactional brand leadership 267**

Transformational brand leadership 115
Brand rewards 210*%*
F Value 21.800
R? 319
Adjusted R? .305
Durbin-Watson 1.998

*p < .05, **p < .01

4.10.2 Relationship between Brand Meaning, Brand Information, Brand Delivery,
Transactional Brand Leadership, Transformational Brand Leadership and Brand
Rewards, and Dimensions of Brand Commitment

4.10.2.1 Brand compliance

Preliminary analysis was run to address the multiple regression assumptions. The
detail is shown in the Appendices C4. Based on the visual check of the pattern, no
serious violation of the trend was detected. In addition, the Durbin-Watson values

were also within the range with the value of 2.023 and no multicollinearity was
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present based on the collinearity statistics. Table 4.22 summarizes the regression
analysis of brand compliance and the detailed result is presented in Appendix C4.
Table 4.22 reveals that only one variable was significant in explaining brand
compliance namely brand rewards (B = .337, p < .01). Other dimensions of the
independent variables namely brand knowledge and brand leadership were
insignificant. Overall, the variance explained by brand rewards on brand compliance

was 19.1%. Thus, only hypothesis H6ai was supported.

Table 4.22

Relationship between Brand Meaning, Brand Information, Brand Delivery,
Transactional Brand Leadership, Transformational Brand Leadership and Brand
Rewards, and Brand Compliance

Dependent Variable
Brand Compliance

Independent Variable:
Brand Knowledge

Brand meaning -.053

Brand information -.013

Brand delivery 129
Brand Leadership

Transactional brand leadership 115

Transformational brand leadership -.024
Brand rewards 337**
F Value 10.968
R? 191
Adjusted R? 173
Durbin-Watson 2.023

*p < .05, **p < .01

4.10.2.2 Brand engagement

Assumptions of multiple regressions were addressed before proceeding with testing
the influence of the independent variables on the mediating variable (brand
engagement). Based on the scatter plot, histogram and P-P Plot, and Durbin-Watson

value, none of the multiple regression assumptions were found to be violated.
179



Tolerance and VIF values were also acceptable and indicated that no serious
multicollinearity was present. The summary of the regression analysis for brand
engagement is shown in Table 4.23. The detailed results are in Appendix C4.

Based on Table 4.23, only three independent variables namely (1) brand
meaning (B = .158, p < .01), transformational brand leadership (p =.284, p <.01), and
brand rewards (p = .202, p<.01) were found to have a positive, significant relationship
to brand engagement. Brand information, brand delivery, and transactional brand
leadership were found not significant. Overall, 53% of variance in brand engagement
was explained by the set of predictors. The variance is higher than that of brand

compliance. In short, only hypotheses H4aii, H5bii, and H6aii were supported.

Table 4.23

Relationship between Brand Meaning, Brand Information, Brand Delivery,
Transactional Brand Leadership, Transformational Brand Leadership and Brand
Rewards, and Brand Engagement

Dependent Variable
Brand Engagement

Independent Variables:
Brand Knowledge

Brand meaning .158*

Brand information .031

Brand delivery .079
Brand Leadership

Transactional brand leadership 144

Transformational brand leadership .284**
Brand rewards .202*%*
F Value 52.336
R? 530
Adjusted R? 519
Durbin-Watson 1.903

*p < .05, **p < .01
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4.10.3 Relationship between Brand Compliance and Brand Engagement, and
Dimensions of Brand Citizenship Behavior

Preliminary tests to assess the multiple regressions assumptions were conducted
before testing each hypothesis. In general, no serious violations of the multiple

regression assumptions were identified.

4.10.3.1 Helping behavior

Table 4.24 summarizes the result of regression between brand compliance and helping
behavior. The table indicates that brand compliance was found to significantly
influence helping behavior (B =.273, p <.01). The variance explained was only 7.5%.

Based on the findings, therefore, hypothesis H7ai was supported.

Table 4.24

Relationship between Brand Compliance and Helping Behavior

Dependent Variable
Helping Behavior

Independent Variable:

Brand compliance 273**
F Value 22.951
R? 075
Adjusted R? 072
Durbin-Watson 1.707

*p < .05, **p < .01

Table 4.25 summarizes the finding of regression analysis of brand engagement
on helping behavior. The finding shows that brand engagement was found to
significantly influence helping behavior (f = .697, p < .01). The variance explained
was relatively high compared to that on the effect of brand compliance on helping

behavior, which is 48.5%. Hence, hypothesis H7bi was supported. The detailed
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regression results of brand compliance and brand engagement on helping behavior are

shown in Appendix C5.

Table 4.25

Relationship between Brand Engagement and Helping Behavior

Dependent Variable
Helping Behavior

Independent Variable:

Brand Engagement .697**
F Value 267.630
R2 485
Adjusted R? 483
Durbin-Watson 1.766

*p < .05, **p < 01

4.10.3.2 Sportsmanship

Tables 4.26 and 4.27 summarize the finding of regression analysis of brand
compliance and brand engagement on sportsmanship. Both brand compliance and
brand engagement were found to significantly influence sportsmanship ( = .481, p <
.01; B =.258, p < .01, respectively). Brand compliance explained 23.1% variance in
sportsmanship, while brand engagement explained only 6.7% variance. As such,
hypothesis H7aii and H7bii were supported. The detailed result is presented in

Appendix C5.
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Table 4.26

Relationship between Brand Compliance and Sportsmanship

Dependent Variable
Sportsmanship

Independent Variable:

Brand compliance 481 **
F Value 85.396
R? 231
Adjusted R? 228
Durbin-Watson 1.893

*p < .05, **p < 01

Table 4.27

Relationship of Brand Engagement on Sportsmanship

Dependent Variable
Sportsmanship

Independent Variable:

Brand engagement .258 **
F Value 20.241
R? .067
Adjusted R? .063
Durbin-Watson 1.884

*p < .05, **p < 01

4.10.3.3 Self-brand-development

Tables 4.28 and 4.29 show that brand compliance and brand engagement significantly
influence self-brand-development.  However, brand engagement was found to
influence more (B = .661, p < .01) than brand compliance (B = .286, p < .01). In
addition, the variance explained by brand engagement was relatively large i.e. 43.7%
while brand compliance explained only 8.2%. In short, both hypotheses H7aiii and

H7biii were supported. The detailed result is presented in Appendix C5.
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Table 4.28

Relationship between Brand Compliance and Self-Brand-Development

Dependent Variable
Self-Brand-Development

Independent Variable:

Brand compliance .286 **
F Value 25.271
R? .082
Adjusted R? 078
Durbin-Watson 1.663

*p < .05, **p < 01

Table 4.29

Relationship between Brand Engagement and Self-Brand-Development

Dependent Variable
Self-brand-development

Independent Variable:

Brand engagement 661 **
F Value 220.868
R? 437
Adjusted R? 435
Durbin-Watson 1.741

*p < .05, **p < .01

4.10.3.4 Brand Endorsement

Tables 4.30 and 4.31 summarize the result of regression analysis of brand compliance
and brand engagement on brand endorsement. The result indicates that brand
compliance significantly influence brand endorsement (B = .205, p < .01) with
variance explained of 4.2%. Meanwhile, brand engagement was found to
significantly influence brand endorsement with a larger effect than brand compliance
(B =.706, p <.01) and variance explained was 49.8%. Hence, hypotheses H7aiv and

H7biv were supported. The detailed result is shown in Appendix C5.
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Table 4.30

Relationship between Brand Compliance and Brand Endorsement

Dependent Variable
Brand Endorsement

Independent Variable:

Brand compliance .205 **
F Value 12.445
R? 042
Adjusted R? .039
Durbin-Watson 1.743

*p < .05, **p < 01

Table 4.31

Relationship between Brand Engagement and Brand Endorsement

Dependent Variable
Brand Endorsement

Independent Variable:

Brand Engagement 706 **
F Value 281.712
R? 498
Adjusted R? 496
Durbin-Watson 2.004

*p < .05, **p < .01

4.10.4 The Mediating Role of Brand Compliance and Brand Engagement on the
Relationship between Brand Meaning, Brand Information, Brand Delivery,
Transactional Brand Leadership, Transformational Brand Leadership and Brand
Rewards, and Dimensions of Brand Citizenship Behavior

To examine the mediation effect, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) recommendations were
again followed. Based on factor analysis, brand commitment consists of brand
compliance and brand engagement. In this study, brand commitment was proposed to
mediate the relationship between the independent variables (namely brand knowledge,

brand leadership, and brand rewards) and the dependent variables (namely BCB,
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which consists of four main dimensions). To assess the mediation effect of each
dimension on brand commitment, the following discussion will be made by the
dimension. The next discussion will focus on brand compliance as the mediator and

the following discussion will discuss brand engagement as the mediator.

4.10.4.1 The Mediation Effect of Brand Compliance

To examine the mediation effect of brand compliance of the initial variables on
helping behavior, sportsmanship, self-brand-development, and brand endorsement,
Baron and Kenny’s (1986) recommendations were followed. Table 4.32a summarizes
the results of helping behavior. In the first step, only four independent variables
(namely brand meaning, brand delivery, transformational leadership, and brand
rewards) were found to have significant relationships to helping behavior. These
variables continued to the second step. In step 2, only brand rewards (f = .387, p <
.01) was significant. Next, the third step was taken. Brand knowledge and
transformational brand leadership were dropped in step 3 as they did not satisfy the
requirement. In step 3, brand compliance and brand rewards were regressed together
against helping behavior. Brand rewards was found significant ( = .390, p < .01) but
brand compliance was not. Even though brand rewards were indirectly significant,
the beta coefficient value was found to increase. As such, Baron and Kenny’s (1986)
recommendations were not met and as a result no further test of mediation was
conducted. Thus, H8iai, H8ibi, H8ici, H9iai, H9ibi, H10iai were not supported. The

detailed result is available in Appendix C6.
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Table 4.32a

Mediating Effect of Brand Compliance on Helping Behavior

Variables/ Criterion Std Beta Std Beta  Std Beta Std Beta Result:
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3i Step 3ii Partial/Full/
Y= Helping Behavior No
X-Y X-M X,M-Y M-Y mediation
Predictors:
Brand Knowledge
Brand meaning .159* - -
Brand delivery .298** - -
Brand Leadership
Transformational brand .358** - -
leadership
Brand Rewards A51* .387** .390** No
Mediation
Mediator
M= Brand Compliance 110 273%*
R? 527 187 200 075
Adj. R? 517 175 195 072
F value 51.880 16.141 35.449 22.951
Durbin-Watson 1.855 2.019 1.813 1.707

*p<.05 *p<.01

Table 4.32b summarizes the result of test of mediation of sportsmanship based
on Baron and Kenny’s (1986) steps. In step one, only three independent variables
namely transactional brand leadership (B = .311, p < .01), transformational brand
leadership (B = -.226, p < .05), and brand rewards (B = .247, p < .01) were found to
have significant relationships to sportsmanship. These three variables proceeded to
step 2. Unfortunately, in step 2, only brand rewards (f = .325, p < .01) was found to
significantly influence brand compliance. Both dimensions of brand leadership were
not significant. In step 3, brand rewards and brand compliance were regressed against
sportsmanship. Brand rewards were still significant (f = .186, p < .01) with reduced
beta coefficient value as compared to that in the direct relationship. According to

Baron and Kenny (1986), when the coefficient value is statistically significant and
187



reduced, then the variable is said to partially mediate the relationship. As such, the
result revealed that brand compliance partially mediates the relationship between
brand rewards and sportsmanship. Thus, H8iaii, H8ibii, H8icii, H9iaii, and H9ibii
were not supported while H10iaii partially supported. The detailed result is shown in

Appendix C6.

Table 4.32b

Mediating Effect of Brand Compliance on Sportsmanship

Variables/Criterion Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Result:
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3i Step 3ii Partial/Full/
Y= Sportsmanship No
X-Y X-M X,M-Y M-Y mediation
Predictors
Brand Leadership
Transactional brand 311** - -
leadership
Transformational brand -.226* - -
leadership
Brand Rewards 247> .325** .186** Partial
Mediation
Mediator
M= Brand Compliance 403** 481 **
R® 159 .184 .260 231
Adj. R? 141 75 .255 .228
F value 8.804 21.158 49.675 85.396
Durbin-Watson 1.914 2.018 1.893 1.893

*p < .05, **p < .01

In self-brand-development analysis, three independent variables namely brand
meaning (B = .262, p <.01), brand delivery (B =.169, p <.05), transformational brand
leadership (B = .312, p<.01) and brand rewards (p = .172, p < .01) were significant.
These variables then proceeded to step two. In step two, only brand rewards (p =
.387, p < .01) were found to have a significant relationship to brand compliance.

Other variables were dropped in step 3 and only brand rewards remained. In step 3,
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brand rewards and brand compliance were regressed against self-brand-development.
Brand compliance was found not significant while brand rewards was significant (p =
448, p < .01). However, the beta coefficient increased from that in the direct
relationship, and this did not fulfill Baron and Kenny’s (1986) requirement for test of
mediation. Hence, H8iaiii, H8ibiii, H8iciii, H9iaiii, H9ibiii, H10iaiii were not
supported. The result is summarized in Table 4.32c and the details are presented in

Appendix C6.

Table 4.32¢

Mediating Effect of Brand Compliance on Self-Brand-Development

Variables/Criterion Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Result:
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3i Step 3ii Partial/Full/

Y=Self-Brand- No
Development X-Y X-M X,M-Y M-Y mediation
Predictors
Brand Knowledge

Brand meaning 262%* - -

Brand delivery .169* - -
Brand Leadership

Transformational brand 312** - -

leadership
Brand Rewards 172%* .387** A448** No mediation
Mediator
M= Brand Compliance .098 .286 **
R? 526 187 247 .082
Adj. R? 516 175 242 .078
F value 51.695 16.141 46.418 25.271
Durbin-Watson 1.975 2.019 1.827 1.663

*p < .05, **p< 01

Table 4.32d summarizes the findings of the mediation effect on brand
endorsement and detailed results are available in Appendix C6. In step one, only

transactional brand leadership (B = .267, p < .01) and brand rewards (B = .210, p <
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.01) were found to have significant relationships to brand endorsement. Others were
statistically not significant. As such, only transactional brand leadership and brand
rewards proceeded to stage 2 i.e. However, only brand rewards (p = .327, p < .01)
were found to have a significant relationship to brand compliance. In stage 3, brand
rewards and brand compliance were regressed against brand endorsement and only
brand rewards (B = .492, p < .01) were revealed to have a significant relationship to
brand endorsement. However, the values of beta coefficient of brand rewards
increased from .209 (p < .01) to .492 (p < .01), thus not meeting Baron and Kenny’s
(1986) requirement. Hence, H8iaiv, H8ibiv, H8iciv, H9iaiv, H9ibiv and H1Oiaiv

were not supported.

Table 4.32d

Mediating Effect of Brand Compliance on Brand Endorsement

Variables/Criterion Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Result:
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3i Step 3ii Partial/Full/No
Y=Brand Endorsement mediation
X-Y X-M X,M-Y M-Y
Predictors
Brand Leadership
Transactional brand .267** - -
leadership
Brand rewards .210** 327%* A92** No mediation
Mediator
M= Brand Compliance -.001 .205 **
R’ 319 .183 242 .042
Adj. R? .305 178 .236 .039
F value 21.800 31.790 45.091 12.445
Durbin-Watson 1.998 2.021 1.898 1.743

* p<0.05, **p<0.01
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4.10.4.2 The Mediation Effect of Brand Engagement

To examine the mediation effect of brand engagement on BCB (namely; helping
behavior, sportsmanship, self-brand-development, brand endorsement), the same
procedures as suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986) were followed.

For helping behavior, only brand meaning, brand delivery, transformational
brand leadership, and brand rewards were found to have significant relationships to
helping behavior. These variables proceeded to step 2. In step 2, brand meaning ( =
169, p < .01), transformational brand leadership (B = .362, p < .01), and brand
rewards (B = .265, p < .01) were found to have significant relationships to brand
engagement. Therefore, these variables proceeded to stage 3 together. Three
variables namely brand meaning (p = .210, p <.01), transformational brand leadership
(B = .253, p < .01), and brand engagement (B = .427, p < .01) were found to be
statistically significant. However, only the beta coefficient value of transformational
brand leadership was reduced in step 3 while brand meaning did not fulfill the
requirement for test of mediation as suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986). This
means that brand engagement was found to mediate the relationship between
transformational brand leadership and helping behavior. Hence, H8iiai, H8iibi,
H8iici, HIiiai, H10iiai were not supported, while H9iibi was partially supported. The
summary of these findings are shown in Table 4.33a and the details are shown in

Appendix C7.
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Table 4.33a

Mediating Effect of Brand Engagement on Helping Behavior

Variables/Criterion Std Beta  Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Result:
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3i Step 3ii Partial/Full/
Y= Helping Behavior No
X-Y X-M X,M-Y M-Y mediation
Predictors
Brand Knowledge
Brand meaning .159* .169** .210%* No Mediation
Brand delivery .298** - -
Brand Leadership
Transformational brand .358** .361** .253** Partial
leadership Mediation
Brand Rewards 151* .265** -
Mediator
M= Brand Engagement A27** 697**
R? 527 523 575 485
Adj. R? 517 516 568 483
F value 51.880 77.037 94.862 267.630
Durbin-Watson 1.885 1.885 1.775 1.766

*p<.05 *p<.01

Table 4.33b summarizes the test of mediation effect of brand engagement on
sportsmanship and the details are shown in Appendix C7. Table 4.33b shows that
only three variables namely transactional brand leadership, transformational brand
leadership, and brand rewards were significant in step one. Based on Baron and
Kenny’s (1986) rules, only these three variables then proceeded to stage 2. In step 2,
transformational brand leadership (B = .456, p < .01) and brand rewards (B = .208, p <
.01) were found to have significant relationships to brand engagement. These two
variables and brand engagement then proceeded to the regression in step 3. In step 3,
only brand rewards (B = .337, p < .01) was significant but the beta coefficient was

higher than that in the direct relationship, thus did not meet the test of mediation
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requirement. Hence, H8iiaii, H8iibii, H8iicii, H9iiaii, H9iibii and H10iiaii were not

supported.

Table 4.33b

Mediating Effect of Brand Engagement on Sportsmanship

Variables/Criterion Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Result:
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3i Step 3ii Partial/Full
Y= Sportsmanship /No
X-Y X-M X,M-Y M-Y mediation
Predictors
Brand Leadership
Transactional brand 311** - -
leadership
Transformational brand -.226* A56** 337** No
leadership mediation
Brand Rewards 247 * .208**
Mediator
M= Brand Engagement .138 .258 **
R® .159 494 137 .067
Adj. R? 141 .489 127 .063
F value 8.804 91.867 14.861 20.241
Durbin-Watson 1.914 2.009 1.913 1.884

*p < .05, **p < .01

Table 4.33c highlights the findings of the test of mediation of brand
engagement on self-brand-development and the details are shown in Appendix C7. In
step one (i.e. direct relationship), four independent variables were found to have
significant relationships to self-brand-development. These independent variables
namely brand meaning, brand delivery, transformational brand leadership, and brand
rewards then proceeded to step 2. In step 2, brand meaning (B = .169, p < .01),
transformational brand leadership (f = .362, p < .01), and brand rewards (B = .265, p
< .01) were found to have significant relationships to brand engagement. These

variables then proceeded to stage 3 together with brand engagement to examine their
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effect on self-brand-development. In stage 3, only brand meaning (p = .255, p < .01)
and transformational brand leadership (p = .248, p < .01), and brand engagement (§ =
314, p < .01) were demonstrated to have significant relationships to self-brand-
development. As shown in Table 4.33c, the value coefficients of brand meaning and
transformational brand leadership in the direct relationships were reduced in the
indirect relationship. As such, it is concluded that brand engagement partially
mediate the relationship between (1) brand meaning on self-brand development, and
(2) transformational brand leadership, and self-brand-development. Hence,

were partially supported.

Table 4.33¢c

Mediating Effect of Brand Engagement to Self-Brand-Development

Variables/Criterion Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Result:
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3i Step 3ii Partial/Full
Y= Self-Brand-Development /No
X-Y X-M X,M-Y M-Y mediation
Predictors
Brand Knowledge
Brand meaning 262** .169** .255** Partial
Brand delivery .169* - - mediation
Brand Leadership
Transformational brand 312** .362** 248** Partial
leadership mediation
Brand Rewards 172 .265** -
Mediator
M= Brand Engagement .314** .661 **
R? .526 523 563 437
Adj. R? 516 516 556 435
F value 51.695 77.037 90.346 220.868
Durbin-Watson 1.975 1.885 1.916 1.741

*p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 4.33d shows the result of the test of mediation of brand endorsement

and the details are shown in Appendix C7. Based on Baron and Kenny’s (1986)

recommendation, only two variables namely transactional brand leadership and brand

rewards were found to have significant relationships to brand endorsement. These

two variables then proceeded to stage 2 to examine their effect on brand engagement.

Both variables were significant in step 2 with beta coefficients of = .448 (p < .01)

and p =.232 (p < .01), respectively. These variables then were tested together with

brand engagement against brand endorsement in step 3. Only brand engagement (f =

598, p <.01) was found to be significant and none of the independent variables were

significant. Hence, the test of mediation could not proceed because it did not fulfill

the test of mediation requirements.

H9iiaiv, HIiibiv and H10iiaiv were not supported.

Table 4.33d

Mediating Effect of Brand Engagement on Brand Endorsement

Hence, hypotheses H8iiaiv, H8iibiv, H8iiciv,

Variables/Criterion Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Std Beta Result:
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3i Step 3ii Partial/Full/
Y= Brand Endorsement No
X-Y X-M X,M-Y M-Y mediation
Predictors
Brand Leadership
Transactional brand .262** A48** -
leadership
Brand Rewards .220** .232** -
Mediator
M= Brand Engagement .598** 706 **
R? 310 405 515 .498
Adj. R? .305 401 510 496
F value 31.589 96.466 99.986 281.712
Durbin-Watson 1.998 1.939 2.046 2.004

*p < .05, **p < .01
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Conclusion

Based on the above results obtained from the analyses of multiple regressions and test

of mediation of all initial variables and the outcome variable, Table 4.34 summarizes

the findings of the hypotheses testing. In conclusion, only some of the hypotheses

were supported, some were partially supported, and the others did not receive

empirical support.

Table 4.34

Summary of Hypotheses and Results

No. Hypotheses statement* Results
Objectives 1:
1. To examine the influence of (1) brand knowledge (2)

brand leadership, and (3) brand rewards on brand
citizenship behavior.

H1 Brand knowledge has a significant relationship to Supported
brand citizenship behavior.

H1lai Brand meaning has a significant relationship to helping  Supported
behavior.

H1bi Brand information has a significant relationship to Not supported
helping behavior.

H1ci Brand delivery has a significant relationship to helping  Supported
behavior.

H1laii Brand meaning has a significant relationship to Not supported
sportsmanship.

H1bii Brand information has a significant relationship to Not supported
sportsmanship.

Hlcii Brand delivery has a significant relationship to Not supported
sportsmanship.

H1aiii Brand meaning has a significant relationship to self- Supported
brand-development.

H1biii Brand information has a significant relationship to self-  Not supported
brand-development.

Hlciii Brand delivery has a significant relationship to self- Supported
brand-development.

Hlaiv Brand meaning has a significant relationship to brand Not supported
endorsement.

H1biv Brand information has a significant relationship to Not supported
brand endorsement.

Hiciv Brand delivery has a significant relationship to brand Not supported

endorsement.
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H2

H2ai

H2bi

H2aii

H2bii

H2aiii

H2biii

H2aiv

H2biv

H3

H3ai

H3aii

H3aiii

H3aiv

H4

H4ai

H4bi

H4ci

H4aii

H4bii

H4cii

HS

Brand leadership has a significant relationship to
brand citizenship behavior.

Transactional brand leadership has a significant
relationship to helping behavior.

Transformational brand leadership has a significant
relationship to helping behavior.

Transactional brand leadership has a significant
relationship to sportsmanship.

Transformational brand leadership has a significant
relationship to sportsmanship.

Transactional brand leadership has a significant
relationship to self-brand-development.
Transformational brand leadership has a significant
relationship to self-brand development.

Transactional brand leadership has a significant
relationship to brand endorsement.
Transformational brand leadership has a significant
relationship to brand endorsement.

Brand rewards has a significant relationship to
brand citizenship behavior.

Brand rewards have a significant relationship to
helping behavior.

Brand rewards have a significant relationship to
sportsmanship.

Brand rewards have a significant relationship to self-
brand development.

Brand rewards have a significant relationship to brand
endorsement.

Obijective 2:
To examine the influence of (1) brand knowledge, (2)
brand leadership, and (3) brand reward on brand
commitment.

Brand knowledge has a significant relationship to
brand commitment.

Brand meaning has a significant relationship to brand
compliance.

Brand information has a significant relationship to
brand compliance.

Brand delivery has a significant relationship to brand
compliance.

Brand meaning has a significant relationship to brand
engagement.

Brand information has a significant relationship to
brand engagement.

Brand delivery has a significant relationship to brand
engagement.

Brand leadership has a significant relationship to

Supported
Not supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Not supported

Supported

Supported

Not supported

Supported
Supported
Supported
Supported

Supported

Supported

Not supported
Not supported

Not supported

Supported
Not supported

Not supported

Supported
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Hb5ai

H5bi

Hb5aii

H5bii

H6

H6ai

He6aii

H7

H7ai

H7aii

H7aiii

H7aiv

H7bi

H7bii

H7biii

H7biv

H8

brand commitment.

Transactional brand leadership has a significant
relationship to brand compliance.

Transformational brand leadership has a significant
relationship to brand compliance.

Transactional brand leadership has a significant
relationship to brand engagement.
Transformational brand leadership has a significant
relationship to brand engagement.

Brand rewards has a significant relationship to
brand commitment

Brand rewards have a significant relationship to brand
compliance.

Brand rewards have a significant relationship to brand
engagement.

Obijective 3:

To determine the relationship between employees’

brand commitment and brand citizenship behavior.

Brand commitment has a significant relationship to
brand citizenship behavior.

Brand compliance has a significant relationship to
helping behavior.

Brand compliance has a significant relationship to
sportsmanship.

Brand compliance has a significant relationship to self-
brand development.

Brand compliance has a significant relationship to
brand endorsement.

Brand engagement has a significant relationship to
helping behavior.

Brand engagement has a significant relationship to
sportsmanship.

Brand engagement has a significant relationship to
self-brand-development.

Brand engagement has a significant relationship to
brand endorsement.

Obijective 4:

To investigate the mediating role of brand commitment
on the relationship between (1) brand knowledge, (2)
brand leadership, and (3) brand rewards and brand
citizenship behavior.

Brand commitment (namely brand compliance and
brand engagement) mediate the relationship
between brand knowledge (namely brand meaning,
brand information and brand delivery) and brand
citizenship behavior (namely; helping behavior,

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported
Supported
Supported

Supported

Supported
Supported
Supported

Supported

Partially supported
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H8iai

HB8ibi

H8ici

HBiaii

H8ibii

Haicii

HBiaiii

HB8ibiii

Haiciii

H8iaiv

H8ibiv

H8iciv

Haiiai

Haiibi

H8iici

Haiiaii

HBiibii

Haiicii

H8iiaiv

HB8iibiv

H8iiciv

sportsmanship, self-brand-development and brand
endorsement)

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand meaning and helping behavior.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand information and helping behavior.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand delivery and helping behavior.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand meaning and sportsmanship.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand information, and sportsmanship.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand delivery and sportsmanship.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand meaning and self-brand development.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand information and self-brand development.
Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand delivery and self-brand development.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand meaning and brand endorsement.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand information and brand endorsement.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand delivery and brand endorsement.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand meaning and helping behavior.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand information and helping behavior.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand delivery and helping behavior.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand meaning and sportsmanship.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand information and sportsmanship.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand delivery and sportsmanship.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand meaning and self-brand development.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand information and self-brand development.
Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand delivery and self-brand development.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand meaning and brand endorsement.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand information and brand endorsement.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand delivery and brand endorsement.

Not supported
Not supported

Not supported

Not supported
Not supported

Not supported

Not supported
Not supported

Not supported

Not supported
Not supported

Not supported

Not supported
Not supported

Not supported

Not supported
Not supported

Not supported

Partially supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported
Not supported

Not supported

199



H9

H9iai

H9ibi

H9iaii

H9ibii

H9iaiii

H9ibiii

H9iaiv

H9ibiv

H9iiai

H9iibi

HOiiaii

H9iibii

HO9iibiii

H9iiaiv

H9iibiv

H10

Brand commitment (namely brand compliance and
brand engagement) mediate the relationship
between brand leadership (namely transactional
brand leadership and transformational brand
leadership) and brand citizenship behavior
(namely; helping behavior, sportsmanship, self-
brand-development and brand endorsement)

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
transactional brand leadership and helping behavior.
Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
transformational brand leadership and helping
behavior.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
transactional brand leadership and sportsmanship.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
transformational brand leadership and sportsmanship.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
transactional brand leadership and self-brand
development.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
transformational brand leadership and self-brand
development.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
transactional brand leadership and brand endorsement.
Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
transformational brand leadership and brand
endorsement.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
transactional brand leadership and helping behavior.
Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
transformational brand leadership and helping
behavior.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
transactional brand leadership and sportsmanship.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
transformational brand leadership and sportsmanship.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
transactional brand leadership and self-brand
development.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
transformational brand leadership and self-brand
development.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
transactional brand leadership and brand endorsement.
Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
transformational brand leadership and brand
endorsement.

Brand commitment (namely brand compliance and
brand engagement) mediate the relationship
between brand rewards and brand citizenship

Partially supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Partially supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Partially supported

Not supported

Not supported

Partially supported




H10iai

H10iaii

H10iaiii

H10iavi

H10iiai

H10iiaii

H10iiaiv

behavior (namely; helping behavior,
sportsmanship, self-brand-development and brand
endorsement)

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand rewards and helping behavior.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand rewards and sportsmanship.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand rewards and self-brand development.

Brand compliance mediates the relationship between
brand rewards and brand endorsement.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand rewards and helping behavior.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand rewards and sportsmanship.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand rewards and self-brand development.

Brand engagement mediates the relationship between
brand rewards and brand endorsement.

Not supported

Partially supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

* Note: Restatement of hypotheses after reconsidering the factor analysis result
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

5.0 Introduction

This final chapter starts with the overview of the general findings. Discussion on the
major findings in relation to previous findings is also offered. This chapter also
elaborated on the implications and contribution of the study (theoretical and

practical), limitations, and future research directions.

5.1 Recapitulation of the Major Findings
The findings were divided into two parts. The first part answered the main
hypotheses and the second part the sub-hypotheses by considering the result of the
factor analyses performed earlier. For main hypotheses, all the hypothesized
relationships were found to be significant. Brand knowledge, brand leadership, and
brand rewards were found to have significant relationships to brand commitment and
BCB. Brand commitment was also revealed to significantly influence BCB. Tests of
mediation following Baron and Kenny’s (1986) recommendation were also
performed. The results revealed that brand commitment partially mediates the
relationship between brand knowledge and brand leadership, and BCB. But brand
commitment was found to fully mediate the relationship between brand rewards and
BCB.

The second part of the multiple regression analyses were run to assess the

specific factors that purported to contribute to specific dimensions of BCB. Firstly, it
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was found that the dimensions of helping behavior were demonstrated to be
influenced by brand delivery, transformational brand leadership, and brand rewards.
But brand leadership (transactional and transformational brand leadership) and brand
rewards were the only significant factors to influence sportsmanship. On the other
hand, brand meaning, brand delivery, transformational brand leadership and brand
rewards were significant in influencing self-brand-development. Transactional brand
leadership and brand rewards were found to significantly affect brand endorsement.
Secondly, only brand rewards were found significant in influencing brand
compliance, whereas brand meaning, transformational brand leadership and brand
rewards were found significant to affect brand engagement. Thirdly, it is revealed
that all the hypothesized relationships between dimensions of brand commitment and
BCB were significant. Finally, brand compliance partially mediates the relationship
between brand rewards and sportsmanship. On the other hand, brand engagement
partially mediates the relationship between transformational brand leadership and
helping behavior and, lastly, brand engagement partially mediates the (1) relationship
between transformational brand leadership and self-brand-development, and (2) the

relationship between brand meaning and self-brand-development.

5.2  Discussions of Findings

The discussions of the findings are presented based on the research objectives, and
subsequently the main and sub-hypotheses. Hence, this section starts with the
discussion on the relationship between internal branding practices (namely brand
knowledge, brand leadership, and brand rewards) and BCB, followed by the

discussion on the relationship between internal branding practices and brand
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commitment, the effect of brand commitment on BCB, and lastly the mediating effect

of brand commitment.

5.2.1 Internal Branding Practices and Brand Citizenship Behavior

The current study posits that internal branding as perceived being practiced in
organizations by the employees will positively influence their BCB. Generally, the
result suggested that with this sample, brand knowledge, brand leadership and brand
rewards were found to have significant relationships to BCB. These findings are
consistent with those of previous studies (e.g. Burmann et al., 2008a; King & Grace,
2008b, 2010b; Morhart et al., 2009; Thomson et al., 1999; Thorbjornsen &
Supphellen, 2011; Wei & Yan, 2010). In addition, the result is found supported to
the SORM that emphasizes adequate stimuli will influence one’s response or behavior
(in this case BCB).

Based on the regression results, brand knowledge as perceived by hotel
employees is significant and positively influenced their BCB. The result implied that
the more brand-related knowledge provided by the hotel management to their
employees, the more willingness of these employees to engage in BCB thus later
contribute to overall brand success. Such brand knowledge enables employees to
know and understand what the expectation of their management and this enables the
employees to seek and align their behavior that matches the organization’s values and
expectation. The results also concur with King and Grace (2008a) findings that brand
knowledge would increase employees’ role clarity. If employees had a clear
understanding of their role, it is much easier for them to display appropriate

citizenship behavior especially during the brand delivery and/or service contact.
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The findings also suggest that hotel employees learned their attitude and
behavior through exemplar behaviors of their leader. This is inline with the findings
of Burmann et al. (2008a), Morhart et al. (2009), Thorbjornsen and Supphellen
(2011), Vallaster and de Chernatony (2006) that persistently argued the importance of
brand leadership in encouraging employees’ brand-consistent behavior such as BCB.
Using this sample, brand knowledge alone insufficient to influence employees’ BCB,
the existence of leaders’ support especially as role model, arousing personal
involvement and pride as well as teaching and coaching would also stimulate
employees” BCB. Based on the regression results, it seemed that brand leadership has
more effects (=367, p<.01) in the prediction of hotel employees’ BCB compared to
the other predictors. It seems truism as employees’ willingness to become brand
champions is subject to their confidence in their leaders’ leadership. In certain cases,
whereby employees perceived that brand leadership practice is lacking, it will deter
employees’ psychological attachment and their willingness to live the brand
(Thomson et al., 1999).

Interestingly, the regression results indicate the relationship between brand
rewards and employees” BCB is supported. The finding is unique to this study as
previous literature failed to find support on the empirical relationship. Similar to the
consultants’ and practitioners’ point of view, hotel employees’ perception on brand
rewards showed a significant relationship to BCB. This is contradictory to the
preliminary study of Burmann and Zeplin (2005), who demonstrated that brand
rewards are not important in stimulating voluntary extra-role behavior. However, it is
worthy of note that Burmann and Zeplin (2005) wanted to explore BCB through in-
depth interviews with brand managers and experts. Hence, the views given by the

managers could not possibly represent the perception of employees.
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The present study, on the other hand, looked at the topic from the perspective
of the employees, who have a close contact with the brand and customers, and are
assumed react on behalf of the organizations. As management highly depends on
employees to deliver the brand promise, employees hope to get something in return
from the management for their effort especially in engaging in discretionary behavior
(consistent with SET). In this study, brand rewards do not exclusively refer to
monetary rewards; they also include elements of empowerment, career development,
job promotion, and personal recognition. For instance, item C2 in the questionnaire
was related to the empowerment provided by the management as perceived by the
employees in performing their brand roles. Empowerment especially freedom and
authority to deliver the brand promise is important especially for front liners in the
hotel industry. According to Mayle (2006), empowerment is important for service
employees as this could benefit organization in terms of speedy service delivery and
response that ultimately delight customers. Moreover, according to Bowen and
Lawler (1992), freedom and authority also provide employees with the feelings of
attachment, satisfaction, enjoyment and enthusiasm towards their roles, and
subsequently this leads to positive word-of-mouth (i.e. part of brand endorser’s role)
and retention.

Evidently, the current practices of hotel management on employee recognition
program such as ‘employees’ of the month’ should be continuously organized by
hotel management mainly to appreciate the employees’ brand-related performance.
The practice of encouraging hotel guests to fill out a comment card if they felt they
came in contact with a hotel employee that went above and beyond for them should
be taken as serious consideration as employees perceived it as importance as

monetary rewards. This is supported by a recent study of Wei and Yan (2010), who
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found that rewards in term of pay above the industry average is no longer suitable in a
highly intense market such as hotel industry and is perceived as being insufficient to
encourage brand-consistent behavior among employees. Thus, management should
focus on empowering their employees, designing distinctive career path development,
and providing supportive leadership.

In details, the present study further revealed that brand knowledge (namely
brand meaning and brand delivery), brand leadership (namely transformational brand
leadership) and brand rewards significantly influence helping behavior and self-
brand-development. This is consistent with the findings of King and Grace (2008a,
2010b), Miles and Mangold (2005) and Thomson et al. (1999). Thomson et al. (1999)
pointed out that intellectual buy-in such as employees’ awareness and understanding
of the brand strategy would increase their willingness in helping others and become as
brand endorser. Besides, the researchers also suggest that the influence of brand
knowledge on employees’ brand-consistent behavior is subject to the leaders’ support.
Hence, it is concluded that, both brand knowledge and brand leadership were crucial
in stimulating employees’ BCB.

On the contrary, the results are inconsistent with Kimpakorn and Tocquer
(2009), who found no significant influence of brand knowledge dimensions (namely
brand meaning, brand information, and brand delivery) on brand commitment and
brand-supportive behavior among employees of luxury hotels in Thailand. According
to Kimpakorn and Tocquer (2009), the result found was may be because only top
management understand and practice the concept of internal branding, and there is a
lack of cross-functional branding initiative in the organization. Interestingly, this
study has managed to find support that the dimensions of brand knowledge (especially

brand meaning and brand delivery) significantly influence extra-role brand behavior
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such as helping behavior and self-brand-development. This indicates that hotel
employees understand their brand and have appropriate knowledge of their
organizations’ brand to perform their role. The plausible explanation of the result is
due to the fact that many of the respondents had at least secondary school education
and had more than four years experience working in the hotel industry. With
adequate academic background and working experience, they could know and
understand the brand knowledge and hence perform their roles accordingly (Mangold
& Miles, 2007).

Morhart et al. (2009) proposed that transformational brand leadership
influences more in-role brand behavior and extra-role brand behavior than
transactional brand leadership. The present study found support for this proposition.
However, transformational brand leadership was found to be more influential in
eliciting BCB (especially helping behavior, sportsmanship and self-brand-
development). Thus, the findings also consistent with Burmann et al.’s early
assumption that similar to OCB, transformational brand leadership would be more
influential in predicting employees’ BCB.  With this sample, transactional brand
leadership is best in encouraging sportsmanship and brand endorsement.
Interestingly, the present study showed that elements of brand leadership (both
transactional and transformational) have significant relationships to sportsmanship.
Surprisingly, contrary to expectation, transformational brand leadership was found to
have an inverse relationship to sportsmanship. This means that the more
transformational brand leadership is displayed by the leaders, the lower the
willingness of employees to engage in sportsmanship (that is sacrifice for the sake of
the brand success). This is inconsistent with Morhart et al.’s (2009) proposition.

However, Awan, Zaidi, and Bigger (2008) argued that in certain circumstances,
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leadership practices could reduce followers’ acceptance of the leader and their job
satisfaction. Based on their research findings among higher education leaders in
Pakistan, they conclude that directive, participative and supportive leadership should
be used with caution especially when followers’ need for achievement and the
perception of their ability is high. The researchers argued that the more directive and
participate leadership is, the lower the motivation of followers in job expectation and
satisfaction especially for routine/structured jobs. Their finding was found to be
consistent with path-goal theory (House, 1971).

In this study, transformational leadership contains element of directive (similar
to teaching and coaching) and participative (similar to arousing personal
involvement). Beside, hotels operation and employees involve much of routine and
structured jobs such as reservation taking, guest checking in and checking out, as well
as housekeeping. As such the findings of Awan et al. (2008) could be similar in the
context of hotel operation. In hotel operation, although the nature of the job is routine
and structured, consumers’ behavior during the service contact is very unpredictable
thus demand employees to be prepared and creatively solved the consumers’ unique
problem. Essentially, employees just need more freedom and empowerment in
delivering the brand promise without tarnishing their organization’s brand image.
Thus, the more employees perceived that their leader is performing a part of their job
as well as monitoring their job performance, the lower the follower willingness to
engage with the brand due to the feeling of distrusted by their leader. This is
supported by Romig (2003), who viewed leadership as reciprocal in the condition
where followers’ behavior is inversed and opposite of what is displayed by the leaders
in overall performance. According to Romig (2003), when a leader has done all of the

tasks of the followers, the latter will gradually lose their ability to perform their
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required task on their own. Hence, it is concluded that leaders in the present study
might overuse transformational brand leadership style that decreases their followers’
willingness to elicit sportsmanship. If this is true, transformational brand leadership
should be used with caution especially in stimulating sportsmanship among the
followers. In general, to encourage followers to demonstrate sportsmanship, leaders
should moderately display transformational brand leadership to provide sufficient
space for followers to perform their required tasks or jobs on their own.

As expected, brand rewards were found to have a significant positive
relationship to helping behavior, sportsmanship, self-brand development, and brand
endorsement. This study has provided support that rewards would encourage hotel
employees to engage in extra-role brand behavior. Even though BCB is voluntary,
employees perceived that such behavior merits to be rewarded monetarily or non-
monetarily.  This is consistent with the perspective of practitioners (such as
MacLaverty et al., 2007) and theoretical perspectives (such as Burmann et al., 2008a).
Hence, the finding has bridged the inconsistent perception between practitioners and
scholars on the importance of rewards in eliciting brand consistent behavior. The
results also could bridge the gaps as suggested by Lee and Miller (1999) on the
importance of rewards on micro-performance (such as on employees’ brand
performance), Organ (1997) and Burmann and Zeplin (2005) on criticism of
relevancy of rewards on discretionary behavior and Punjaisri and Wilson (2007) on
relevancy of rewards in influencing brand-related behavior.

The findings also revealed that none of the brand knowledge dimensions
influence sportsmanship and brand endorsement. With regard to brand endorsement
which closely relates to employees’ willingness to be ‘brand champion,” only

transactional brand leadership and brand rewards were found to be significant.
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Transactional brand leadership in this study is related to contingent rewards. As such,
employee willingness to endorse a brand depends on how much their leader uses
rewards and punishment in eliciting brand-consistent behavior.

In short, the findings of sportsmanship and brand endorsement are consistent
with SET, as suggested by Blau (1964), who argued that the more they (employees)
perceive that their leader has offered favorable support, the higher their willingness to
give more (i.e. extra-effort on behalf of the brand). This is also consistent with
Bandura‘s (1977) Social Learning Theory and the recent finding of Thorbjornsen and
Supphellen (2011), who found that leaders are the best role model for employees to
demonstrate favorable attitude and behavior. If the leader’s behavior is not aligned
with the organization’s values, this could possibly affect the initiative for internal
branding objectives namely in aligning employees’ brand behavior (Thorbjornsen &
Supphellen, 2011). Hence, if the management attempts to use their employees as
genuine brand ambassadors, they should emphasize excellent brand leadership
practices as well as providing favorable brand rewards program.

Surprisingly, employees’ brand information was found not to significantly
influence all BCB dimensions (namely helping behavior, sportsmanship, self-brand-
development, and brand endorsement).  This is consistent with Kimpakorn and
Tocquer’s (2009) findings. Even though the respondents under study were found to
have a good knowledge of customers’ needs and expectation, such knowledge is not
enough to influence BCBs. However, the findings may indicate dissatisfaction and
brand avoidance behavior among customers toward the hotels’ brands. For instance,
according to Zainal and Lookwood (2009), employees’ failure to understand
customers’ expectation and request is among the top complaint in guest dissatisfaction

towards the hotel’s brand. Hence, this study provides a room for improvement for
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hoteliers to overcome the limitation. As this study includes three to five-star hotels, it
is likely that employees lack brand knowledge specifically in understanding the
customers’ needs and expectations effectively. Again, the word from the Tourism
Malaysia State Director for Kedah/South Thailand (as cited by Seng, 2007) regarding
the discrepancies between hotel rating and employees’ hotel performance (especially
employees’ attitude and behavior towards brand) is pertinent and the issues should be
well addressed to sustain the brand’s competitive advantage.

The findings revealed that internal branding practices (such as dimension of
brand knowledge, brand leadership and brand rewards) were found to have influence
on helping behavior and self-brand-development. The set of predictors explained
52.7% variance in helping behavior and 52.6% variance in self-brand-development.
This shows that internal branding practices are more effective for eliciting helping
behavior and self-brand-development than sportsmanship (15.9%), and brand
endorsement (31.9%). Based on the results, it can be concluded that sportsmanship
among hotel employees is not at the favorable level whereby internal branding
practices were perceived insufficient for them to sacrifice their effort for the brand
success and perhaps it was influenced by other factors. This is in line with Fitzgerald
(2004), who found that hotel employees’ brand satisfaction and loyalty are still
arguable whereby almost 72% of them did not feel attached to the brand. Another
possible explanation for the small variance in sportsmanship among hotel employees
is may be sportsmanship could be influenced by other factors such as personality
traits (Borman et al., 2001), communication satisfaction (Kandlousi, Ali & Abdollahi,
2010), organizational spirituality (Salarzehi et al., 2011), job and life satisfaction
(Jones, 2006), perceived virtuousness and happiness (Rego, Ribeiro & Cunha, 2009)

and other personal and organizational related stimuli.
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5.2.2 Internal Branding Practices and Brand Commitment

The second research question and objective is pertaining the relationship between
brand knowledge, brand leadership, brand rewards and brand commitment. In
general, brand knowledge, brand leadership and brand rewards were found to have
significant relationship to brand commitment. This finding is consistent with that of
the previous study of Burmann et al. (2008a), Morhart et al. (2009) and Thomson et
al. (1999).

From the result it can be argued that employees’ brand knowledge alone is
insufficient to influence employees’ brand commitment (as in the findings of
Kimpakorn & Tocquer, 2009). The findings could extend the boundary of knowledge
that brand knowledge need to be supported with exemplar behavior as suggested by
Thomson et al. (1999). Besides, the findings also revealed that in order to attach
employees with the brand, hotel operators also need to establish conducive working
environment. As suggested by Punjaisri and Wilson (2011), working environment
would include recognition as well as empowerment. Hence, present study could
provide us on understanding of how simultaneous effect of these predictors in
explaining employees’ brand commitment which is being studied separately from
previous research. Evidently, this study also provides empirical evidence that brand
rewards do not remarkable in stimulating employees’ brand commitment but it is also
significance in explaining brand related behavior (as suggested by Punjaisri &
Wilson, 2007; Gould, 1979).

The present study also revealed that, based on factor analysis, brand
commitment consists of brand compliance and brand engagement. The result of the
factor analysis is unique and contributes to the existing body of knowledge of

employees’ brand commitment as past literatures concluded that employees’ brand
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commitment is a unidimensional concept (Burmann et al., 2008a; Punjaisri & Wilson,
2007). In this study, brand commitment was found to have multiple dimensions. This
is also in line and consistent with Meyer and Allen’s (1991) proposition that
commitment is best explained by multiple dimensions. Their assertion thus supports
Nelson’s (2005) Hierarchy of Employee Brand Engagement, which states that brand
commitment is divided into several types, mainly cognitive and behavioral
commitment.

Firstly, the findings revealed that only brand rewards were found to have
significant positive relationships to brand compliance. As this is the first study (to the
knowledge of the researcher) that attempts to link brand rewards with brand
commitment, the finding adds to the internal branding literatures. Brand compliance
was conceptualized as the adoption of relevant behaviors by employees that conform
to the organization’s brand positioning in order to gain rewards and avoid penalties.
Hence, brand rewards were expected to influence brand compliance. However, none
of the brand knowledge components were significantly related to brand compliance,
and this is consistent with Kimpakorn and Tocquer’s (2009) findings. This is evident
from the correlation analysis where all the brand knowledge dimensions have a weak
relationship with brand compliance. The result is again consistent with Kimpakorn
and Tocquer’s (2009) study in hotel that employees may understand the brand values
and meanings but it is not sufficient for them to be committed to the brand.

Brand leadership (namely transactional brand leadership and transformational
brand leadership) was also found to be non-significant. This finding was inconsistent
with Burmann et al. (2008a) and Morhart et al. (2009). Morhart et al. (2009) revealed
that both transactional brand leadership and transformational brand leadership

influence brand compliance, whereby transactional brand leadership influenced the
214



most. Plausible explanation for non-significant results is perhaps because this study
includes both front liners and backstage hotel employees as oppose to Morhart et al’s
study that only focused on frontline employees. As backstage employees do not
interact directly with customers and are mainly involved in managerial work, so
whether or not the leader displays exemplar behaviors does not necessarily affect
them in delivering the brand. Moreover, since brand compliance reflects in-role brand
behavior, employees will comply to the brand as long as they perceive that they will
be rewarded for demonstrating such behavior, regardless the brand leadership styles
practiced.

Secondly, three independent variables namely (1) brand meaning, (2)
transformational brand leadership, and (3) brand rewards were significant in
influencing brand engagement (overlapping of brand identification and
internalization). This finding is consistent with Punjaisri et al.’s (2009) finding that
revealed the positive impact of internal branding such as training and orientation and
internal communication on brand identification. According to King and Grace
(2008a), training and internal communication are actually sources of brand knowledge
that aim to enhance employees’ understanding of the brand and increase role-clarity
and brand commitment. While the present study found brand meaning to be
significant, Kimpakorn and Tocquer (2009) found that none of the brand knowledge
dimensions influence brand commitment.

The effect of transformational brand leadership on brand engagement in this
study is also consistent with Burmann et al.’s (2008a) and Morhart et al.’s (2009)
findings. Morhart et al. (2009) demonstrated that transformational brand leadership
directly influences relatedness to brand community, and role identity competence, and

indirectly influences role-identity internalization. The findings of the relationship
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between brand rewards and brand engagement are consistent with those of Burmann
et al. (2008a) and Punjaisri and Wilson (2011), who revealed that the incentive
structure (i.e. monetary rewards) and work environment (i.e. recognition scheme and
empowerment) significantly affects employee’s brand commitment (brand
identification/internalization) and subsequently BCBs.

Few non-significant relationships i.e. brand information, brand delivery and
transactional brand leadership were observed in relationship to brand engagement. It
is seemed that the simultaneous investigation of predictors made some of the
predictors less important. This revealed that some of the predictors (especially for
dimensions in the same variable) may act as substitute for others in influencing brand
engagement. For example, transformational leadership found to have significant with
brand engagement and may override transactional brand leadership in influencing
brand engagement. This is also similar to brand knowledge dimensions which were
only dominated by brand meaning. The other two dimensions were non-significantly
explained employees’ brand engagement.

Another plausible explanation for non-significant result is that this study
includes both frontline and non-frontline employees. As non-frontline employees
typically involve in managerial work and rarely engage in direct operation, non-
frontline employees may perceived that their brand information as well as
responsibility to deliver the brand promise is non-related brand knowledge that they
currently hold in their mind. Non-frontline employees’ brand knowledge assimilation
benefited from orientation, training as well as socialization by nature had limited their
knowledge that goes beyond the organization’s brand meaning. This is hold true for

instance, human resource officers and accountants may be involved in training that
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related to their function only and not thoroughly focus in dealing with service

contact.

5.2.3 Brand Commitment and Brand Citizenship Behavior

The third research question and objective is to address the relationship between brand
commitment and BCB. In general, brand commitment was found to have a strong,
positive relationship to BCB. This finding is consistent with that of Burmann et al.
(2008a). Specifically, the findings revealed that both brand compliance and brand
engagement have significant positive relationships to helping behavior,
sportsmanship, self-brand-development, and brand endorsement, but the effect of
brand engagement was found to be higher than that of brand compliance on BCB.
The results showed that the more hotel employees feel a sense of attachment to the
brand, the more willing they are to engage in brand supportive-behavior such as
helping behavior, sportsmanship, self-brand-development, and brand endorsement.
This finding is in line with that reported by Burmann et al. (2008a), King and Grace
(2008b, 2010b), Punjaisri et al. (2009) and Thomson et al. (1999) that persistently
highlight the urgency of brand commitment to stimulate employees’ brand voluntary
behavior such as BCB.

Specifically, this study revealed that brand compliance was found to influence
sportsmanship the most (.481, p<.01) with the variance explains 23.1%. The findings
indicate that hotel employees’ perception on their readiness to comply with the brand
standard (such as adopting relevant behaviors that are inline with the organization’s
brand positioning to gain rewards and avoid penalties) will enhance their willingness

to sacrifice to the sake of brand success (i.e. sportsmanship). It seems logical that
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before employees are able to take extra-miles, they first need to perform their basic
roles and functions. By performing their basic roles, they could involve in
sportsmanship. It is very common in the hotel industry whereby employees
sometimes need to serve above and beyond its function in fulfilling guest’s need and
expectation.  For instance, hotel employees might be embarrassed by guest’s
complain for their organizations’ failure to provide comfortable rooms or facilities.
Highly brand committed employees’ would not complain even though they feel
embarrassed and face difficulties in performing their daily routine job.

The regression results also show that brand engagement influences brand
endorsement the most (.706, p<.01) with the variance explains 49.8%. This means
that more feeling of brand attachment and the more congruent of employees’ personal
values and organization’s value, the more willingness of hotel’s employees to become
brand endorsement. Brand endorsement in this study is closely related to (1)
employees willingness to stay with current brand, (2) recommend the brand to others,
and (3) act as mentor for new employees. Hence, as expected, brand engagement
(that is overlapping of brand identification and internalization) would possibly
enhance employees’ willingness to act as brand endorser. Again, using this sample,
the argument of Thomson et al. (1999) that posited emotional buy-in (i.e. similar to
brand commitment) would influence employees’ helping behavior and their openness
to recommend the brand to others was supported.

As a result, in order to encourage hotel employees to engage in BCBs,
hoteliers must enhance employees’ level of brand commitment by eliciting the sense
of belonging and feeling of attachment towards the brand. The findings of this study

suggest that brand rewards would best influence brand compliance, while brand
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meaning, transformational brand leadership and brand rewards would best encourage

brand engagement.

5.2.4 The Mediating Effect of Brand Commitment on the Relationship between
Internal Branding Practices and Brand Citizenship Behaviors

The final research question and objective is pertaining to the mediating role of brand
commitment on the initial relationship. Analysis of the general model indicated that,
firstly, brand commitment was found to only partially mediate the relationship
between brand knowledge and brand leadership, and BCB. Secondly, brand
commitment was revealed to fully mediate the relationship between brand rewards
and BCB. This means that to a certain extent, the effect of internal branding practices
(namely brand knowledge, brand leadership and brand rewards) as perceived by hotel
employees on their willingness to exhibits BCB is due to employees’ brand
commitment. At the same time, these practices also found to have direct effect on
employees’ BCB. Hence, this finding is in line with SORM that stresses the
importance of the mediating effect of a ‘transformer’ i.e. what is inside one’s mind
(attitude) in influencing behavior. This study revealed that brand commitment could
mediate the stimulus (internal branding practices) on response (BCB).

Specifically, this study revealed two interesting findings. Firstly, brand
compliance only partially mediates the relationship between brand rewards and
sportsmanship. To a certain extent, the effect of brand rewards as perceived by hotel
employees on sportsmanship depends on their brand compliance i.e. whether they
conform to relevant brand behavior to gain rewards and avoid penalties. This means

that when employees have higher brand compliance, the effect of brand rewards on
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sportsmanship is reduced, but at the same time, brand rewards also have a direct
influence on sportsmanship.

Secondly, brand engagement partially mediates the relationship between (1)
transformational brand leadership and helping behavior, and (2) brand meaning and
self-brand-development, and (3) transformational brand leadership and self-brand-
development. The findings mean that the effect of transformational brand leadership
on helping behavior, the effect of brand meaning on self-brand-development, and the
effect of transformational brand leadership on self-brand development are due to the
emotional attachment (brand engagement) employees have towards the brand. The
higher the perceptions of employees of brand engagement, the lower the effect of
brand meaning and transformational brand leadership on self-brand-development. In
general, the higher brand engagement is, the lower the effect of internal branding
practices on BCB.

The several partial mediations especially between brand commitment and
helping behavior and self-brand development, support the findings by Burmann and
Zeplin (2005). Brand engagement was found to be a stronger mediator than brand
compliance. As such, certain internal branding practices especially transformational
brand leadership would be meaningless if employees already have a high brand
engagement.

In conclusion, based on the previous discussion of the findings,
transformational brand leadership is among the most influential internal branding
practices and significantly influences the key dimensions of brand commitment (brand
compliance and brand engagement) and BCB (namely helping behavior,
sportsmanship, self-brand-development and brand endorsement). Brand knowledge

especially brand information was not significant in all hypothesized relationships.
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This finding raises the question of whether or not hotel employees really understand
their customers’ need and expectation, as the mean score of this variable was
considered acceptable. Previous scholars such as Seng (2007), and Zainal and
Lockwood (2007) highlighted the same issue pertaining performance of hotel
employees in their brand roles. However, two other brand knowledge components i.e.
brand meaning and brand delivery, were significant in explaining helping behavior
and self-brand-development. In general, it is safe to conclude that brand knowledge
significantly influences BCBs.

Similarly, brand rewards were found to play a significant role in understanding
employees’ brand-consistent behaviors. This study revealed that brand rewards
significantly influence helping behavior, sportsmanship, self-brand-development,
brand endorsement, brand compliance, and brand engagement. As past literatures did
not directly measure the effect of brand rewards on brand commitment and BCB (e.g.
Burmann et al., 2008a; Goom et al., 2008), this study has confirmed with the
practitioners’ view (e.g. MacLaverty et al., 2007) that argues the importance of brand
rewards as the main internal branding ingredient in enhancing employees’ brand
behaviors. The finding specifically contributes to extending the literatures especially

on internal branding perspectives.

5.3 Implications of the Study
Generally, the findings of the study have theoretical and practical implications.
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Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 8212 674 673 40893 674 | 587.170 1 284 .000 1.816
a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_commitment
b. Dependent Variable: BCB2
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 98.190 1 98.190 587.170 .0002
Residual 47.492 284 .167
Total 145.683 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_commitment
b. Dependent Variable: BCB2
Coefficientd
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1413 126 11.209 .000
brand commitment 12 029 82 24.2% .000 821 821 821 1.000 1.000
a. Dependent Variable; BCB2
Collinearity Diagnosticé
Variance Proportions
Condition brand _
Model Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) commitment
1 1 1.981 1.000 .01 .01
2 .019 10.331 .99 .99
a. Dependent Variable: BCB2
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.2437 5.6843 4.4116 .58696 286
Residual -1.26062 1.13297 .00000 .40822 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.693 2.168 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.083 2.771 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: BCB2

Charts
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APPENDIX C3

REGRESSION ANALYSIS TO ANSWER SUB-HYPOTHESES H1,H2 & H3

Regression: X-Y (help)

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
helping 4.7684 .78430 286
meaning 4.4248 .99584 286
cust_need_expect 4.5256 .95550 286
responsibility 4.7736 .87390 286
transactional 4.1980 .89147 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
Correlations
cust_need_ transform brand_
helping | meaning expect responsibility | transactional | ational2 rewards

Pearson Correlation  helping 1.000 583 537 617 485 .650 436

meaning 583 1.000 162 .691 432 .595 .358

cust_need_expect 537 762 1.000 748 .393 .556 .309

responsibility 617 .691 748 1.000 .396 .598 277

transactional 485 432 393 .396 1.000 .755 127

transformational2 650 595 556 598 755 1.000 574

brand_rewards 436 .358 309 277 7127 574 1.000

Sig. (1-tailed) helping . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

meaning .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

cust_need_expect .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000

responsibility .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000

transactional .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000

transformational2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000

brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

N helping 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

meaning 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

cust_need_expect 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

responsibility 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

transactional 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

transformational2 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

brand_rewards 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method

1 brand _
rewards,
responsibi
lity,
meaning,
transforma
tional2,
cust_
need_
expect,
tr%nsaction
al

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: helping

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl a2 Sig. F Change Watson

1 7262 527 517 54497 527 51.880 6 279 .000 1.855

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2, cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: helping

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 92.448 6 15.408 51.880 .0002
Residual 82.862 279 .297
Total 175.310 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational?2,
cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: helping
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Coefficients

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1.378 203 6.792 .000
meaning 125 054 159 2.320 021 583 138 .095 .360 2.779
cust_need_expect -020 .059 -024 -331 41 531 -020 -014 325 3.079
responsibility 267 061 298 4.405 .000 617 255 181 31 2.696
transactional -.064 .066 -073 -.967 334 485 -.058 -040 .300 3.339
transformational2 334 .069 .358 4833 .000 650 218 199 .308 3.246
brand_rewards A1 044 51 2.505 013 436 148 103 464 2.154
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Collingarity Diagnostic§
Variance Proportions
Condition cust_need_ transform brand_
Model _ Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | meaning expect responsibility | transactional | ational2 rewards
1 1 6.871 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .059 10.768 .00 .03 .03 .02 .03 .00 25
3 .026 16.306 .64 13 .04 .00 .00 .00 .09
4 017 20.189 18 01 .02 .00 20 .20 49
5 012 24.389 13 .75 .20 26 .00 .00 .04
6 .009 27.611 .03 .03 .62 46 20 .07 .09
7 .007 31.397 .01 .04 .09 26 .56 73 .05
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Predicted Value 3.2582 5.8987 4.7684 .56954 286
Residual -1.85382 1.85998 .00000 .53921 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.652 1.985 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.402 3.413 .000 .989 286

Charts

a. Dependent Variable: helping
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Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N

sportsmanship 3.2972 1.36977 286

meaning 4.4248 .99584 286

cust_need_expect 4.5256 .95550 286

responsibility 4.7736 .87390 286

transactional 4.1980 .89147 286

transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286

brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286

Correlations
sportsma cust_need transform brand_
nship meaning expect responsibility | transactional | ational2 rewards

Pearson Correlation  sportsmanship 1.000 119 103 124 340 184 .355
meaning 119 1.000 762 .691 432 .595 .358
cust_need_expect .103 762 1.000 748 2393 .556 .309
responsibility 124 .691 748 1.000 .396 .598 277
transactional .340 432 .393 .396 1.000 .755 q27
transformational2 184 595 556 598 755 1.000 574
brand rewards .355 .358 .309 277 127 574 1.000

Sig. (L-tailed) sportsmanship . 022 041 .018 .000 .001 .000
meaning 022 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
cust_need_expect .041 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000
responsibility .018 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000
transactional .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000
transformational2 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000
brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

N sportsmanship 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
meaning 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
cust_need_expect 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
responsibility 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
transactional 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
transformational2 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Model

Variables
Entered

Variables
Remowved

Method

brand_
rewards,
responsibi
lity,
meaning,
transforma
tional2,
cust_
need_
expect,
trgnsaction
al

Enter

a. All

requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durhin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl 7 Sig. F Change Watson
1 3992 .159 141 1.26946 .159 8.804 6 279 .000 1.914

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2, cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 85.123 6 14.187 8.804 .000?
Residual 449.615 279 1.612
Total 534.738 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2,
cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
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Coefficientd

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1.202 AT2 2.545 011
meaning -017 126 -013 -.138 890 119 -.008 -008 .360 2.779
cust_need_expect -.054 138 -038 -.393 694 103 -024 -022 325 3.079
responsibility 164 141 105 1.162 246 124 .069 .064 371 2.696
transactional AT 154 311 3.096 .002 340 182 170 .300 3.339
transformational2 -.368 161 -226 -2.288 023 184 -136 -.126 .308 3.246
brand_rewards 315 103 247 3.060 .002 355 180 .168 464 2.154
a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Collinearity Diagnostic§
Variance Proportions
Condition cust_need transform brand_
Model _ Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | meaning expect responsibility | transactional | ational2 rewards
1 1 6.871 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .059 10.768 .00 .03 .03 .02 .03 .00 25
3 .026 16.306 .64 13 .04 .00 .00 .00 .09
4 017 20.189 .18 01 .02 .00 20 20 49
5 012 24.389 13 .75 .20 26 .00 .00 .04
6 .009 27.611 .03 .03 .62 46 20 .07 .09
7 .007 31.397 01 .04 .09 26 .56 13 .05
a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value .9972 4.4743 3.2972 .54651 286
Residual -3.38944 2.89279 .00000 1.25602 286
Std. Predicted Value -4,208 2.154 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.670 2.279 .000 .989 286

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Charts
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Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
self_brand_advancement 4.5196 .90927 286
meaning 4.4248 .99584 286
cust_need_expect 4.5256 .95550 286
responsibility 4.7736 .87390 286
transactional 4.1980 .89147 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
Correlations
self brand_ cust_need_ transform brand_
advancement | meaning expect responsibility | transactional | ational2 rewards

Pearson Correlation  self brand_advancement 1.000 601 517 559 538 .655 489

meaning 601 1.000 762 691 432 595 .358

cust_need_expect 517 162 1.000 148 .393 .556 .309

responsibility 559 691 748 1.000 .39 598 217

transactional 538 432 .393 .396 1.000 755 121

transformational2 .655 595 556 598 755 1.000 574

brand rewards 489 358 .309 217 121 574 1.000

Sig. (L-tailed) self_brand_advancement . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

meaning .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

cust_need_expect .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000

responsibility .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000

transactional .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000

transformational? .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000

brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

N self brand_advancement 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

meaning 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

cust_need_expect 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

responsibility 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

transactional 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

transformational2 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

brand_rewards 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Model

Variables
Entered

Variables
Remowved

Method

brand _
rewards,
responsibi
lity,
meaning,
transforma
tional2,
cust_
need_
expect,
trzansaction
al

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 7262 .526 516 63240 526 51.695 6 279 .000 1.975

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2, cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: self brand_advancement

ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 124.048 6 20.675 51.695 .0002
Residual 111.582 279 .400
Total 235.630 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational?2,
cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: self _brand_advancement
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Coefficient?

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partia Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 668 235 2.840 .005
meaning 239 .063 262 3812 .000 601 22 157 .360 2.779
cust_need_expect -038 .069 -040 -552 581 517 -033 -023 325 3.079
responsibility 75 070 .169 2492 013 559 148 103 31 2.696
transactional 013 1 013 A73 863 538 010 .007 .300 3.339
transformational2 337 .080 312 4.203 .000 655 244 73 .308 3.246
brand_rewards 146 051 AN 2.849 .005 489 168 17 464 2.154
a. Dependent Varighle: self brand_advancement
Collinearity Diagnostic8
Variance Proportions
Condition cust_need transform brand_
Model _ Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | meaning expect responsibility | transactional | ational2 rewards
1 1 6.871 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .059 10.763 .00 .03 .03 .02 .03 .00 .25
3 .026 16.305 .64 13 .04 .00 .00 .00 .09
4 017 20.189 .18 01 .02 .00 .20 20 49
5 012 24.389 13 .75 .20 .26 .00 .00 .04
6 .009 27.611 .03 .03 .62 46 .20 .07 .09
7 .007 31.397 .01 .04 .09 .26 .56 73 .05
a. Dependent Variable: self brand advancement
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.8392 5.9041 4519 .65974 286
Residual -1.98663 2.08421 .00000 .62571 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.547 2.099 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.141 3.296 .000 .989 286

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Charts
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Histogram

Dependent VVariable: self_brand_advancement
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Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
brand_endorsement 4.0233 1.07144 286
meaning 4.4248 .99584 286
cust_need_expect 4.5256 .95550 286
responsibility 4.7736 .87390 286
transactional 4.1980 .89147 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
Correlations
brand_ cust_need transform brand_
endorsement | meaning expect responsibility | transactional | ational2 rewards

Pearson Correlaion  brand_endorsement 1.000 .325 247 233 527 462 492

meaning 325 1.000 762 691 432 595 .358

cust_need_expect 247 162 1.000 148 .393 556 .309

responsibility 233 691 748 1.000 .396 598 217

transactional 527 432 .393 .39 1.000 155 q27

transformational2 462 595 .556 598 .755 1.000 574

brand rewards 492 .358 .309 277 127 574 1.000

Sig. (L-tailed) brand_endorsement . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

meaning .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

cust_need_expect .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000

responsibility .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000

transactional .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000

transformational2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000

brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

N brand_endorsement 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

meaning 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

cust_need_expect 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

responsibility 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

transactional 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

transformational? 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

brand_rewards 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method

1 brand_
rewards,
responsibi
lity,
meaning,
transforma
tional2,
cust_
need_
expect,
tr%nsaction
al

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durbin
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change [ F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 5652 319 .305 .89352 319 21.800 6 279 .000 1.998

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2, cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 104.429 6 17.405 21.800 .0002
Residual 222.749 279 .798
Total 327.178 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational?2,
cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
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Coefficients

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1112 333 3.343 .001
meaning 162 .089 151 1.829 .068 325 109 .090 .360 2.779
cust_need_expect -.062 .097 -.055 -.637 525 247 -.038 -031 .325 3.079
responsibility -.080 .099 -.065 -.801 424 233 -.048 -.040 371 2.696
transactional 321 108 267 2.955 .003 527 174 146 .300 3.339
transformational2 152 113 119 1.340 181 462 .080 .066 .308 3.246
brand rewards 210 072 210 2.900 .004 492 A71 143 464 2.154
a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Collinearity Diagnostic8
Variance Proportions
Condition cust need transform brand_
Model _ Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | meaning expect responsibility | transactional | ational2 rewards
1 1 6.871 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .059 10.763 .00 .03 .03 .02 .03 .00 .25
3 .026 16.305 64 13 .04 .00 .00 .00 .09
4 017 20.189 18 .01 .02 .00 20 .20 49
5 012 24.389 13 .75 .20 .26 .00 .00 .04
6 .009 27.611 .03 .03 .62 46 20 .07 .09
7 .007 31.397 01 .04 .09 .26 .56 .73 .05
a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.3692 5.3906 4.0233 .60532 286
Residual -2.75121 2.31244 .00000 .88407 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.733 2.259 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.079 2.588 .000 .989 286

a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Charts
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APPENDIX C4

REGRESSION ANALYSIS TO ANSWER SUB-HYPOTHESES H4,H5 & H6

Regression: X-M(compliance)

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
meaning 4.4248 .99584 286
cust_need_expect 4.5256 .95550 286
responsibility 4.7736 .87390 286
transactional 4.1980 .89147 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
Correlations
cust_need_ transform brand_
compliance | meaning expect responsibility | transactional [ ational2 rewards

Pearson Correlation  compliance 1.000 182 179 207 .365 .295 419

meaning 182 1.000 762 691 432 595 358

cust_need_expect 179 762 1.000 748 393 .556 .309

responsibility 207 691 748 1.000 .396 598 217

transactional 365 432 393 .396 1.000 755 127

transformational2 295 595 556 598 755 1.000 574

brand_rewards 419 .358 .309 217 127 574 1.000

Sig. (L-tailed) compliance . .001 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000

meaning .001 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

cust_need_expect .001 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000

responsibility .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000

transactional .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000

transformational2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000

brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

N compliance 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

meaning 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

cust_need_expect 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

responsibility 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

transactional 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

transformational2 286 286 286 286 286 286 286

brand rewards 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method

1 brand _
rewards,
responsibi
lity,
meaning,
transforma
tional2,
cust_
need_
expect,
trgnsaction
al

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: compliance

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durbin
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl daf2 Sig. F Change Watson

1 4378 191 A73 .88266 191 10.968 6 279 .000 2.023

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2, cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: compliance

ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 51.269 6 8.545 10.968 .0002
Residual 217.364 279 779
Total 268.632 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2,
cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: compliance
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Coefficient?

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1.855 .328 5.647 .000
meaning -.052 .088 -.053 -590 556 182 -035 -032 .360 2,779
cust_need_expect -014 .096 -013 -141 .888 179 -008 -.008 325 3.079
responsibility 144 .098 129 1.462 145 207 .087 079 371 2.696
transactional 125 107 115 1.168 244 .365 070 .063 .300 3.339
transformational2 -.028 112 -024 -.246 806 295 -015 -013 .308 3.246
brand rewards 305 071 337 4.261 .000 419 247 229 464 2.154

a. Dependent Variable: compliance

Collinearity Diagnostic8

Variance Proportions

Condition cust need_ transform brand

Model _ Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | meaning expect responsibility | transactional | ational2 rewards
1 1 6.871 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .059 10.768 .00 .03 .03 .02 .03 .00 25
3 .026 16.305 .64 13 .04 .00 .00 .00 .09
4 017 20.189 18 01 .02 .00 .20 20 49
5 012 24.389 13 75 .20 26 .00 .00 .04
6 .009 27.611 .03 .03 .62 46 .20 .07 .09
7 .007 31.397 01 .04 .09 26 .56 73 .05

a. Dependent Variable: compliance

Residuals Statistics?

Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.7105 4.7797 3.8718 42414 286
Residual -3.39594 2.20550 .00000 .87331 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.738 2.141 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.847 2.499 .000 .989 286

a. Dependent Variable: compliance

Charts
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Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N

:gf;ﬂgiigggﬁ 4.3256 96602 286

meaning 4.4248 .99584 286

cust_need_expect 4.5256 .95550 286

responsibility 4.7736 .87390 286

transactional 4.1980 .89147 286

transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286

brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286

Correlations
identffication_ cust_need_ transform brand_
internalization | meaning expect responsihility | transactional | ational2 rewards

Pearson Corteltion :gf;ﬁigﬁgﬁ 1000 | 5% 487 494 87| 67 558
meaning 539 1.000 762 691 432 595 358
cust_need_expect 487 762 1.000 748 .393 556 2309
responsihility 494 691 748 1.000 .396 598 217
transactional 617 432 393 .396 1.000 755 Jq21
transformational? 667 595 556 598 755 1.000 574
brand rewards 558 .358 .309 217 27 574 1.000

Sig. (Ltaled) :gf;ﬁ?gﬁgﬁ 000 000 000 o0 | 000 000
meaning .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
cust_need_expect .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000
responsibility .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000
transactional .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000
transformational2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000
brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N :ggﬁiﬂﬁgﬁ 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
meaning 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
cust_need_expect 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
responsibility 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
transactional 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
transformational? 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286 286 286 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Model

Variables
Entered

Variables
Remowed

Method

brand_
rewards,
responsibi
lity,
meaning,
transforma
tional2,
cust_
need_
expect,
trgnsaction
al

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change ulil a2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 7282 530 519 .66969 530 52.336 6 279 .000 1.903

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2, cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization

ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 140.831 6 23.472 52.336 .000?
Residual 125.127 279 .448
Total 265.958 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2,
cust_need_expect, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
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Coefficients

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 271 249 1.087 218
meaning 154 .066 158 2.313 021 539 137 .095 .360 2.779
cust_need_expect 031 073 031 428 669 487 .026 018 325 3.079
responsibility .087 075 079 1.168 244 494 070 048 371 2.6%
transactional 156 .081 144 1.914 057 617 114 079 .300 3.339
transformational2 325 .085 284 3.832 .000 .667 224 157 .308 3.246
brand_rewards 182 .054 202 3.357 .001 558 197 138 464 2.154
a. Dependent Varighle: identification_interalization
Collinearity Diagnostic8
Variance Proportions
Condition cust_need transform brand_
Model _ Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | meaning expect responsibility | transactional | ational2 rewards
1 1 6.871 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .059 10.763 .00 .03 .03 .02 .03 .00 .25
3 .026 16.305 .64 13 .04 .00 .00 .00 .09
4 017 20.189 .18 01 .02 .00 .20 20 49
5 012 24.389 13 .75 .20 .26 .00 .00 .04
6 .009 27.611 .03 .03 .62 46 .20 .07 .09
7 .007 31.397 .01 .04 .09 .26 .56 73 .05
a. Dependent Variable: identification_intemalization
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.7035 5.87% 4.3256 .70295 286
Residual -2.00907 1.84357 .00000 .66260 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.307 2.211 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.000 2.753 .000 .989 286

a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization

Charts
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APPENDIX C5

REGRESSION ANALYSIS TO ANSWER SUB-HYPOTHESES H7

Regression-M(comp)-Y (help)

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Dewviation N
helping 4.7684 .78430 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286

Correlations

helping compliance

Pearson Correlation  helping 1.000 .273
compliance .273 1.000

Sig. (1-tailed) helping . .000
compliance .000 .

N helping 286 286
compliance 286 286

Variables Entered/Removed

Variables Variables
Model Entered Remowved Method
1 cgmplianc

Enter
e
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: helping
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-

Model R R Square | RSquare | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl a2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 2138 075 072 75573 075 22.951 1 284 .000 1.707

a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance

b. Dependent Variable: helping
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ANOVAP

Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 13.108 1 13.108 22.951 .000?
Residual 162.202 284 571
Total 175.310 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: helping
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partid Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 3913 184 21.263 .000
compliance 221 .046 213 4791 .000 213 213 213 1.000 1.000
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Collinearity Diagnosticé
Condition Variance Proportions
Model Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | compliance
1 1 1.970 1.000 .01 .01
2 .030 8.113 .99 .99
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 4.1340 5.2385 4,7684 .21446 286
Residual -2.09120 1.57148 .00000 .75441 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.958 2.192 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.767 2.079 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: helping

Charts
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Dependent VVariable: helping
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Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation
helping 4.7684 78430 286
identification_
internalization 4.3256 .96602 286

Correlations

identification_
helping internalization
Pearson Correlation helping 1.000 .697
identification_
internalization 697 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) helping .000
identification_
internalization 000
N helping 286 286
identification_
internalization 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 identificati
pn_ . Enter
intgrnalizat
ion
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: helping
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durhin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl a2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 6972 485 483 56374 485 | 267.630 1 284 .000 1.766
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization
b. Dependent Variable: helping
ANOVA?
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 85.054 1 85.054 267.630 .000?
Residual 90.256 284 .318
Total 175.310 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization

b. Dependent Variable: helping
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Coefficients

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Eror Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 2.322 153 15.158 .000
identification_
internalization 566 035 697 16.359 .000 697 697 697 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: helping

Collinearity Diagnosticé

Variance Proportions

Condition identification_

Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | internalization
1 1 1.976 1.000 .01 .01
2 .024 9.081 .99 .99

a. Dependent Variable: helping

Residuals Statistics®

Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.8877 5.7153 4.7684 .54629 286
Residual -2.14641 1.98193 .00000 .56275 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.443 1.733 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.807 3.516 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: helping

Charts

377




Histogram

Dependent VVariable: helping
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Regression: M(comp)-Y(sports)

378



Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
sportsmanship 3.2972 1.36977 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
Correlations
sportsma
nship compliance
Pearson Correlation  sportsmanship 1.000 481
compliance .481 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) sportsmanship . .000
compliance .000 .
N sportsmanship 286 286
compliance 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Remowved Method
1 -
cgmplianc Enter
e
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | RSquare | the Estimate | Change [ F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 4812 231 228 1.20316 231 85.396 1 284 .000 1.893
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 123.619 1 123.619 85.396 .0002
Residual 411.119 284 1.448
Total 534.738 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance

b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
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Coefficientd

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 671 293 2.289 023
compliance 678 073 481 9.241 .000 481 481 481 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Collinearity Diagnosticé

Condition Variance Proportions
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | compliance
1 1 1.970 1.000 .01 .01
2 .030 8.113 .99 .99

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Residuals Statistics®

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 1.3491 4.7409 3.2972 .65860 286
Residual -3.28866 2.84195 .00000 1.20105 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.958 2.192 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.733 2.362 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Charts

Histogram

Dependent VVariable: sportsmanship
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent VVariable: sportsmanship
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Regression: M(eng)-Y (sports)

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Dewviation N
sportsmanship 3.2972 1.36977 286
identification_
internalization 4.3256 .96602 286

Correlations

sportsma | identification_
nship internalization
Pearson Correlation  sportsmanship 1.000 .258
identification_
internalization 258 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) sportsmanship .000
identification_
internalization 000
N sportsmanship 286 286
identification_
internalization 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 identificati
pn_ . Enter
intgrnalizat
ion
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durhin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change [ F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 2582 .067 .063 1.32575 .067 20.241 1 284 .000 1.884

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization

b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
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ANOVAP

Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 35.576 1 35.576 20.241 .000?
Residual 499.162 284 1.758
Total 534.738 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Ermor Beta t Sig. | Zero-order | Partia Part | Tolerance | VIF
1 (Constant) 1.715 .360 4,761 .000
identification_
intemalzation 366 081 258 4.499 .000 258 258 258 1.000 1.000
a. Dependent Variable; sportsmanship
Collinearity Diagnosticé
Variance Proportions
Condition identification_
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | internalization
1 1 1.976 1.000 .01 .01
2 .024 9.081 .99 .99
a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.0809 3.9096 3.2972 .35331 286
Residual -2.90961 3.26888 .00000 1.32342 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.443 1.733 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.195 2.466 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Charts
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Regression-X(comp)-Y (self)

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Dewviation N
self_brand_advancement 4.519 .90927 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
Correlations
self brand_
advancement compliance
Pearson Correlation  self_brand_advancement 1.000 .286
compliance .286 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) self_brand_advancement . .000
compliance .000 .
N self_brand_advancement 286 286
compliance 286 286

Variables Entered/Removed

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 -

ngpllanc Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate [ Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 .286° .082 .078 .87286 .082 25.271 1 284 .000 1.663
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: self brand_advancement
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 19.254 1 19.254 25.271 .0002
Residual 216.377 284 .762
Total 235.630 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance

b. Dependent Variable: self brand_advancement
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Coefficients

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partia Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 3.483 213 16.386 .000
compliance .268 .053 286 5.027 .000 .286 286 286 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Collinearity Diagnosticg

Condition Variance Proportions
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | compliance
1 1 1.970 1.000 .01 .01
2 .030 8.113 .99 .99

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Residuals Statistics®

Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 3.7507 5.0893 4.519 .25992 286
Residual -2.55390 1.89229 .00000 .87133 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.958 2.192 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.926 2.168 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Charts

Histogram

Dependent VVariable: self_brand_advancement
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent VVariable: self_brand_advancement
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Regression: M(eng)-Y (self)

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
self_brand_advancement 4519 .90927 286
identification_
internalization 4.3256 -96602 286
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Correlations

self_brand_ identification_
advancement internalization
Pearson Correlation  self_brand_advancement 1.000 .661
identification_
internalization 661 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) self_brand_advancement .000
identification_
internalization -000
N self_brand_advancement 286 286
identification_
internalization 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Remowved Method
1 identificati
_on_ . Enter
intenalizat
ion
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 6612 437 435 .68317 437 | 220.868 1 284 .000 1741
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization
b. Dependent Variable: self brand_advancement
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 103.083 1 103.083 220.868 .0002
Residual 132.548 284 467
Total 235.630 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization

b. Dependent Variable: self brand_advancement
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Coefficient?

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1.827 .186 9.839 .000
identification_
intemalization 623 042 661 14.862 .000 661 661 661 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Collinearity Diagnosticé

Variance Proportions

Condition identification_

Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | internalization
1 1 1.976 1.000 .01 .01
2 .024 9.081 .99 .99

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Residuals Statistics®

Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.4492 5.5620 4.5196 .60141 286
Residual -2.39359 2.04402 .00000 .68197 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.443 1.733 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.504 2.992 .000 .998 286
a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
Charts
Histogram
Dependent VVariable: self_brand_advancement
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Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
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Regression: M(comp)-Y (endorse)

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
brand_endorsement 4.0233 1.07144 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
Correlations
brand
endorsement compliance
Pearson Correlation brand_endorsement 1.000 .205
compliance .205 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) brand_endorsement . .000
compliance .000 .
N brand_endorsement 286 286
compliance 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 -
cgmplianc Enter
e
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durhin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 .205° 042 .039 1.05056 042 12.445 1 284 .000 1.743
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 13.735 1 13.735 12.445 .000?
Residual 313.442 284 1.104
Total 327.178 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
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Coefficientd

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order |  Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 3.148 256 12.304 .000
compliance 226 .064 205 3.528 .000 205 205 .205 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Collinearity Diagnosticé

Condition Variance Proportions
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | compliance
1 1 1.970 1.000 .01 .01
2 .030 8.113 .99 .99

a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Residuals Statistics®

Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 3.3739 4.5045 4.0233 .21953 286
Residual -3.12767 2.32457 .00000 1.04871 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.958 2.192 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.977 2.213 .000 .998 286
a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Charts

Histogram

Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
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Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent VVariable: brand_endorsement
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Regression: M(eng)-Y (endorse)

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
brand_endorsement 4.0233 1.07144 286
identification_
internalization 4.3256 196602 286
Correlations
brand_ identification_
endorsement internalization
Pearson Correlation brand_endorsement 1.000 .706
identification_
internalization -706 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) brand_endorsement .000
identification_
internalization -000
N brand_endorsement 286 286
identification_
internalization 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Remowved Method
1 identificati
on_
intearnalizat Enter
ion
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl di2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 7062 498 496 .76049 498 | 281712 1 284 .000 2.004

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization

b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
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ANOVAP

Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 162.927 1 162.927 281.712 .0002
Residual 164.251 284 .578
Total 327.178 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Coefficientd
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collingarity Statistics
Model B Std. Ermor Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 638 207 3.086 .002
identification_
intemalization 183 047 706 16.784 .000 706 706 706 1.000 1.000
a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsemert
Collinearity Diagnosticé
Variance Proportions
Condition identification_
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | internalization
1 1 1.976 1.000 .01 .01
2 .024 9.081 .99 .99
a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 1.4204 5.3339 4.0233 .75609 286
Residual -2.33388 1.98514 .00000 .75916 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.443 1.733 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.069 2.610 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Charts
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Histogram

Dependent VVariable: brand_endorsement
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APPENDIX C6

REGRESSION ANALYSIS TO ANSWER SUB-HYPOTHESES H8, H9 & H10

(COMPLIANCE)

MEDIATION ROLE OF BRAND COMPLIANCE

Regression: STEP 2 HELP

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Dewviation N
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
meaning 4.4248 .99584 286
responsibility 4.7736 .87390 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
Correlations
transform brand_
compliance | meaning responsibility ational2 rewards

Pearson Correlation ~ compliance 1.000 .182 .207 .295 419

meaning .182 1.000 .691 .595 .358

responsibility .207 .691 1.000 .598 277

transformational2 .295 .595 .598 1.000 .574

brand_rewards 419 .358 277 574 1.000

Sig. (L-tailed) compliance . .001 .000 .000 .000

meaning .001 . .000 .000 .000

responsibility .000 .000 . .000 .000

transformational2 .000 .000 .000 . .000

brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 .000 .

N compliance 286 286 286 286 286

meaning 286 286 286 286 286

responsibility 286 286 286 286 286

transformational2 286 286 286 286 286

brand_rewards 286 286 286 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Model

Variables
Entered

Variables
Removed

Method

brand
rewards,
responsibi
lity,
meaning,
transfogna
tional2

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: compliance

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Erorof | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 4328 187 175 .88169 187 16.141 4 281 .000 2.019
a. Predictors: (Constant), brand _rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2
b. Dependent Variable: compliance
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 50.191 4 12.548 16.141 .0002
Residual 218.441 281 77
Total 268.632 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2

b. Dependent Variable: compliance

Coefficients$

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIE
1 (Constant) 1.911 .323 5.910 .000
meaning -.060 .077 -.062 -.784 434 .466 2.144
responsibility 134 .088 121 1.520 .130 .460 2.174
transformational2 .043 .094 .037 .460 .646 .438 2.281
brand_rewards .350 .060 .387 5.830 .000 .658 1.520

a. Dependent Variable: compliance
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Collinearity Diagnosticé

Variance Proportions

Condition transform brand_

Model  Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | meaning | responsibility | ational2 rewards
1 1 4.907 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .046 10.341 .01 .06 .04 .00 .69
3 .024 14.238 .68 .33 .00 .00 .02
4 .013 19.341 21 .38 .05 .69 A2
5 .010 22.025 .10 .23 .90 31 .16

a. Dependent Variable: compliance

Residuals Statistics?

Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.8383 4.7709 3.8718 41965 286
Residual -3.35720 2.38173 .00000 .87548 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.463 2.143 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.808 2.701 .000 .993 286

a. Dependent Variable: compliance

Charts

Histogram

Dependent VVariable: compliance
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent VVariable: compliance
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Regression: STEP 3 HELP

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
helping 4.7684 .78430 286
brand rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
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Correlations

brand_
helping rewards compliance
Pearson Correlation helping 1.000 .436 .273
brand_rewards .436 1.000 419
compliance .273 .419 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) helping . .000 .000
brand_rewards .000 . .000
compliance .000 .000 .
N helping 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286
compliance 286 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 complianc
e, brand_ Enter
rewards
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: helping
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Erorof | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 4482 .200 195 .70382 .200 35.449 2 283 .000 1.813
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance, brand_rewards
b. Dependent Variable: helping
ANOVA?
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 35.120 2 17.560 35.449 .0002
Residual 140.190 283 .495
Total 175.310 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance, brand_rewards

b. Dependent Variable: helping
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Coefficient®

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 3.285 .196 16.798 .000
brand rewards .285 .043 .390 6.666 .000 .824 1.213
compliance .089 .047 110 1.875 .062 .824 1.213
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Collinearity Diagnostic$
Variance Proportions
Condition brand
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) rewards compliance
1 1 2.933 1.000 .01 .01 .01
2 .037 8.846 .09 .95 .37
3 .030 9.947 .91 .05 .62
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 3.8640 5.5288 4.7684 .35104 286
Residual -1.89502 2.13603 .00000 .70135 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.576 2.166 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.692 3.035 .000 .996 286
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Charts
Histogram
Dependent VVariable: helping
7 AN

Regression Standardized Residual
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
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Regression: STEP 4 HELP

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
helping 4.7684 .78430 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
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Correlations

helping compliance
Pearson Correlation  helping 1.000 .273
compliance .273 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) helping . .000
compliance .000 .
N helping 286 286
compliance 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 -
ngphanc Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: helping

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | RSquare | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 2132 075 072 75573 .075 22.951 1 284 .000 1.707
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: helping
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 13.108 1 13.108 22.951 .000?
Residual 162.202 284 571
Total 175.310 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: helping
Coefficientd
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIE
1 (Constant) 3.913 .184 21.263 .000
compliance 221 .046 273 4.791 .000 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: helping
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Collinearity Diagnosticé

Condition Variance Proportions
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | compliance
1 1 1.970 1.000 .01 .01
2 .030 8.113 .99 .99
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 4.1340 5.2385 4.7684 .21446 286
Residual -2.09120 1.57148 .00000 .75441 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.958 2.192 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.767 2.079 .000 .998 286
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Charts
Histogram
Dependent VVariable: helping
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Scatterplot

Dependent VVariable: helping
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Regression Standardized Residual

Regression: STEP 2 SPORTS

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
transactional 4.1980 .89147 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286

Correlations

transform brand _
compliance | transactional ational2 rewards
Pearson Correlation compliance 1.000 .365 .295 419
transactional .365 1.000 .755 727
transformational2 .295 .755 1.000 574
brand rewards 419 727 574 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) compliance . .000 .000 .000
transactional .000 . .000 .000
transformational2 .000 .000 . .000
brand rewards .000 .000 .000 .
N compliance 286 286 286 286
transactional 286 286 286 286
transformational2 286 286 286 286
brand rewards 286 286 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Model

Variables
Entered

Variables

Removed

Method

brand_
rewards,
transforma
tional2,
trgnsaction
al

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: compliance

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | RSquare | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl af2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 4292 175 88180 184 21.158 3 282 .000 2.018
a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, transformational2, transactional
b. Dependent Variable: compliance
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 49.355 3 16.452 21.158 .0002
Residual 219.277 282 778
Total 268.632 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, transformational2, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: compliance

Coefficientd
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 2.067 .286 7.235 .000

transactional 119 .107 .109 1111 .267 .301 3.324

transformational2 .029 .095 .025 .309 758 428 2.336

brand_rewards .294 071 .325 4.146 .000 470 2.129

a. Dependent Variable: compliance
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Collinearity Diagnosticé

Variance Proportions
Condition transform brand_
Model Dimension Eigenwalue Index (Constant) | transactional ational2 rewards
1 1 3.939 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .035 10.550 44 .01 .01 .43
3 .018 14.981 .53 13 .28 .40
4 .008 21.789 .03 .86 71 17

a. Dependent Variable: compliance

Residuals Statistics®

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N

Predicted Value 2.6417 4.7221 3.8718 41614 286
Residual -3.23839 2.34798 .00000 .87715 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.956 2.043 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.672 2.663 .000 .995 286

a. Dependent Variable: compliance

Charts
Histogram
Dependent VVariable: compliance
/TN
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T T T T T 1 N = 286
-4 -3 -2 -1 (o] 1 2 3

Regression Standardized Residual

408




Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent VVariable: compliance
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Regression: STEP 3 SPORTS

Descriptive Statistics

N

Mean Std. Dewviation
sportsmanship 3.2972 1.36977 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
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Correlations

sportsma brand_
nship rewards compliance
Pearson Correlation sportsmanship 1.000 .355 .481
brand_rewards .355 1.000 419
compliance .481 .419 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) sportsmanship . .000 .000
brand_rewards .000 . .000
compliance .000 .000 .
N sportsmanship 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286
compliance 286 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Remowved Method
1 complianc
e, brand N . | Enter
rewards

a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change [ F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 5102 .260 .255 1.18261 .260 49.675 2 283 .000 1.893
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance, brand_rewards
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
ANOVA?
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 138.946 2 69.473 49.675 .0002
Residual 395.792 283 1.399
Total 534.738 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance, brand_rewards
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
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Coefficientd

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 147 .329 447 .655
brand_rewards .238 .072 .186 3.310 .001 .824 1.213
compliance .568 .079 403 7.147 .000 .824 1.213

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Collinearity Diagnostic$

Variance Proportions
Condition brand
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) rewards compliance
1 1 2.933 1.000 .01 .01 .01
2 .037 8.846 .09 .95 .37
3 .030 9.947 .91 .05 .62

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Residuals Statistics?

Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 1.4754 4.,9832 3.2972 .69823 286
Residual -3.46165 2.62790 .00000 1.17845 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.609 2.415 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.927 2.222 .000 .996 286
a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Charts
Histogram
Dependent VVariable: sportsmanship
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent VVariable: sportsmanship
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Regression:STEP 4 SPORTS

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Dewviation N
sportsmanship 3.2972 1.36977 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
Correlations
sportsma

nship compliance
Pearson Correlation ~ sportsmanship 1.000 481
compliance .481 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) sportsmanship . .000
compliance .000 .
N sportsmanship 286 286
compliance 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Variables Variables
Model Entered Remowved Method
1 -

ngphanc Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change [ F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 4812 231 228 1.20316 231 85.396 1 284 .000 1.893
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 123.619 1 123.619 85.396 .0002
Residual 411.119 284 1.448
Total 534.738 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Coefficientd
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 671 293 2.289 .023
compliance .678 .073 481 9.241 .000 1.000 1.000
a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Collinearity Diagnosticé
Condition Variance Proportions
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | compliance
1 1 1.970 1.000 .01 .01
2 .030 8.113 .99 .99

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
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Residuals Statistics?

Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Predicted Value 1.3491 4.7409 3.2972 .65860 286
Residual -3.28866 2.84195 .00000 1.20105 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.958 2.192 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.733 2.362 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Charts

Histogram

Dependent VVariable: sportsmanship
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Scatterplot

Dependent VVariable: sportsmanship
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Regression Standardized Residual

Regression: STEP 2 SELF

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Dewviation N
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
meaning 4.4248 .99584 286
responsibility 4.7736 .87390 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
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Correlations

transform brand_
compliance | meaning responsibility ational2 rewards
Pearson Correlation ~ compliance 1.000 .182 .207 .295 419
meaning .182 1.000 .691 .595 .358
responsibility .207 .691 1.000 .598 277
transformational2 .295 .595 .598 1.000 574
brand_rewards 419 .358 277 574 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) compliance . .001 .000 .000 .000
meaning .001 . .000 .000 .000
responsibility .000 .000 . .000 .000
transformational2 .000 .000 .000 . .000
brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 .000 .
N compliance 286 286 286 286 286
meaning 286 286 286 286 286
responsibility 286 286 286 286 286
transformational2 286 286 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 brand
rewards,
responsibi
lity, Enter
meaning,
transforma
tional2
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: compliance
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | RSquare | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl a2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 4328 .187 175 .88169 .187 16.141 4 281 .000 2.019

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2

b. Dependent Variable: compliance




ANOVAP

Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 50.191 4 12.548 16.141 .0002
Residual 218.441 281 77
Total 268.632 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2

b. Dependent Variable: compliance

Coefficientd
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1.911 .323 5.910 .000
meaning -.060 077 -.062 - 784 434 466 2.144
responsibility 134 .088 121 1.520 130 460 2.174
transformational2 .043 .094 .037 .460 .646 438 2.281
brand_rewards .350 .060 .387 5.830 .000 .658 1.520
a. Dependent Variable: compliance
Collinearity Diagnostic8
Variance Proportions
Condition transform brand
Model  Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | meaning | responsibility | ational2 rewards
1 1 4.907 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .046 10.341 .01 .06 .04 .00 .69
3 .024 14.238 .68 .33 .00 .00 .02
4 .013 19.341 21 .38 .05 .69 12
5 .010 22.0%5 .10 .23 .90 31 .16
a. Dependent Variable: compliance
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.8383 47709 3.8718 41965 286
Residual -3.35720 2.38173 .00000 .87548 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.463 2.143 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.808 2.701 .000 .993 286

a. Dependent Variable: compliance

Charts
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Histogram

Dependent VVariable: compliance
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Regression: STEP 3 SELF

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
self_brand_advancement 4,519 .90927 286
brand _rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
Correlations
self_brand_ brand_
advancement rewards compliance
Pearson Correlation  self_brand_advancement 1.000 .489 .286
brand_rewards .489 1.000 419
compliance .286 419 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) self_brand_advancement . .000 .000
brand_rewards .000 . .000
compliance .000 .000 .
N self_brand_advancement 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286
compliance 286 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 complianc
e, branda Enter
rewards
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Erorof | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 4978 247 242 .79180 247 46.418 2 283 .000 1.827
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance, brand_rewards
b. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 58.204 2 29.102 46.418 .0002
Residual 177.427 283 .627
Total 235.630 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance, brand_rewards

b. Dependent Variable: self brand_advancement
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Coefficients

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 2.648 .220 12.034 .000
brand _rewards .379 .048 .448 7.882 .000 .824 1.213
compliance .092 .053 .098 1.726 .085 .824 1.213
a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
Collinearity Diagnostic$

Variance Proportions
Condition brand
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) rewards compliance
1 1 2.933 1.000 .01 .01 .01
2 .037 8.846 .09 .95 .37
3 .030 9.947 .91 .05 .62
a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 3.3334 5.4755 4.5196 .45191 286
Residual -2.58865 2.66662 .00000 .78902 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.625 2.115 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.269 3.368 .000 .996 286

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Charts

Histogram

Dependent VVariable: self_brand_advancement
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent VVariable: self_brand_advancement
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Regression: STEP 4 SELF
Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N
self_brand_advancement 4.519% .90927 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
Correlations
self_brand_
advancement compliance
Pearson Correlation  self_brand_advancement 1.000 .286
compliance .286 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) self_brand_advancement . .000
compliance .000 .
N self_brand_advancement 286 286
compliance 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 -

ngpllanc Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 2862 .082 .078 .87286 .082 25.271 1 284 .000 1.663
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 19.254 1 19.2%4 25.271 .0002
Residual 216.377 284 .762
Total 235.630 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: self brand_advancement
Coefficient$
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 3.483 213 16.386 .000
compliance .268 .053 .286 5.027 .000 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Collinearity Diagnosticé

Condition Variance Proportions
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | compliance
1 1 1.970 1.000 .01 .01
2 .030 8.113 .99 .99

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

422




Residuals Statistics?

Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Predicted Value 3.7507 5.0893 4519 .25992 286
Residual -2.55390 1.89229 .00000 .87133 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.958 2.192 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.926 2.168 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Charts

Histogram

Dependent VVariable: self_brand_advancement
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Scatterplot

Dependent VVariable: self_brand_advancement
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Regression: STEP 2 ENDORSE

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
transactional 4.1980 .89147 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286

Correlations

brand_

compliance | transactional rewards
Pearson Correlation compliance 1.000 .365 .419
transactional .365 1.000 727
brand_rewards 419 727 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) compliance . .000 .000
transactional .000 . .000
brand_rewards .000 .000 .
N compliance 286 286 286
transactional 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286

Variables Entered/Removed

Variables Variables

Model Entered Remowved Method
1 brand_
rewards , Enter
trgnsaction
al

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: compliance
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Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durhin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl a2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 4282 183 178 .88039 183 31.790 2 283 .000 2.021
a. Predictors: (Constant), brand _rewards, transactional
b. Dependent Variable: compliance
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 49.281 2 24.641 31.790 .0002
Residual 219.351 283 775
Total 268.632 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, transactional
b. Dependent Variable: compliance
Coefficient€
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 2.109 .252 8.367 .000
transactional 139 .085 127 1.626 .105 A71 2.122
brand_rewards .296 .071 .327 4.176 .000 A71 2.122
a. Dependent Variable: compliance
Collinearity Diagnosticé
Variance Proportions
Condition brand_
Model Dimension Eigenwalue Index (Constant) | transactional rewards
1 1 2.952 1.000 .00 .00 .00
2 .035 9.234 .72 .01 .37
3 .013 14.902 .28 .99 .63
a. Dependent Variable: compliance
Residuals Statistics®
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.5750 4.7140 3.8718 .41583 286
Residual -3.29149 2.31553 .00000 .87730 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.119 2.025 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.739 2.630 .000 .996 286

a. Dependent Variable: compliance

Charts

425




Histogram

Dependent VVariable: compliance
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Regression: STEP 3 ENDORSE

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
brand_endorsement 4.0233 1.07144 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
Correlations
brand_ brand_
endorsement rewards compliance
Pearson Correlation brand_endorsement 1.000 .492 .205
brand_rewards .492 1.000 .419
compliance .205 .419 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) brand_endorsement . .000 .000
brand_rewards .000 . .000
compliance .000 .000 .
N brand_endorsement 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286
compliance 286 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 complianc
e, brand N Enter
rewards
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | RSquare | the Estimate | Change [ F Change dfl di2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 4928 .236 93634 242 45.091 2 283 .000 1.898

a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance, brand_rewards

b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
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ANOVAP

Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 79.064 2 39.532 45.091 .000?
Residual 248.114 283 .877
Total 327.178 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance, brand_rewards
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Coefficientd
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 2.066 .260 7.941 .000
brand_rewards 491 .057 .492 8.632 .000 .824 1.213
compliance -.002 .063 -.001 -.026 .979 .824 1.213
a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Collinearity Diagnosticé
Variance Proportions
Condition brand_
Model Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) rewards compliance
1 1 2.933 1.000 .01 .01 .01
2 .037 8.846 .09 .95 .37
3 .030 9.947 91 .05 .62
a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.5504 5.0096 4.0233 .52671 286
Residual -3.22118 2.58531 .00000 .93305 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.797 1.873 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.440 2.761 .000 .996 286

a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Charts
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Histogram

Dependent VVariable: brand_endorsement
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Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Dewviation N
brand_endorsement 4.0233 1.07144 286
compliance 3.8718 .97086 286
Correlations
brand_
endorsement compliance
Pearson Correlation  brand_endorsement 1.000 .205
compliance .205 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) brand_endorsement . .000
compliance .000 .
N brand_endorsement 286 286
compliance 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 -
cgmplianc Enter
e
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durhin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 2052 .042 .039 1.05056 .042 12.445 1 284 .000 1.743
a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 13.735 1 13.735 12.445 .0002
Residual 313.442 284 1.104
Total 327.178 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), compliance

b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
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Coefficientd

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 3.148 256 12.304 .000
compliance 226 .064 .205 3.528 .000 .205 205 205 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Varigble: brand_endorsement

Collinearity Diagnosticé

Condition Variance Proportions
Model Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | compliance
1 1 1.970 1.000 .01 .01
2 .030 8.113 .99 .99

a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Residuals Statistics®

Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 3.3739 4.5045 4.0233 .21953 286
Residual -3.12767 2.32457 .00000 1.04871 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.958 2.192 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.977 2.213 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Charts

Histogram
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Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
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APPENDIX C7

REGRESSION ANALYSIS TO ANSWER SUB-HYPOTHESES H8, H9 & H10
(ENGAGEMENT)

MEDIATION ROLE OF BRAND ENGAGEMENT

Regression: STEP 2 HELP

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
:ﬁfgﬁi‘i‘;gﬁ 4.3256 196602 286
meaning 4.4248 .99584 286
responsibility 4.7736 .87390 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286

Correlations

identification_ transform brand_
internalization | meaning | responsibility | ational2 rewards
Pearson Correlation :2:&;21:':22323 1.000 539 194 667 558
meaning .539 1.000 .691 .595 .358
responsibility 494 .691 1.000 .598 277
transformational2 .667 .595 .598 1.000 574
brand_rewards .558 .358 277 574 1.000
o
meaning .000 . .000 .000 .000
responsibility .000 .000 . .000 .000
transformational2 .000 .000 .000 . .000
brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 .000
N :2?;25.22325 286 286 286 286 286
meaning 286 286 286 286 286
responsibility 286 286 286 286 286
transformational2 286 286 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Model

Variables
Entered

Variables
Remowed

Method

brand_
rewards,
responsibi
lity,
meaning,
transfogna
tional2

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durhin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change [ F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 723° 523 516 67188 523 77.037 4 281 .000 1.885
a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2
b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 139.107 4 34.777 77.037 .000?
Residual 126.851 281 .451
Total 265.958 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2

b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization

Coefficientd

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIE
1 (Constant) .352 .246 1.430 154
meaning .164 .059 .169 2.799 .005 .466 2.144
responsibility .096 .067 .087 1.437 152 .460 2.174
transformational2 .415 .071 .362 5.811 .000 .438 2.281
brand_rewards .239 .046 .265 5.223 .000 .658 1.520

a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
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Collinearity Diagnosticé

Variance Proportions
Condition transform brand
Model  Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | meaning | responsibility | ational2 rewards
1 1 4,907 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .046 10.341 .01 .06 .04 .00 .69
3 .024 14.238 .68 .33 .00 .00 .02
4 .013 19.341 21 .38 .05 .69 12
5 .010 22.025 .10 .23 .90 31 .16
a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.6552 5.8361 4.3256 .69864 286
Residual -1.97374 1.93682 .00000 .66715 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.391 2.162 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.938 2.883 .000 .993 286
a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
Charts
Histogram
Dependent VVariable: identification__internalization
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
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Regression: STEP 3 HELP

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
helping 4.7684 .78430 286
meaning 4.4248 .99534 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
:gteenrtr'\g‘l:;‘gﬁga 4.3256 96602 286
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Correlations

transform brand_ identification_
helping meaning ational2 rewards internalization
Pearson Correlation  helping 1.000 .583 .650 436 .697
meaning .583 1.000 .595 .358 .539
transformational2 .650 .595 1.000 574 .667
brand _rewards .436 .358 574 1.000 .558
identification_
internalization .697 .539 .667 .558 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) helping . .000 .000 .000 .000
meaning .000 . .000 .000 .000
transformational2 .000 .000 . .000 .000
brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 .000
identification_
internalization 000 000 000 000
N helping 286 286 286 286 286
meaning 286 286 286 286 286
transformational2 286 286 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286 286 286
identification_
internalization 286 286 286 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Remowved Method
1 identificati
on_
internalizat
ion,
meaning, Enter
brand_
rewards,
transforma
tional2
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: helping
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl af2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 7582 575 .568 51521 575 94.862 4 281 .000 1.775

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization, meaning, brand_rewards, transformational2

b. Dependent Variable: helping

437




ANOVAP

Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 100.721 4 25.180 94.862 .0002
Residual 74.589 281 .265
Total 175.310 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization, meaning, brand_rewards,
transformational2
b. Dependent Variable: helping
Coefficientd
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1.560 174 8.969 .000
meaning .166 .039 .210 4.211 .000 .608 1.645
transformational2 .235 .055 .253 4.250 .000 428 2.335
brand_rewards -.016 .036 -.022 -.446 .656 .614 1.629
:gf:rﬁigzgﬁ 347 046 427 | 7.608 000 480 | 2.081
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Collinearity Diagnostic8
Variance Proportions
Condition transform brand_ identification_
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) [ meaning ational2 rewards internalization
1 1 4.904 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .040 11.099 .08 A7 .00 .69 .00
3 .025 14.038 .81 .28 .00 .00 .09
4 .019 15.956 .00 43 .01 .24 .70
5 .012 20.366 A1 A2 .99 .06 21
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.8367 5.9655 4.7684 .59448 286
Residual -1.70318 1.71601 .00000 .51158 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.249 2.014 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.306 3.331 .000 .993 286

a. Dependent Variable: helping

Charts
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Histogram

Dependent VVariable: helping
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Regression: STEP 4 HELP

439



Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
helping 4.7684 .78430 286
identification_
internalization 4.32% 196602 286
Correlations
identification_
helping internalization
Pearson Correlation helping 1.000 .697
identification_
internalization 697 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) helping .000
identification_
internalization 000
N helping 286 286
identification_
internalization 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 identificati
pn_ . Enter
intgrnalizat
ion
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: helping
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate [ Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 6978 485 483 .56374 485 | 267.630 1 284 .000 1.766
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization
b. Dependent Variable: helping
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 85.054 1 85.054 267.630 .0002
Residual 90.256 284 .318
Total 175.310 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization

b. Dependent Variable: helping
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Coefficient$

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 2.322 .153 15.158 .000
identification_
internalization .566 .035 .697 16.359 .000 1.000 1.000
a. Dependent Variable; helping
Collinearity Diagnosticé
Variance Proportions
Condition identification_
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) [ internalization
1 1 1.976 1.000 .01 .01
2 .024 9.081 .99 .99
a. Dependent Variable: helping
Residuals Statistics®
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.8877 5.7153 4.7684 .54629 286
Residual -2.14641 1.98193 .00000 .56275 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.443 1.733 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.807 3.516 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: helping

Charts
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Histogram

Dependent VVariable: helping

50 —

40 —

Frequency

20 —

10—

N

Mean = 2.11E-15
Std. Dev. = 0.998

T
-a

N = 286

T T
-2 [e] 2 a

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Expected Cum Prob

Dependent VVariable: helping

0.0 % T T T T
0.0 0.2 o.a o.6 o.8 1.0
Observed Cum Prob

Scatterplot

Dependent VVariable: helping

N
|

N
l

0
|

‘
b
I

‘
N
|

0
I

A
|

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

T T T
-2 [e] 2

Regression Standardized Residual

442



Regression: STEP 2 SPORTS

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
identification_
internalization 4.3256 96602 286
transactional 4.1980 .89147 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286

Correlations

identification_ transform brand_
internalization | transactional ational2 rewards
Pearson Correlation :gf;gfiﬁizﬁ 1.000 617 667 558
transactional .617 1.000 .755 727
transformational2 .667 .755 1.000 .574
brand_rewards .558 727 574 1.000
e len
transactional .000 . .000 .000
transformational2 .000 .000 . .000
brand_rewards .000 .000 .000
“ B
transactional 286 286 286 286
transformational2 286 286 286 286
brand rewards 286 286 286 286

Variables Entered/Removed

Variables
Model Entered

Variables
Remowed

Method

1 brand_
rewards,
transforma
tional2,
trgnsaction
al

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
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Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 7032 494 489 .69063 494 91.867 3 282 .000 2.009
a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, transformational2, transactional
b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 131.453 3 43.818 91.867 .0002
Residual 134.505 282 A77
Total 265.958 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, transformational2, transactional
b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization

Coefficients

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIFE
1 (Constant) 716 224 3.198 .002

transactional 131 .084 121 1.570 .118 .301 3.324

transformational2 .523 .074 .456 7.040 .000 428 2.336

brand_rewards .187 .056 .208 3.362 .001 470 2.129

a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
Collinearity Diagnostic8
Variance Proportions
Condition transform brand_

Model Dimension Eigenwalue Index (Constant) | transactional ational2 rewards
1 1 3.939 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00

2 .035 10.550 44 .01 .01 43

3 .018 14.981 .53 13 .28 .40

4 .008 21.789 .03 .86 71 17

a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
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Residuals Statistics?

Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.7888 5.7633 4.3256 .67914 286
Residual -2.33963 2.40305 .00000 .68699 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.263 2.117 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.388 3.480 .000 .995 286

a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization

Charts

Histogram

Dependent VVariable: identification__internalization
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Scatterplot

Dependent VVariable: identification__internalization
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Regression: STEP 3 SPORT
Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N
sportsmanship 3.2972 1.36977 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
identification_
internalization 4.32% 96602 286
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Correlations

sportsma | transform brand_ identification_
nship ational2 rewards internalization
Pearson Correlation ~ sportsmanship 1.000 .184 .355 .258
transformational2 .184 1.000 574 .667
brand _rewards .355 .574 1.000 .558
identification_
internalization .258 .667 .558 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) sportsmanship . .001 .000 .000
transformational2 .001 . .000 .000
brand_rewards .000 .000 .000
identification_
internalization -000 -000 -000
N sportsmanship 286 286 286 286
transformational2 286 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286 286
identification_
internalization 286 286 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 identificati
on_
internalizat
ion,
brand_ Enter
rewards,
transforma
tional2
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change [ F Change dft df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 .3692 137 127 1.27960 137 14.861 3 282 .000 1.913

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization, brand_rewards, transformational2

b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
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ANOVAP

Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 72.998 3 24.333 14.861 .0002
Residual 461.740 282 1.637
Total 534.738 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization, brand_rewards,
transformational2
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Coefficientd
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1.463 419 3.493 .001
transformational2 -.164 .128 -101 -1.287 .199 496 2.015
brand_rewards .430 .090 .337 4,772 .000 .615 1.625
identification_
internalization .195 110 .138 1.777 .077 510 1.960

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Collinearity Diagnostic$

Variance Proportions
Condition transform brand_ identification_
Model Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) ational2 rewards internalization
1 1 3.931 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .035 10.638 .34 .01 .73 .00
3 .022 13.314 .46 .03 .24 .58
4 .013 17.722 .20 .96 .03 42
a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N

Predicted Value 1.6638 4.2869 3.2972 .50609 286

Residual -3.22517 2.83414 .00000 1.27285 286

Std. Predicted Value -3.227 1.955 .000 1.000 286

Std. Residual -2.520 2.215 .000 .995 286

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Charts
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Regression Standardized Predicted Value
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Regression: STEP 4 SPORTS

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
sportsmanship 3.2972 1.36977 286
identification_
internalization 4.32% 196602 286
Correlations
sportsma | identification_
nship internalization
Pearson Correlation  sportsmanship 1.000 .258
identification_
internalization 258 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) sportsmanship .000
identification_
internalization 000
N sportsmanship 286 286
identification_
internalization 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 identificati
pn_ . Enter
intgrnalizat
ion
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl af2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 2582 .067 .063 1.32575 .067 20.241 1 284 .000 1.884
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization
b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 35.576 1 35.576 20.241 .000?
Residual 499.162 284 1.758
Total 534.738 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization

b. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
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Coefficient$®

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1.715 .360 4,761 .000
identification_
internalization .366 .081 .258 4.499 .000 1.000 1.000
a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Collinearity Diagnosticé
Variance Proportions
Condition identification_
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) [ internalization
1 1 1.976 1.000 .01 .01
2 .024 9.081 .99 .99
a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship
Residuals Statistics®
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.0809 3.9096 3.2972 .35331 286
Residual -2.90961 3.26888 .00000 1.32342 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.443 1.733 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.195 2.466 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

Charts
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Regression Standardized Predicted Value
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Regression: STEP 2 SELF

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
:ﬁfgﬁi‘g‘agﬁ 4.3256 196602 286
meaning 4.4248 .99584 286
responsibility 4.7736 .87390 286
transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
Correlations
identification_ transform brand_
internalization [ meaning | responsibility | ational2 rewards
Pearson Correlation :g:::rtrl]glcligggﬁ 1.000 539 194 667 558
meaning .539 1.000 .691 .595 .358
responsibility 494 .691 1.000 .598 277
transformational2 .667 .595 .598 1.000 .574
brand_rewards .558 .358 277 574 1.000
Sig. (1talled) :gf:rtr']ﬁajcsgggﬁ 000 000 000 000
meaning .000 . .000 .000 .000
responsibility .000 .000 . .000 .000
transformational2 .000 .000 .000 . .000
brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 .000
N :gfg‘rﬁﬁgﬁ 286 286 286 286 286
meaning 286 286 286 286 286
responsibility 286 286 286 286 286
transformational2 286 286 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Remowed Method
1 brand_
rewards,
responsibi
lity, . | Enter
meaning,
transfoyma
tional2

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
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Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durbin
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl aR Sig. F Change Watson
1 7232 523 516 67188 523 77.037 4 281 .000 1.885
a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2
b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 139.107 4 34.777 77.037 .0002
Residual 126.851 281 .451
Total 265.958 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, responsibility, meaning, transformational2

b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization

Coefficient$

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .352 .246 1.430 .154
meaning .164 .059 .169 2.799 .005 466 2.144
responsibility .096 .067 .087 1.437 .152 .460 2.174
transformational2 415 .071 .362 5.811 .000 438 2.281
brand_rewards .239 .046 .265 5.223 .000 .658 1.520
a. Dependent Varigble: identification_internalization
Collinearity Diagnostic8
Variance Proportions
Condition transform brand_
Model ~ Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | meaning [ responsibility | ational2 rewards
1 1 4.907 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .046 10.341 .01 .06 .04 .00 .69
3 .024 14.238 .68 .33 .00 .00 .02
4 .013 19.341 21 .38 .05 .69 A2
5 .010 22.025 .10 .23 .90 31 .16

a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
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Residuals Statistics?

Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Predicted Value 2.6552 5.8361 4.3256 .69864 286
Residual -1.97374 1.93682 .00000 .66715 286
Std. Predicted Value -2.391 2.162 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -2.938 2.883 .000 .993 286

a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization

Charts

Histogram

Dependent VVariable: identification__internalization
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Scatterplot

Dependent VVariable: identification__internalization

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

° : Regresslion Stanc;)ardized Rlesidual B °
Regression: STEP 3 SELF
Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N

self_brand_advancement 4.5196 .90927 286

meaning 4.4248 .99584 286

transformational2 4.4198 .84182 286

brand rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286

identifcation_ 4.3256 96602 286

internalization

Correlations
self_brand_ transform brand_ identification_
advancement | meaning ational2 rewards internalization

Pearson Correlation  self_brand_advancement 1.000 .601 .655 .489 .661
meaning .601 1.000 .595 .358 .539
transformational2 .655 .595 1.000 574 .667
brand_rewards 489 .358 574 1.000 .558
identification_
internalization .661 .539 .667 .558 1.000

Sig. (1-tailed) self_brand_advancement ) .000 .000 .000 .000
meaning .000 . .000 .000 .000
transformational2 .000 .000 . .000 .000
brand_rewards .000 .000 .000 . .000
identification_
internalization -000 000 000 000

N self_brand_advancement 286 286 286 286 286
meaning 286 286 286 286 286
transformational2 286 286 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286 286 286
identification_
internalization 286 286 286 286 286
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Variables Entered/Removed

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method

1 identificati
on_
internalizat
ion,
meaning, . | Enter
brand _
rewards,
transfog‘na
tional2

a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Errorof | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square [ the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 7502 .563 .556 .60564 .563 90.346 4 281 .000 1.916

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization, meaning, brand_rewards, transformational2

b. Dependent Variable: self brand_advancement

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 132.558 4 33.140 90.346 .0002
Residual 103.072 281 .367
Total 235.630 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization, meaning, brand_rewards,
transformational2

b. Dependent Variable: self brand_advancement

Coefficient®

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .755 .204 3.69%4 .000
meaning 233 .046 .255 5.048 .000 .608 1.645
transformational2 .268 .065 .248 4111 .000 428 2.335
brand_rewards .068 .043 .080 1.594 112 .614 1.629
:ﬁfe”rtr']ﬂaiigzgﬁ 295 054 314 5,511 000 480 2.081

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
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Collinearity Diagnosticé

Variance Proportions
Condition transform brand_ identification_
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) [ meaning ational2 rewards internalization
1 1 4.904 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .040 11.099 .08 17 .00 .69 .00
3 .025 14.038 .81 .28 .00 .00 .09
4 .019 15.956 .00 43 .01 .24 .70
5 .012 20.366 A1 12 .99 .06 21
a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.3901 5.9407 4.5196 .68199 286
Residual -2.00402 1.95416 .00000 .60138 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.122 2.084 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.309 3.227 .000 .993 286
a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
Charts

Histogram

Dependent VVariable: self_brand_advancement
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
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Regression: STEP 4 SELF
Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N

self_brand_advancement 4,519 .90927 286
identification_
internalization 4.32% 96602 286
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Correlations

self_brand_ identification_
advancement internalization
Pearson Correlation  self_brand_advancement 1.000 .661
identification_
internalization -661 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) self_brand_advancement .000
identification_
internalization -000
N self_brand_advancement 286 286
identification_ 286 286

internalization

Variables Entered/Removed

Variables
Model Entered

Variables

Removed Method

1 identificati
on_
intea[nalizat
ion

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durhin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change [ F Change dfl Sig. F Change Watson
1 6612 437 435 .68317 A37 | 220.868 1 284 .000 1741
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization
b. Dependent Variable: self brand_advancement
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 103.083 1 103.083 220.868 .0002
Residual 132.548 284 467
Total 235.630 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization

b. Dependent Variable: self brand_advancement
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Coefficientd

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1.827 .186 9.839 .000
identification_
internalization .623 .042 .661 14.862 .000 1.000 1.000
a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
Collinearity Diagnosticé
Variance Proportions
Condition identification_
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) [ internalization
1 1 1.976 1.000 .01 .01
2 .024 9.081 .99 .99
a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement
Residuals Statistics®
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.4492 5.5620 4.519 .60141 286
Residual -2.39359 2.04402 .00000 .68197 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.443 1.733 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.504 2.992 .000 .998 286

a. Dependent Variable: self_brand_advancement

Charts
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Histogram

Dependent VVariable: self_brand_advancement
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Regression: STEP 2 ENDORSE
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Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
identification_
internalization 4.32% -96602 286
transactional 4.1980 .89147 286
brand rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286

Correlations

identification_ brand_
internalization | transactional rewards
Pearson Correlation identification_
internalization 1.000 -617 -558
transactional .617 1.000 727
brand_rewards .558 727 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) identification_
internalization -000 -000
transactional .000 . .000
brand_rewards .000 .000
N identification_
internalization 286 286 286
transactional 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286
Variables Entered/Removed
Variables Variables
Model Entered Remowed Method
1 brand_
rewards,. Enter
trgnsaction
al
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl af2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 6378 405 401 14754 405 96.466 2 283 .000 1.939

a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: identification_intemalization
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ANOVAP

Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 107.814 2 53.907 96.466 .000?
Residual 158.144 283 .559
Total 265.958 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), brand_rewards, transactional
b. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1.454 214 6.795 .000
transactional .485 .072 448 6.708 .000 471 2.122
brand_rewards .209 .060 232 3.470 .001 A71 2.122
a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
Collinearity Diagnosticé
Variance Proportions
Condition brand_
Model Dimension Eigenwalue Index (Constant) | transactional rewards
1 1 2.952 1.000 .00 .00 .00
2 .035 9.234 72 .01 .37
3 .013 14.902 .28 .99 .63
a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization
Residuals Statistics?
Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2.2603 5.6184 4.3256 .61506 286
Residual -2.39801 2.96196 .00000 74491 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.358 2.102 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.208 3.962 .000 .996 286

a. Dependent Variable: identification_internalization

Charts
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Histogram

Dependent VVariable: identification__internalization
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Regression: STEP 3 ENDORSE

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
brand_endorsement 4.0233 1.07144 286
transactional 4.1980 .89147 286
brand_rewards 3.9958 1.07317 286
identification_
internalization 4.32% 196602 286
Correlations
brand_ brand_ identification_
endorsement | transactional rewards internalization
Pearson Correlation  brand_endorsement 1.000 .527 492 .706
transactional 527 1.000 Jq27 617
brand_rewards 492 727 1.000 .558
identification_
internalization 706 617 558 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) brand_endorsement . .000 .000 .000
transactional .000 . .000 .000
brand_rewards .000 .000 .000
identification_
internalization 000 000 000
N brand_endorsement 286 286 286 286
transactional 286 286 286 286
brand_rewards 286 286 286 286
identification_
internalization 286 286 286 286

Variables Entered/Removed

Model

Variables
Entered

Variables
Remowved

Method

identificati
on_
internalizat
ion,

brand_
rewards,
tr%nsaction
al

Enter

a. All

b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

requested variables entered.
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Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durhin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 7182 515 510 74980 515 99.986 3 282 .000 2.046
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization, brand_rewards, transactional
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsemert
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 168.637 3 56.212 99.986 .0002
Residual 158.541 282 .562
Total 327.178 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization, brand_rewards, transactional

b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Coefficient®

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .325 232 1.405 161
transactional J11 .078 .092 1.421 .156 407 2.460
brand_rewards .091 .062 .091 1.476 141 .452 2.213
identification_
internalization .663 .060 .598 11.124 .000 .595 1.682
a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Collinearity Diagnostic$
Variance Proportions
Condition brand_ identification_
Model Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | transactional rewards internalization
1 1 3.930 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 .035 10.607 .52 .01 .40 .01
3 .022 13.431 .36 .00 .13 .89
4 .013 17.533 12 .98 47 .09

a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
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Residuals Statistics?

Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Predicted Value 1.5108 5.5161 4.0233 .76923 286
Residual -2.51609 2.06890 .00000 .74584 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.266 1.941 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.356 2.759 .000 .995 286

a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Charts

Histogram

Dependent VVariable: brand_endorsement
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Scatterplot

Dependent VVariable: brand_endorsement
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Regression: STEP 4 ENDORSE

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
brand_endorsement 4.0233 1.07144 286
identification_
internalization 4.32% 96602 286
Correlations
brand_ identification_
endorsement internalization
Pearson Correlation  brand_endorsement 1.000 .706
identification_
internalization 106 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) brand_endorsement .000
identification_
internalization 000
N brand_endorsement 286 286
identification_
internalization 286 286

Variables Entered/Removed

Variables
Model Entered

Variables

Removed Method

1 identificati
on_
intgynalizat
ion

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
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Model Summary

Change Statistics
Adjusted | Std. Error of | R Square Durbin-
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate | Change | F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Watson
1 .706° 498 496 .76049 498 | 281712 1 284 .000 2.004
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 162.927 1 162.927 281.712 .0002
Residual 164.251 284 .578
Total 327.178 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), identification_internalization
b. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement
Coefficientd
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .638 207 3.086 .002
identification_
internalization .783 .047 .706 16.784 .000 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Collinearity Diagnosticé

Variance Proportions

Condition identification_

Model  Dimension Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | internalization
1 1 1.976 1.000 .01 .01
2 .024 9.081 .99 .99

a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Residuals Statistics®

Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 1.4204 5.3339 4.0233 .75609 286
Residual -2.33388 1.98514 .00000 .75916 286
Std. Predicted Value -3.443 1.733 .000 1.000 286
Std. Residual -3.069 2.610 .000 .998 286
a. Dependent Variable: brand_endorsement

Charts
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Histogram

Dependent VVariable: brand_endorsement
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