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ABSTRACT

Doss, Samuel K., “Spreading the Good Word”: TowamdJnderstanding of Brand Evangelism

Doctor of Philosophy (PhD), August, 2010, 100 28..Tables, 3 Figures, 176 References.

The objective of this dissertation is to betterenstnd the phenomenon of brand evangelism
and the dimensions that are involved in a consureeoming a brand evangelist. A brand
evangelist is a consumer who actively “spreadgtuoa word” of the brand while attempting to
influence others’ consumption behavior. Throughdbeelopment and testing of a model, this
study helps to realize the concepts that are irbla a consumer becoming a brand evangelist.
To date, little research has examined the dimessdbbrand evangelism. It is proposed here
that the attributes leading to brand evangelisrtudebrand satisfaction, brand salience,
consumer-brand identification, social motivationgapinion leadership. The results of the study
garnered some mixed results. It was found thatwoes-brand identification, brand salience,
and opinion leadership are all concepts that ledatdnd evangelism. However, neither brand
satisfaction nor sociability has a statisticallgrsficant relationship directly related with brand
evangelism. It must be noted, though, that bratidfaation does have a mediated relationship
with brand evangelism through consumer-brand ifieation. Finally, for the overall proposed
model, it was found that there is no statisticéfiedence between males and females, income
level of higher/lower than $100,000, ages of 50yead older versus under 50 years of age, or

being a college graduate versus an individual witlaobachelor’s degree.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

“When | evangelize and witness to people, | maf@nainteresting points.”

—Stroud, in reference to Macintosh Computer

The objective of this dissertation is to betterenstnd the phenomenon of brand
evangelism. Through the development and testirgrmbdel, this study attempts to explain the
dimensions that are involved in a consumer becomibgand evangelist. A brand evangelist is a
consumer who actively “spreads the good word” eflihand while attempting to influence
others’ consumption behavior. This behavior gog®bé word-of-mouth communication as it
often unprompted, generally positive, and haskention of “converting” an individual to
consume the brand.

To date, little research has examined the attrébatdrand evangelism. It is proposed
that the constructs leading to brand evangelishudecconsumer-brand identification, brand
salience, brand satisfaction, sociability, and mpineadership. Consumer-brand identification is
the consumer’s self-defined perception of onenedsdentification with a brand (Bhattacharya
and Sen 2003; Kuenzel and Halliday 2008). Braniesed is the unaided “top-of-mind
awareness” that an individual possesses in referena product category (Alba and
Chattopadhyay 1986; Miller and Berry 1998). Braatisfaction, used here, is the pleasurable

fulfillment of a consumer’s needs, wants, or desirereference to the brand (Oliver 1997). In

! Please see Appendix A concerning quotes usedghmut this study.



contrast to satisfaction, sociability reflects thiernal desire for human connection and the
engagement of relationships (McAdams 1988; ReynahdsBeatty 1999). Finally, opinion
leadership is the degree to which certain indivisiliave an influence on other people’s attitudes

and behavior concerning a brand (Baumgarten 19@§ef 2003).

Purpose of the Resear ch

Although normative pieces have been written camogrbrand evangelism (e.g., Collier
2007; Friedman 2007; Kawasaki 1991; McConnell andd12003; Roberts 2004; Rusticus
2006), to date, little research has viewed brarahgelism beyond propositions and cursory
attention. This study will further the understarglof brand evangelism by analyzing the
dimensions and relationships that lead to this epticThe concept of brand evangelism can be
described as the active communication of infornrmgtideas, and feelings concerning a specific
brand freely, and often times fervently, to othara desire to influence consumption behavior.
For example, Lyn (age 56) considers herself a beaathgelist for Truvia Sweetener—*“If I'm at
a function, if it's there, we’ll use it. | usualbring it with me, so I'll volunteer it to someone
who’s using a sweetener not a sugar. I've doneahfmily reunions.” Kawasaki (1991, p. 3)
states that “evangelism is the process of convgnpeople to believe in your product or idea as
much as you do. It means selling your dream byguignvor, zeal, guts, and cunning.” By
including variables from sociology, psychology, awhsumer behavior literature, this study will
establish a foundation of work for future research.

From a managerial perspective, companies may wdotts limited resources on
consumers who possess the characteristics thatddsstoming a brand evangelist. These

individual consumers act as “champions” on behfthe brand and become unpaid



spokespeople (Bhattacharya and Sen 2003). Bramdyelem goes beyond a repurchase
commitment and construed loyalty of a brand. Asltyis not necessarily reflected in
satisfaction (Oliver 1999), brand managers nedahtav the influence the variables have beyond
brand satisfaction. These variables are considegesglto include consumer-brand identification,
brand salience, sociability, and opinion leadersBipfurther understanding the influences and
relationships of these constructs, companies magesdrate efforts in maintaining and growing

the evangelists who are active and committed im tmsumption behavior.

Contribution of the Research

Because brands are a reflection of the corporgidiliams 2000), understandably, there
has been much research concerning how brandseatedrand developed by firms, as well as
used and adopted by the consumers (Fournier 1981828102, 2004; Kates 2004; Klein 2002;
Levy 1959; Muniz and O’Guinn 2001, Muniz and ScRa05, 2007, O’'Guinn and Muniz 2005;
Thompson, Rindfleisch and Arsel 2006). To date diseussions have centered on the brands
themselves, and communities developed around #redby with little research concerning those
consumers who become evangelists on behalf ofrémalb

One dimension of brand evangelism that has begropeal but not tested is consumer-
brand identification. Consumer-brand identificatisthe consumer’s self-defined perception of
oneness with a brand (Bhattacharya and Sen 2003)2€land Halliday 2008). This oneness is
not necessarily how the brand establishes, deforemyhances an existing identity for the
consumer but how the consumer identifies with ttad. There then becomes a sense of “we-
ness” with the brand as a social identity is dewetb This identification, subsequently, leads to

the consumer becoming a strong and positive wontkadth communicator, as stated by



Bhattacharya and Sen (2003, p. 76-77) where “corssittecome champions of the companies
with whom they identify.”

An additional feature unique to this study incluttes use of brand salience as an
influencer on the relationship of satisfaction aedsumer-brand identification. Brand salience is
the prominence and unaided “top-of-mind” awarer@essnsumer has in consideration of a
brand (Alba and Chattopadhyay 1986; Miller and $B&:998). The inclusion of this construct
will help clarify the mixed (significant and insidgicant) results that previous studies have found
concerning the satisfaction and consumer-brandift=tion relationship. By clarifying the
relationship, a stronger foundation concerningséattion and identification can be established
for future studies.

Most importantly, this research is the first tdyudevelop and test a model to understand

the interrelationships of the variables leadingrand evangelism.

Outline of the Research

The remaining parts of the dissertation are oedlias follows. Chapter 2 reviews the
literature on the core concepts of brands, bramth@e®lism, and brand satisfaction. Additionally,
social identity theory is presented as the foudadf consumer-brand identification. Finally,
the concepts of brand salience, sociability, andiop leadership are discussed.

Chapter 3 includes the theoretical framework ef¢bnstructs and the research
hypotheses. An overall model showing the relatigysbf consumer-brand identification, brand
salience, brand satisfaction, sociability, opinieadership, and brand evangelism is presented.
Each hypothesis is stated within this chapteraitigj the information from Chapter 2 and the

literature review.



The research methodology is shown in Chapter #de Hlee research approach is
presented describing the procedural descriptionlseomethods. This chapter includes the
sampling characteristics, the instruments and scakasured, and the validity, reliability, and
characteristics of the constructs. Additionallye tlesults of the overall proposed model and
hypotheses is presented here.

Chapter 5 concludes this study by reviewing thedailves of this research study and
discussing the relationships of the objectivestaedactual findings of the study. The results of
each supported and rejected hypothesis is discusskdail. Academic and managerial
implications are discussed within this chapteraiyn concluding remarks concerning the

limitations of this particular study and propodalsfuture research are covered.



CHAPTER I

LITERATURE REVIEW

The following chapter will discuss past literateancerning brands, brand evangelism,
brand satisfaction, consumption and social idetiigory, consumer-brand identification, brand
salience, sociability, and opinion leadership. Tdxaew of this literature will set the foundation

for the proposed hypotheses in Chapter 3.

Background of Brands

“When it comes to shoes, | won't wear any othemioka
—Reanna, in reference to Nike

The branding of slaves and cattle began centugesaestablish a form of ownership
and a sense of power (Desmond 2003). But, it wasimid the nineteenth century that
corporations used the branding of saleable procareilscommodities to differentiate their goods
from existing competitors and potential copieshi@ inarketplace. During the late nineteenth
century, branded goods became familiar to most Avaes (Low and Fullerton 1994). The post-
Civil War economic expansion included improvementgansportation, communication,
production processes, and packaging, as well asthease of advertising and retail outlets
(Low and Fullerton 1994). Additionally, changedUf trademark laws eased the protection of
trademarks which were “key to brand identity” (Lawd Fullerton 1994, p.175; Strasser 1989).
Early businesses using branded goods included @@s, National Biscuit Co., and H.J.

Heinz. The branding of products gave an assurantteetconsumers that they would receive a



similar or an identical product to the one that pegviously been consumed. It became
imperative for corporations to develop a brandefaresent the company’s offerings of goods and
services through marketing and business strategies.

Specifically, a brand is a signifier that acts as@esentation for the product as well as
the reflection of the identity of the corporatiddesmond 2003). These representations and
reflections were discussed by Gardner and Levy%1p535) when a brand name:

tells the consumers many things, not only by thg wvaounds (and its literal meaning if

it has one) but, more important, via the body abasations it has built up and acquired

as a public object over a period of time.
For the brand to have meaning, the consumer mustd$@me form of brand literacy which is the
understanding of how the brand is involved withive's culture (Bengtsson and Firat 2006). A
consumer who has low levels of literacy “may bug aonsume brands but has no or little
knowledge of the symbolic meanings brands haveigajin the culture” (Bengtsson and Firat
2006, p. 378). With low levels of literacy, the hdas not understood beyond the physical
aspects (e.g., the label and packaging) of a gotitegohysical surroundings (e.g., servicescape)
of a service (Bitner 1992). If a brand does not@aahsome higher level of literacy as perceived
by the consumer, there will not be an attainmemegitimacy with the brand (Kates 2004). This
legitimacy is the “social fitness” the brand esistis with the possibility of becoming “iconic”
(Holt 2004).

As few companies are able to elevate their bramdsonic status, brand loyalty is a
typical goal for many corporations. This loyaltyais ongoing commitment for individuals to
continuously consume the same branded produceifutiare regardless of adverse situations or

opposing corporate marketing efforts (Oliver 1988jnartz and Kumar 2002). A consumer



trusts that the branded product purchased wilifndas to previously purchased and consumed
products under the same brand name.

For a consumer to be brand loyal, however, therst i@ further concepts associated
with the relationship involving the brand. Thesa@epts include love, passion, self-connection,
intimacy, and trust (Elliott and Yannopoulou 2066urnier 1998). The relationships can
become so entwined that consumers may considérémeled product as part of their beings and
their “extended self” (Belk 1988). This theory wagher exemplified through the work of
Fournier (1998) who found consumers stating theaoebrands were labeled onto the consumer
or vice-versa (e.g. being an Ivory girl or Vickssent).

However, a relationship can be disrupted if onthefparties no longer achieves the
desired outcome from the relationship. For conssmébrands, the individual may switch
brands when the brand of loyalty no longer meetsipus standards associated with it (Fournier
1998). When a product is no longer “the best,”dbesumer may deem it necessary to change
brands. However, actual changes may depend ownttlecbsts associated with the switching of
the brands. Variety seekers tend to switch brana® mften than those who enjoy the stability
associated with the knowledge of expectations beiagfrom previous consumptions
(McAlister and Pessemier 1982). Another desireatibch brands is the inclination by an
individual to consume something new to establiskrase of independence (Fournier 1998). This
construed independence allows the consumer tostisiage him/herself from the previous brand
and develop a new extended self with the new brand.

To capitalize on consumers who are adverse to Bingdorands, corporations use one
brand’s perceptions and image to expand its rahgeas and services into new product lines

and product classes (Aaker and Keller 1990). Treead intangible asset associated with each



brand that can be leveraged into new markets. Brarglassets, as indicated by merger and
acquisition transactions where companies pay abowk value because of the brand value
associated with the acquired company (Keller 1993).

It is ultimately the decision of the consumer imoking the branded product for
satisfying a need. Three types of consumer needstheen identified for brand selection:
functional, symbolic, and experiential (Park, Jaskgrand MacInnis 1986). Functional needs are
those that generally instigate a problem-solviragyd® These needs tend to involve utilitarian
products and services. Symbolic needs are theeddsir self-enhancement, role position, or
ego-identification. The symbolic needs are the @aiions for inclusion in social identity
theories for consumption behavior. Finally, expeatied needs are the desires of goods involving
physical and sensory pleasure, variety, and cagngiimulation. Many brands have the ability
to offer a combination of satisfying functionalpslyolic, and experiential needs (Park et al.
1986).

Not only do consumers choose particular brandetacbol” or to “fit in” with their
contemporaries, some individuals may choose nobhsume certain brands for the same
reason—to be “cool” by not participating in the fila associated with other consumers
(Nancarrow and Nancarrow 2007). These individudis;ouraged about the homogenization of
their peers and their culture, want to hold omttividuality. This can also be true under the
circumstances of intergenerational brand purchagisgliscussed by Moore and Wilkie (2005),
there may be children who purposely rebel agaimesbtand decisions of their parents and buy
competitive brands. In doing so, they choose taldish an identity away from the family norms

by consuming competing goods of the loyal brandbea parents.



The perception of the company gleaned by not ddystakeholders but by the general
public is a company, or brand, image (Margulies7)9Ih this study, the brand image goes
beyond the functional characteristics of the pradiself and involves symbolic features
associated with the product (Aaker 1991; Gardndrlaavy 1955; Levy 1959). Here, brand
image will be defined as “perceptions about a brasdeflected by the brand associations held in
consumer memory” (Keller 1993, p. 3). Aaker (1981ggests that brand image is equivalent to
brand associations, those items in one’s memokgdrio a brand. As further discussed by
Keller (1993), these brand associations are thiates, benefits, and attitudes perceived by the
consumer concerning the brand.

A brand’s image can be interpreted differently lffedent people, causing a variety of
perceptions about the brand. A few characteristiegsbrand image stem from the quality
associated with the product, such as performangapdity, reliability, features, and aesthetics
(Garvin 1984). However, there is an intangibiligsaciated with the brand that develops the
attitudes and image of the brand (Aaker 1991; Kdlg93). If the image is perceived poorly, this
will reflect on the actual product. When corporaieextend their desire to not only have a
branded product but to incorporate an image assatwith the product by influencing, and
even reconstructing, culture, there will be induats not accepting of these corporate tactics.

There are several potential examples of non-acoeetdirstly, what might be
considered creative advertising by some may beidered disruptive to the original focus of a
non-related product. For example, the bannerslieviating erectile dysfunction by
pharmaceutical advertisements may not be acceptal iewers of the “American pastime” of
baseball games; nor may the relabeling of collegébiall bowl games (e.g., the Fiesta Bowl

becoming the Tostitos Fiesta Bowl) by corporatenspos be considered an appropriate move for

10



endorsing a non-professional sporting event. Sdgptite use of branded goods within school
systems (e.g., fast food restaurants of McDonaldi Burger King in school cafeterias) may be
perceived as deviating from “well-rounded” mealswpaded for children’s lunches. Thirdly, the
use of celebrities for advertisements can havegatne effect if the celebrity’s value drops or
there is an overshadowing of the celebrity’s lifetbe brand. Finally, some corporate brands
move into areas that might, on the surface, beidered unrelated or have little synergy to the
current brand (e.g., Disney’s development of aserline or an entire town, Celebration,
Florida). From the consumer’s perspective, therstrba a perceived “fit” or similarity between
the existing brand and the new product class (AakdrKeller 1990).

As brand image is consumer centered and definbecitmes the “reality” of how and
what the consumer perceives the brand to be (Den@teny and Riley 1998). Sometimes,
however, the perception can be different than thadidentity that the corporation strives to
create through marketing and business activitiaes& conflicting images can affect the brand
equity associated with the brand.

The foundation of brand equity stems from the infation associated with the product
(Desmond 2003; Holt 2004; Keller 1993). The différpieces of information related to brand
equity are awareness, attributes, benefits, imdgesghts, feelings, attitudes, and experiences
(Keller 2003). When consumers become extremelgfsadi with a brand, they may seek the
company of others with similar experiences withiorand community.

Brand communities are deeply imbedded extensioosnet self through the
relationships developed out of a sense of belomgisg and commonality centered around a
brand (McAlexander, Schouten, and Koenig 2002)clipally, a brand community is “a

specialized, non-geographically bound communitgeleon a structure set of social relations

11



among admirers of a brand” (Muniz and O’Guinn 2021412). However, there can be an
underlying negative theme for some brand commumittee dislike of an opposing brand, or
“oppositional brand loyalty” (Muniz and Hamer 20@'Guinn and Muniz 2005). Muniz and
O’Guinn (2001, p. 420) found that members of theeMimsh brand community had a “source of
unity” in their opposition to the Microsoft brantihe oppositional viewpoint can not only be
adversarial in discussion of the other brand batinatill support for the loyalty of the
community’s brand. This was further understoodh®yresearch of Belk and Tumbat (200b)
viewing the cult-like status of some users of thecMtosh brand and the anti-Microsoft
discussions amongst the community members. Theer,sometimes self-described cult-like,
communities generally develop through word-of-matghmmunication of the consumers and
may or may not be sanctioned or approved by thepeosmnwhose brand is the focus of attention

(Muniz and O’Guinn 2001; Muniz and Schau 2005).

Brand Evangelism

“Starwood didn’t ask their customers to “do” anytig. Their customers did it on

their own. You can’t ask your customers to evasgdlr your brand, they will do

it for you if you give them something great to tatout.”

—Eric

The concept of brand evangelism is described asdi@ active and committed way of
spreading positive opinions and trying ferventlycémvince or persuade others to get engaged
with the same brand” (Matzler, Pichler, and Hemettger 2007, p. 27). Concepts similar to
brand evangelists include champions (BhattachamgaSen 2003; Weiser 1995), inspirational
consumers (Roberts 2004), advocates (Christoplagne? and Ballantyne 2002; Chung and
Darke 2006; Rusticus 2006), brand zealots (Eighr8ay, and Anghelcev 2006; Rozanski,

Baum, and Wolfsen 1999), volunteer salespeople @ho€ll and Huba 2003), and customer

12



apostles (Jones and Sasser 1995). As all of tressmigtors have relatively the same
connotation, the term “brand evangelism” will bedishroughout this study denoting the same
construct. This commitment by evangelists goes beyplove or passion for the brand, and even
transcends “loyalty beyond reason” (Roberts 20086).

It is considered that the root of “evangelist” s¢eftom the Greek word meaning “to
bring good tidings” or “to bring the gospel messa@#oisés 1983). Th&®xford American
Dictionary defines an evangelist as “a zealous advocatenoéong.” This concept adapted for
brand research allows us to view a brand evangsist person communicating positive
information, ideas, and feelings concerning a d$jgelsrand freely, and often times fervently, to
others in a desire to influence consumption behravio

Guy Kawasaki, former Chief Evangelist for Apple Gaurter (1991, p. 3) stated
“evangelism is the process of convincing peopledleve in your product or idea as much as
you do. It means selling your dream by using ferzeal, guts, and cunning.” Kawasaki’'s
viewpoint, however, is from a company and emplgyeespective; it is not from the perspective
of the consumer of the brand.

Brand evangelism is an extension of positive wdrdiouth communication. Word-of-
mouth is an informal mode of communication betwelividuals concerning the evaluation of
a brand (Dichter 1966). Although word-of-mouth coomeation is not necessarily founded on a
persuasive viewpoint, brand evangelism is a mogeerguasion as the evangelist acts as an
unpaid spokesperson on behalf of the brand. Theragrtation by the evangelists may even be
considered as “preaching” in an attempt to conetirérs to consume the brand.

A brand may be “hijacked” by existing consumersarrl hijacking is the process by

which a brand’s image and marketing is developeticaeated by consumers that may be in
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contrast to the company’s efforts (Wipperfurth 200ipperfirth describes two types of
hijacking: serendipitous and co-created. Sereraligitijacking is “the act of consumers seizing
control of a brand’s ideology, use, and personaipfrfirth 2005, p. 17). Examples of this
include the appropriation of Dr. Marten’s bootstbg punk subculture and Pabst Blue Ribbon
beer by “anti-elitists” in defying the proliferaticof mini and micro-breweries. Co-created
hijacking is “the act of inviting subcultures to-ceeate a brand’s ideology, use, and persona, and
pave the road for adoption by the mainstream” (Wifipth 2005, p. 61). This is done by
integrating consumers of the products to be aganticipants in the actual marketing of the
brands.

Although there is engagement with other consumiessitethe brand, brand evangelists
will also be proactive in communication with thebd’s company (Weiser 1995). These
communications may include complaints about thednd potential solutions to those
concerns. True devoted brand consumers and bramgjeNsts can even continue with the brand
long after the brand has been discontinued by tiggnating company. For example, members of
the Apple Newton (a personal digital assistanthbreommunity continued to give advice and
application development for a discontinued produtile campaigning for the return of the
product (Muniz and Schau 2005). Although unsuccgsstthe campaign for the return of the
Apple Newton, the sharing of information lastedesaV years after the discontinuation of the
product.

An interesting juxtaposition of brand evangelistshat they are not necessarily
materialists. Materialists tend to continually aicgyossessions and goods to have a self-
fulfillment and a perceived attainment of statuagfnan, Goldsmith and Flynn 1999). Although

a brand evangelist may have some materialisticetecids, a materialist is not necessarily a
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brand evangelist. Materialists tend to be highlytiwated by social consumption and what others
think and feel about certain products, whereasaadevangelist may not be advocating the most
prestigious brands (Fitzmaurice and Comegys 2008&)erialists do, however, derive pleasure
from the communicative properties of the ownersifithe brand while allowing the brand to
“speak for itself” (Richins 1994). This is in stazkntrast to brand evangelists who will make

efforts to be the spokesperson on behalf of thedora

Brand Satisfaction

“i love my saab, i know its unusual and quirky ahdt there are those fools out

there would will [sic] attempt to compare it tor@éking commie! but if you

appreciate it for what it is (a solidly build [sickafe, reliable and comfortable

vehicle) then you can't go wrong. that's not to isapesn't have faults, some

parts are expensive, they are an old car now aed tlear leg room isn't

gr8.[sic]but i still love it!”

—Stephen

Because brands are a reflection of the corporgtdiiiams 2000), understandably, there
has been much research concerning how brandsesatedrand developed by the firms, as well
as used and developed by the consumers (Fourrd&; Halt 2002, 2004; Kates 2004; Klein
2002; Levy 1959; Muniz and O’Guinn 2001, Muniz é&chau 2005, 2007, O’Guinn and Muniz
2005; Thompson et al. 2006). Through the understgmaf consumption of brands by
individuals, brand satisfaction has been an imprtbeit not always explicit, construct
throughout these studies.

Consumer satisfaction has been considered a conswievpoint of the confirmation
or disconfirmation of expected quality from the geved actual quality of a product (Oliver
1980). Because there is a judgment by the consafrextpectations from reality, satisfaction can

only be considered a post-consumption phenomenear@®n and Teel 1983; Oliver 1980,

1997; Oliver and Swan 1989). It is not just thecpared quality that is taken into account for
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consumer satisfaction; other factors to be inclualedperceived value on behalf of the consumer
and perceived equity (Cronin and Taylor 1994; Fibrdehnson, Anderson, Cha, and Bryant
1996; Olsen 2002). For the purpose of this rese#inehdefinition of consumer satisfaction will

be “a judgment that a product or service featur¢he product or service itself, provided (or is
providing) a pleasurable level of consumption-rdiafulfillment, including levels of under- or
overfulfilment” (Oliver 1997, p. 13). This defimin is resonant of an earlier description that
consumer satisfaction is “an evaluation of an eam3t(Hunt 1977, p. 460) through pleasure
versus displeasure. The emotional component prexadeadditional characteristic of satisfaction
beyond the cognitive viewpoint from the consumer.

It is imperative that companies understand conssaigsfaction as it is not just a concept
that implies loyalty (Oliver 1999). Satisfied consers are not necessarily loyal, as it was found
that 65%-85% of defecting consumers stated thatwleze satisfied or very satisfied before the
period of defection (Reichheld 1996). Additionakg discovered through a meta-analysis of
consumer satisfaction, less than 25% of the vagiaficonstrued loyalty is due to consumer
satisfaction. As discussed by Chandrashekarang R, and Grewal (2007), it may be the
actual strength of consumer satisfaction that léadsronger post-consumption behavior, such
as a commitment to repeat consumption and loyslore importantly, for the purposes of this
study, satisfaction may lead to consumer identificawith the brand and becoming not only an

advocate but an evangelist on behalf of the brand.
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Consumption and Social Identification Theory

“I probably won’t buy any other pens. I'll only builot pens since they listened

to me. I love those pens anyway so that’'s a pgetod relationship.”

—Christina

Often, individuals answer the question, “who ara3/oby naming several categories and
reference groups for identification purposes (Ktetisa 2007). Examples of these may include,
“I am a father,” “I am an American,” “| am a Cathg! and “I am a Democrat.” Through these
classifications and categorizations, individualgadep an “us” versus “them” mentality. The
“us” or “we” groups are considered to be an indixatls ingroup while the “them” or “they”
groups are construed as outgroups. As seen abloa, 4 father” puts the individual into the
ingroup of a male parent rather than the outgrdupfemale parent. Additionally, “I am a
Democrat” is stating a membership with an unamhbigyaolitical party while at the same time
stating “I am not a Republican.” This process @afying differences between ingroups and
outgroups is considered reverberated identity (Kiwlna 2007). Reverberated identity (p.75) is
summarized as:

an ingroup’s identity that results from comparisanth outgroups. It includes all

ingroup characteristics that develop in appositiamunderstand “who we are,” it is

important to define “who we are not” on the bagisaho the others are.”
The grouping and categorization is important todeéeelopment of displaying differences
between groups. The implicit or explicit differesa@re used to classify and qualify individuals
within the groups themselves. Some types of categand groups are personal relationships,
such as gender [sex], family relationships, andgagaps, vocations and avocations, political

affiliations and organizational memberships, ethretigious groups and affiliations,
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regionalizations and nationalizations, and stigeeatigroups (Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi, and Cotting
1999; Korostelina 2007; Tajfel and Turner 1985).

Classifying one’s self, as well as others, intoupp®and categories is the foundation of
social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner 1985) ctabidentity theory is concerned with "the part
of the individual's self-concept which derives frdmeir knowledge of their membership in a
social group together with the value and emoticigrificance attached to that membership”
(Tajfel, 1982, p. 2). Processes within the develephof social identity are social categorization,
social identification, and social comparison (Thkged Turner 1985). Social categorization
focuses on the placement of individuals as memifesgroup while discounting the personal
qualities of the individuals. Social identificati®the process by which individuals reflect on
which group they belong to while social comparisamieverberated identity, allows individuals
to compare their group (ingroup) against other gsofoutgroups). As an individual begins to
establish his/her identity, the formulation of tidentity is partially developed through choice
(Giddens 1991). Specifically, social identificatialiows individuals to choose and select groups
with which to identify beyond standard demograptategorizations and also eases fluidity
between ingroups and outgroups.

An individual must go through one of two pathstloere to be identification with an
ingroup; those two paths are either affinity or éatian (Pratt 1998). The affinity path occurs
when an individual views a group to have comparat#als or to endorse ideas similar to theirs.
This path is considered when an individual is gr@up with “like-minded” individuals. The
emulation path occurs when an individual striveslitain the same viewpoint and endorsements
that currently exists by a group. An individualims path strives to be part of a group through

emulating members of this group to “fit in.”
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The expanded model of organizational identifica(BMOI) delineates individual
identification, whether positive or negative, asgda@ciations with an organized group (Elsbach
1999). Elsbach identifies four types of organizagicdentification: identification,
schizoidentifcation, neutral identification, andidentification. The first type, identification, is
the standard, positive, self-perceived perceptgsoaiation an individual has with an
organization. In schizoidentification, an indivdiskimultaneously identifying with an
organization as well as distancing him/herself frattnibutes of the organization. The third type
is neutral identification which places an indivitirmaneither a positive nor negative association
with an organization. Finally, in disidentificatioan individual distances him/herself from an
organization by complete disassociation.

Social identity allows for one to choose more raaln associative identity through a
variety of social categories. Although some aretrastsient (e.g., ethnic groups and age
cohorts), there are strategies for individualstilize if they are not satisfied with an associativ
poor social identity. Tajfel and Turner (1985) pospd that social mobility, social competition,
and social creativity may alleviate social identitgdequacies. If possible, individuals may
choose to no longer identify with a particular sbgroup and attach themselves to a different
group. When this social mobility is not possibles tndividuals may choose to strengthen their
ties with other groups to which they belong, whiéemphasizing the group with which they
wish to disengage. Social competition allows indiils to attack other groups to improve their
feelings about their own group. Finally, socialatieity is the strategy of emphasizing certain
aspects of the individuals’ group to allow the induals to believe that their group is superior to

other groups.
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One way an individual may develop a social idenstthrough the possession of
products (Kleine, Kleine, and Kernan 1993). Fourfi®98) discovered that certain individuals
will use brands to classify who and what they @teough this seminal work, it was found that
Vicki was an “Ivory girl” and Karen was not an “Algpperson.” The research here touched
upon identity formation and how individuals aligresad labeled themselves with a particular
brand. Additionally, the study showed individualayrclassify themselves through statements of

non-identification with a brand.

Consumer-Brand Identification

“When | see another SAAB, and | think about itd@econd, | not only have a

feeling for the SAAB, but | kind of know what tipay is like...he’s kind of like

me...or she’s kind of like me.”

—Bob

Social identity theory is the basis for organizasibidentification (Ashforth and Mael
1989; Mael and Ashforth 1992), consumer-compangtifieation (Bhattacharya and Sen 2003),
and consumer-brand community identification (Alggster, Dholakia, and Hermann 2005).
Through the self-described chosen identificati@oessumers “satisfy one or more important
self-definitional needs” (Bhattacharya and Sen 2@036). These needs generally consist of the
stabilization, or augmentation, of self-esteem (¢lagd Turner 1985) and the use of self-
expression (Bhattacharya and Sen 2003).

Organizational identification differs from consureampany identification (and
consumer-brand identification) as it is the seda@ed perception by internal stakeholders of

the organization (Ashforth and Mael 1989). Thisstaimct generally focuses on the employees of

the organization or individuals that are involvadegular contact with the organization (Hatch
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and Schultz 1997). The construct of consumer-compientification includes stakeholders
outside of the organization who may be direct dirgct consumers.

Most of the literature to date has not specificaliigressed consumer-brand
identification. However, there have been severalist that have built upon the research of
Underwood, Bond, and Baer (2001) focusing on sadetity and brand equity in the context
of sports. For example, Boyle and Magnusson (26sted the social identity-brand equity
model proposed by Underwood et al. (2001) in theed of collegiate sports. It was found that
there is strong support for the effect of sociehity on brand equity.

Bhattacharya and Sen (2003, p. 86) stated thdigthi of the role played by consumer-
company interactions in facilitating embeddednesbsthus identification, service companies are
perhaps more likely to benefit from identificatitihran those that sell products.” Although
companies may position themselves for potentialidientification, it is up to the consumers to
choose whether they identify with the companiesair Importantly, in the new service-
dominant logic, consumers are co-creators of taadis value (Vargo and Lusch 2004).
Therefore, consumers are an important determimatiitel formulation of the brand’s overall

image and, subsequent, value.

Brand Salience

“It took me a while to recognise that | am kindaofdicted to H&M....I know it

sounds incredible, but there is rarely a day oncliHidon't wear something from

H&M...But still  am always delighted to see a H&Ms wherever | go, asking

myself, what | would do without it?”

—Sylvia

As discussed by Alba and Chattopadhyay (1986, B), 38and salience “refers to the
prominence or ‘level of activation’ of a brand iremory.” It can also be considered, and is often

measured, as top-of-mind awareness (Miller andyBE988). Top-of-mind awareness is
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considered a stronger concept than either braraynétoon or brand recall (Aaker 1991). This
concept can be tested as asking for the first bnamae considered when prompted in a product
category.

Interestingly, brand salience “refers nowtbatconsumers think about brands but to
which oneghey think about” (Miller and Berry 1998, p. 78Yithout brand salience, the
consumer does not necessarily have positive ortivegaelings toward the brand. Romaniuk
and Sharp (2003) added the frequency to which awuner mentions the brand across different
situations to their understanding of brand salieAcsimilar concept related to brand salience is
brand awareness. Brand awareness is a recognitibimwne’s memory that the consumer is
aware of the brand and has some knowledge of thatl{Ye and Van Raaij 2004). Generally,
the brand awareness concept is utilized and tésteddividuals who have not consumed the
brand or are solely being exposed to some formraridadvertising. Measurements of brand
awareness include, but are not limited to, braedgeition, brand recall, and top-of-mind
awareness (Aaker 1996; Keller 1993).

The use of brand salience within the marketingdiiere has been used in various
contexts but has been taken for granted within naiche consumer behavior research. Many
products and brands become such an integral padnsiumers’ lives so much that the goods can
be considered a part of the consumers (Belk 1988)ough brand salience is a top-of-mind
awareness, it will also be considered a loss itthresumer is forced to give up the brand. So, a
consumer may not necessarily think of the brandlegly but would have clear feelings if the

brand were removed from the consumer’s life.
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Sociability

“If I'm at a function, if it's there, we’ll use itl usually bring it with me, so Ill

volunteer it to someone who’s using a sweeteneasogar. I've done that at

family reunions.”

—Lyn, in reference to Truvia Sweetener

Individuals with high sociability will seek to mawize social interactions (Hills and
Argyle 2001). Generally, consumers who prefer talo@e do not actively seek interactions with
others and often attempt to minimize engagemerd.cHaracteristic of sociability propels
individuals to gravitate to others often with stthirgterests (Kim, Park and Jin 2008). However,
the concept of shared interests is not a preraguii the interactions but does facilitate an
engagement of the relationships (McAdams 1988).

Sociability differs from the personality characstic of extraversion. Extraversion
contains the trait of sociability but also includesertive behavior and boldness (John, Naumann
and Soto 2008). Additionally, as discussed by BlrrStewart, and Piotrowski (2002, p.44),
extraverts are status striving and often engadadtions directed toward obtaining power and
dominance.” The extraversion trait incorporatesertban is desired here. For example, an
introvert may actually avoid an interaction witho#éimer individual, whereas someone low on the
sociability spectrum may not purposely avoid a peas engagement.

Sociability is also not to be confused with soamtivation. An individual may be
socially motivated to consume a particular bran@mvbne is attempting to maintain or enhance
his/her social identity. Motivations are the intrdriving forces and reasons that cause an
individual to behave in a particular way (Solom@®92). Social motivation involves the
importance an individual places on others’ peragysiof consumer behavior (Moschis 1981).

Put simply, social motivation is the emphasis pliage what others think about the image of

individuals who consume a particular brand.
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Social motivation does not necessarily requirecthresumption of prestige brands.
Prestige brands are brands that differentiate tBk@s through a variety of values (Vigneron
and Johnson 1999). These values include the atshlnf being perceived as conspicuous,
unique, socially acceptable, hedonic, and possgsgiality. A combination of these attributes
contributes to the overall image of a brand. Thage) including its associated symbolic
meanings, of the brand has been shown to be areirdér in an individual’s decision for
consumption (Grubb and Grathwohl 1967; Hyatt 1992).

One primary factor for the consumption of particdeands is the social motivation for
self-expression and/or to feel socially adequat#itbing in” (Bearden and Etzel 1982). The
social motivation of a consumer can be influencgd beference group (Park and Lessig 1977).
A reference group is “an actual or imaginary indual or group conceived of having significant
relevance upon an individual’'s evaluations, aspnt, or behavior (Park and Lessig 1977, p.
102). It is the value expressive influence of @mefice group that can drive a consumer’s social
motivation. A value expressive influence is theiget maintain or increase an individual's
self-concept in relation to others. Although socmtivation is a foundation for individuals to
affiliate with others, sociability does not requihe consumption of products within its definition
or application. As previously described, this reskas basing its understanding of sociability as
defined by Cheek and Buss (1981, p.31)—“a tendémeyfiliate with others and to prefer being

with others to remaining alone.”
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Opinion L eadership

“l enjoy cars and | drive a performance car, sod talk tires.”
—NMartha, in reference to Michelin

Opinion leadership is “the degree to which an irdiil is able to influence other
individuals’ attitudes or overt behavior informalltya desired way with relative frequency”
(Rogers 2003, p. 27). A key component of this dedin is the concept of influence. Without the
ability to influence others’ beliefs, attitudesaamsumption behavior, there is no opinion
leadership. Additionally, there is a geographic poment to opinion leadership as they influence
others within their “immediate environment” (KatzdaLazarsfeld 1955, p. 3). Opinion leaders
have also been called “influentials” (Watts and B®@007).

Both opinion leaders and influentials are individuaho influence their peers’ behavior.
These individuals are not considered leaders atsheaformal organizations, nor are they in the
public eye via politics, critics, or other mediad®s and Dodds 2007). Opinion leaders are
considered a primary component in the diffusiomabvations because of the word-of-mouth
communication by the opinion leaders (Arndt 196&s81969; Rogers 2003).

Another concept within the opinion leadership hterre is “market mavens.” These
individuals are consumers who have a broad knovel@dgcerning goods, services, the
attainment of the products, and general marketmnésion (Feick and Price 1987). Like opinion
leaders, these individuals respond to opinion ssekéowever, market mavens do not possess a
depth of knowledge concerning specific productsgasand competing brands. Though they
freely give out their knowledge, market mavens tendisseminate information without
necessarily having a desire to persuade consumext tn a certain way or influence the
consumption behavior. Market mavens receive satisfaout of sharing information, helping

others and being consulted (Walsh, Gwinner, andnSara2004).
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Although market mavens have a breadth of knowledgeerning shopping and
consumption behaviors, it is opinion leaders tlaatehdepth of knowledge of product categories.
Opinion leaders are experts for certain productsrant others. Their knowledge is sought out by
others as they have deep knowledge of the prodlaiciagh prescreening the information,
evaluating the products themselves, and are cuorettie information concerning the products
within the marketplace. Opinion leaders are notpensated for their opinions or consumption

of particular brands, in contrast to surrogate oamexs (Solomon 1986).
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CHAPTER IlI

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

Figure 1: Proposed Theoretical Model
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Consumer-Brand Identification and Brand Evangelism
Brand evangelists act independently from the biaadmpany and do not require
incentives or loyalty programs to engage in straogd-of-mouth communication while
“spreading the word.” One purpose of loyalty pragsas to reward consumers’ repeat
purchases. Yet, the brand evangelist is alreadyraritted and loyal consumer who does not

need a reward; being a consumer of the brand caemied enough for brand evangelists.
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Bhattacharya, Rao, and Glynn (1995) discovereditiiatiduals who identified with a
museum (consumer-museum identification) visitedniuseum more frequently than those who
did not identify with the museum. This finding wihe foundation of later research by
Bhattacharya and Sen (2003) who later proposedtretumer-company identification will not
only lead to company loyalty, but the consumer n@gome a “champion” on behalf of the
company. A further study found that consumer-corgpdentification has a positive effect on
loyalty intentions (Marin, Ruiz, and Rubio 2009)iti the context of sports, Fisher and
Wakefield (1998) found that a stronger identifioatiwith a sports team led to positive consumer
behaviors (e.g., attendance and the purchasingesfded products). From an organizational
standpoint in social identity theory, individualsgage in supportive activities for organizations
that are congruent with their identities (Ashfoatid Mael 1989). To date, brand evangelism, has
not been researched in relation to consumer-bidemntification. Therefore, it is hypothesized
that:

Hi: The stronger the consumer-brand identificatidrg stronger the brand evangelism.

Brand Salience and Brand Evangelism

An evangelist differs from a devoted customer (B®#lallendorf, and Sherry 1989;
Pimentel and Reynolds 2004). Consumer devotiorstemds loyalty that survives brand and
company scandals, poor performance, bad publiitgl,other perceived reasons for brand
switching. But, the devoted consumer does not sacidyg proselytize the brand like a brand
evangelist. The brand evangelist tends to thintkeforand in many diverse scenarios because of
brand salience.

Again, brand salience is not only top-of-mind awass, but can be viewed as the

frequency with which a consumer mentions the biaravariety of situations (Romaniuk and
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Sharp 2003). Because of the often voluntary meintgpaf a brand, there is support for the
hypothesized relationship of brand salience anddewvangelism. Thus, it is hypothesized that:

H,: The greater the brand salience, the strongertiteend evangelism.

Brand Satisfaction and Brand Evangelism

As previously discussed, satisfaction is the seffrid response to the pleasurable
fulfillment of a consumer’s needs, wants, or des(@liver 1997). It has been found that
satisfied consumers are considered to be moreg/liketngage in positive word-of-mouth
behavior (see De Matos and Rossi 2008 for revieth@humerous studies supporting this
relationship). Word-of-mouth communication conswtSinformal communications directed at
other consumers about the ownership, usage, oadesistics of particular goods and services
and/or their sellers” (Westbrook 1987, p. 261)s tonsidered that consumers appreciate word-
of-mouth communication as it is recognized as beiloge reliable and trustworthy than other
forms of promotional information (Day 1971).

A brand evangelist not only is considered to bet@nally loyal (Eighmey et al. 2006)
but this consumer will be supportive of the brand will have higher brand satisfaction than
other consumers (Jones and Sasser 1995). As batisthstion influences word-of-mouth
communication (Brown, Barry, Dacin, and Gunst 20D&;Matos and Rossi 2008), this gives
credence to the hypothesized relationship of beatidfaction and brand evangelism. Therefore:

Hs: The stronger the brand satisfaction, the stronidper brand evangelism.

Sociability and Brand Evangelism
Sociable individuals like being with others andra consider themselves as loners

(Reynolds and Beatty 1999). There is an inhereatatteristic that the individual gravitates to
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others and desires social interaction. A sociad@eis not generally a passive participant in
social interactions but is active in the engagement

Because a social person is already predisposetiei@cting with others, discussions of a
favorite brand will occur during the natural coudgenteractions. The consumer will be willing
to include the brand as a part of the conversaWiith the brand as the catalyst, the consumer
can discuss the positive attributes of the braramthters leading to positive word-of-mouth
communication. This gives the consumer the oppdsttio be a brand evangelist. As previously
discussed, an individual low on the sociabilityctpem will not want to be actively engaged in
communications with others. With little communicetj the opportunity to be a brand evangelist
is minimized. Additionally, although different cdnscts, Matzler et al. (2007) found that
extraversion is positively related to brand evaisgel Extraversion is viewed as a personality
construct that includes attributes of being outg@nd sociable, talkative, full of energy, and an
assertive personality. Extraversion contains thestact of sociability but expands it to be a
more general personality characteristic. Socighddes not necessarily include the aspect of
being talkative and generating a lot of enthusiaSharifying the appropriate personality
construct is important for further understandingral evangelism. Thus, it is hypothesized that:

H4: The stronger the sociability, the stronger tharmt evangelism.

Opinion Leadership and Brand Evangelism
The foundation of being a brand opinion leadeprdtfie consumer to be a product
enthusiast. A product enthusiast is a consumerdimabnstrates “high levels of product
involvement that persist over time and across sdng” (Bloch 1986, p. 51). As the enthusiast is
sought out for information and advice, he/she mawntsthe category of being an opinion

leader. Opinion leaders are considered a criticadponent to the diffusion of innovations
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(Rogers 2003). As these individuals tend to bevatars and early adopters, they “spread the
word” about new product categories, product lirmesl specific brands.

From the definition by Eighmey et al. (2006, p. 1d8and zealots are “consumers who
frequently engage in brand-related opinion leadprsbport high interest in identifying the best
brands to buy, and regularly purchase the brancer@oducts they favor.” As seen here,
equating brand zealots to brand evangelists, opileadership is considered a required
dimension to being a brand evangelist. Therefois,hypothesized that:

Hs: The stronger the opinion leadership, the stronier brand evangelism.

Brand Satisfaction and Consumer-Brand I dentification

Consumer satisfaction has been viewed as the m@sdifferences between perceived
quality and expected quality of a good or serviobver 1980). This concept of expected
confirmation from disconfirmation has been an ategwiewpoint in understanding, measuring,
and testing satisfaction. This post-consumptiompheenon (Bearden and Teel 1983; Oliver
1977, 1980; Oliver and Swan 1989) views the evalaatttitude through the pleasure
continuum. For the purposes of this research, ¢fi@itlon of consumer satisfaction is “a
judgment that a product or service feature, ompttoeluct or service itself, provided (or is
providing) a pleasurable level of consumption-edigfulfillment, including levels of under- or
overfulfillment” (Oliver 1997, p. 13).

The use of pleasure does not necessarily removeypsriences associated with
consumption but allows the cumulative experienoedetermine an overall satisfaction (Bolton
and Drew 1991; Garbarino and Johnson 1999). Bedhessonsumption of particular brands can
lead to emotional experiences for individuals (G2b61), the inclusion of pleasure is

imperative in understanding satisfaction. Put suxity, satisfaction is the self-defined response
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to the pleasurable fulfilment of a consumer’s reeedants, or desires (Oliver 1997). For full
understanding of the concept of brand satisfactiver (2003) suggests that the measurement
should include items of expectations, disconfinmatiand attitude, in addition to perceived
satisfaction. Disconfirmation, as utilized herethis perception that the product exceeded or did
not meet expectations.

The effect of consumer satisfaction on other caiessrhas varied concerning repurchase
commitments, loyalty, and trust (Delgado-Ballested Munuera-Aleman 2001; Ha and Perks
2005; Olsen 2002; Park and Lee 2005). More impdstdor this research, brand satisfaction has
been shown to strengthen the quality of the consdorand relationship (Park and Lee 2005). It
was also found that “the more satisfied a persovitis an organization’s offerings, the greater
the identification” (Bhattacharya et al.1995, p).4Bhe latter finding was further tested with
mixed results. Arnett, German, and Hunt’s (2008¥gtin the not-for-profit sector did not find a
significant relationship of satisfaction and idén#tion. However, Kuenzel and Halliday (2008)
found that satisfaction significantly impacted tegree to which automobile owners identified
with the car brand, and Mael and Ashforth (1992fadvered a relationship of alumni’s
satisfaction with the university and identificatiaaith that university.

For clarification within marketing literature, atml establish a significant relationship, it
is hypothesized that:

He: The stronger the brand satisfaction, the stroniper consumer-brand identification.

Brand Salience asa M oder ator
As discussed by Alba and Chattopadhyay (1986, B), ¥8and salience “refers to the
prominence or ‘level of activation’ of a brand iremory.” It can also be considered, and is often

measured, as unaided “top-of-mind awareness” (Maltel Berry 1998, p. 78). Salience goes
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beyond the construct of brand awareness in thdtrdred becomes meaningful, either
cognitively or emotionally, to the consumer (AlbadeChattopadhyay 1986). Without brand
salience, the consumer does not necessarily harveoor negative feelings toward the brand
or any attitude about the brand.

It is necessary to include brand salience as a ratmefor the relationship of brand
satisfaction and consumer-brand identification. &a@mple, a consumer may be satisfied with a
particular brand yet not have any more than nefgsdings for the brand. Without the salience,
there will be no identification by the consumeriwilhe brand. A cause for the past mixed results
may be from the lack of salience as a moderatimgbie. As discussed by Baron and Kenny
(1986, p. 1174), a moderator is “a qualitative wafitative variable that affects the direction
and/or strength of the relation between an indepenand dependent or criterion variable.”
Brand salience should strengthen the relationshiggamd satisfaction and consumer-brand
identification. Therefore:

H7: Brand salience positively strengthens the reladlnp between brand satisfaction and

consumer-brand identification.

Consumer-Brand | dentification asa M ediator
In linking consumer-brand identification with braadangelism, this study builds upon
previous research (e.g., Ahearne, BhattacharyaGGameth 2005; Bhattacharya and Sen 2003) that
suggests the more a consumer identifies with adyithie more the consumer will be an advocate
by “spreading the word” about the positive attrésiof the brand. It has been previously
hypothesized here (Hypothesis 3) that brand satisfawill have a positive and significant

effect on brand evangelism. However, this relatigmsloes not take into account consumer-
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brand identification as a mediating variable. A m&at is any variable that “accounts for the
relation between the predictor and the criteridéron and Kenny 1986, p. 1176). Thus:
Hg: Consumer-brand identification positively mediaties relationship between brand

satisfaction and brand evangelism.
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CHAPTER IV

METHODOLOGY AND DATA ANALYSIS

The purpose of this study is to assess the effaotiss of a model in determining the
constructs associated with brand evangelism. Thapter describes the procedures and
methodology employed for the quantitative studgupport or reject the hypotheses posed.
Information concerning the multivariate data anialyd the survey instruments follows. This
research is significant as little research to thateexamined in depth the relationships of brand
evangelism, consumer-brand identification, brarigisee, brand satisfaction, sociability, and

opinion leadership.

Resear ch Approach

The research method of this study was based omgilementation of self-administered
guestionnaires. The survey instrument was congluay the researcher of this study and
distributed by the data collection company, Marketi§, Inc. The utilization of an outside
company allowed for a wide sampling of a populaficross the United States in an attempt to
garner generalizability. Although no study will &lkle to attain complete generalizable results,
the distribution of the survey amongst various agessehold incomes, and locations across the
U.S. is better than using a convenience samplertagtnot have much variety concerning the
demographics. Although convenience samples cdrbsta reflection of a broader group,

broadening the scope of individuals surveyed resltioe lack of diversity that may arise from
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research studies. Additionally, the use of a datiection agency allowed for the ability to pre-
screen respondents who may be potential brand elistsg These pre-screened individuakse
chosen on their current consumption of “cult-likggods or services (Belk and Tumbat 2005).
Brands in the screening included Harley-Davidsomamoycles, Apple’s iPhone mobile phones,
MINI automobiles, Saab automobiles, and Starbuokiee houses. These products have been
referenced within both marketing journals and trecfitioner literature as having passionate,
loyal consumers who have the propensity for benagd evangelists (Aaker 1992; Brown 2004;
Fournier 2001; O’Guinn and Muniz 2004; Schouten Bitdlexander 1995; Thompson and
Arsel 2004). A requirement for an individual to ¢desen to participate in the survey was the
consumption of one of the brands within the presgisix months. There were no other screening
requirements leading to a consumer to have a psiyen be an evangelist.

A final benefit of using a data collection agemngs the lack of missing data. No survey
was returned with only partial information compbkt&Vith only completed surveys, the data
analysis was not subjected to ignoring missing setkeleting items (through listwise or pairwise
deletions), or utilizing an imputation process.

The online survey was built utilizing software pided by Zoomerang, a subsidiary of
MarketTools, and was administered by the companlgg@rescreened individuals. An
additional component to the facilitation of thevay is the required informed consent form.
Each respondent was required to acknowledge arelfii\consent to participating in the
survey before they were able to proceed. The indorconsent form stated the nature and
purpose of the survey while providing contact infation of the researcher. Along with the
survey being voluntary, based on requirementslliedtoy both MarketTools and Zoomerang,

confidentiality was assured as no information astedd identify any particular respondent.
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Heneman (1974) found that individuals are mordyike give unbiased responses when there is

assurance of anonymity.

Sampling

Because structural equation modeling (SEM) wagatll and following Hair, Black,
Babin, Anderson, and Tatham'’s (2006) suggestidns deemed that the sample size should be
at least five times as many the number of variatddse analyzed. Other researchers believe that
there should be a minimum of 20 cases for eaclablriHair et al. 2006; Meyers, Gamst, and
Guarino 2006). Even with this higher minimum, ohB0 completed surveys would be required
(6 variables at 20 cases per variable). This rebaasulted in 528 fully completed surveys used
for analysis. By achieving an adequate sample sizébootstrapping” technique was required

to overcome a small sample size.

Sample Characteristics

A total of 528 surveys were completed. A detabeebhk-down of the demographics are
listed in Table 1. Between 101 and 111 surveys wenepleted for each of the brands (110
surveys for Harley-Davidson, 103 for iPhone, 101MoNI, 111 for Saab, and 103 for
Starbucks). The overall ages range from 19 to &@syeld with the average age being 48.4
(median age of 49 years). The percentage of mal@dynequal the percentage of females at 51%
to 49%, respectively. The predominant categoryetbnicity is White at 89.4% with the second
largest categories being Hispanic/Latino and AsiaB.4% and 3.2%, respectively. Income

levels and education levels are varied with no ifipezategory dominating.
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Additional questions were asked to understandeifehwvere biases amongst respondents
concerning the particular brands. These questimriaded the following (Brand X was replaced
with the corresponding brand/company name):

e | currently own stock (investor shares) in Brand X.

¢ | am an employee of Brand X.

¢ | have a family member that is an employee of Brénd
¢ | have a friend that is an employee of Brand X.

A total of 40 individuals were current shareholderaployees, and/or have family
members or friends as known employees of the quoreting brand. Thus, approximately 7.6%
of the respondents have a potential bias of thedotlaat was not necessarily induced by the
actual use or utilization of the brand itself gg@duct. It should be noted, however, that the
surveyed questions did not investigate furthenéf brands were consumed due to the
relationships and investments by the respondentttlee investments and relationships
occurred because of the consumption of the brardsse individuals were kept in the total
sample as less than 8% of the respondmiatgbe predisposed to having a sense of brand

evangelism through these relationships and invegsne
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Table 1. Demographics

D

Harley- Total
Davidson iPhone MINI Saab Starbucks (n = 528)
#| % #| | #| % #| % #| % #| %
Total
Respondents 110 103 101 111 103 528
Sex
Male 59| 54% | 49|48%| 59|58%| 42|38%| 48| 47%| 257 | 48.7%
Female 51 46% | 54|52%| 42|42%| 69| 62%| 55|53%| 271|51.3%
Ethnicity
White 101] 92% | 86| 83%| 93| 92%| 103 | 93%| 89| 86% | 472 | 89.4%
Black 2] 2%| 4| 4%| 2| 2% 1| 1%| 5| 5%| 14| 2.7%
Hispanic/Latino 5 5%| 5| 5%| 3| 3% 1| 1%| 4| 4%| 18| 3.4%
Asian 2] 2%| 5| 5%| 2| 2% | 4| 4%| 4| 4%| 17| 3.2%
Native Amer. 0 0% 1| 1% 1| 1%| 0] 0%| O] 0% 2| 0.4%
Middle Eastern Q 0%| O| 0%| O] 0% 1| 1% 1| 1% 2| 0.4%
Other 0] 0%| 2| 2%| O| 0% 1| 1%| 0| 0%| 3| 0.6%
Age | | | | |
Age Range 19-74 22-86 19-77 20-80¢ 19-78 19-86
Average Age 49.4 46.6 49.7 49.4 46.5 48.4
Median Age 50.5 46 50 50 47 49
Income
< $10,000 6 5%| 3| 3%| 5| 5%| 2| 2%| 2| 2%| 18| 3.4%
$10,000-19,999 3 3% 1| 1%| 4| 4%| 5| 5%| 4| 4%| 17| 3.2%
$20,000-39,999 1615% | 19|18%| 9| 9% | 18| 16%| 25|24%| 87| 16.5%
$40,000-59,999 2624% | 24|23%| 10|10%| 12|11%| 18| 17%| 90| 17.0%
$60,000-74,999 1715%| 13|13%| 14| 14%| 16| 14%| 20| 19%| 80| 15.2%
$75,000-99,999 2220% | 14]14%| 22|22%| 15| 14%| 14|14%| 87 16.5%
$100,000-149,999 1413%| 18| 17%| 24|24%| 25|23%| 15|15%| 96| 18.2%
>$150,000 § 5%| 11|11%| 13|13%| 18| 16%| 5| 5% | 53| 10.0%
Education
Some H.S. 4 4%| 2| 2%| 0| 0%| O] 0% 1] 1% 7| 1.3%
H.S. Graduate 3229% | 16[16%| 5| 5%| 6| 5%| 16|16%| 75| 14.2%
Some College 2821%| 23|22%| 19|19%| 21|19%| 25|24%)| 111| 21.0%
Assoc.Degree 1816%| 8| 8% | 12|12%| 6| 5% | 11|11%| 55| 10.4%
Bachelor's Degre¢  1816% | 25| 24%| 29| 29%| 30| 27%| 27| 26%| 129| 24.4%
Some Grad.
School 4 4% | 6| 6%| 10|10%| 12|11%| 7| 7%| 39| 7.4%
Master's Degree D 8% | 20|19%| 22|22%| 30|27%| 12|12%| 93| 17.6%
PhD or
Equivalent 2 2%| 3| 3%| 4| 4%| 6| 5%| 4| 4%| 19| 3.6%
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M easur es

The survey was created to collect information amésare the correlations and
relationships of the constructs. All efforts wesed to avoid single and two-item constructs as
they can cause problems including the inabilitdigtinguish sources of variability, systematic
and nonsystematic. The multi-item scales “allow soe@ment errors to cancel out against each
other and thus the reliability of the scale is @aged” (Peter 1979, p. 7). It should be noted that
determining the number of appropriate items focaesconstruct is difficult—too many will
cause “boredom and fatigue,” too few will not acei@ppropriate reliability (Peter 1979).

The multi-item scales used Likert-type scales (tik®32) which have the respondents
specifying the level of agreement or disagreemettt the statements given. These ratings were
anchored from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agjren a 5-point continuum. The following
sections detail the scales utilized for this stuidye majority of the scales used in this study had
slight alterations for appropriateness within tbatext of this study. The brand evangelism
scale, however, had a few word choices substitirkshse refer to Appendix B for the scales in

their original wording.

Brand Evangelism
As stated by Matzler et al. (2007, p. 27), bravahgelism is described as “a more active
and committed way of spreading positive opiniond tiying fervently to convince or persuade
others to get engaged with the same brand.” Thedbggangelism scale by Matzler et al. (2007)
had a reliability of 0.90. Following this previogstidy, the scale of brand evangelism included
the following:
¢ | would make a perfect Brand X salesperson.

e | have preached to several of my friends about @v&an
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e | try to convince as many people as possible oh&8ré’s attributes.
o | feel the need to tell the world that Brand Xhe imost appealing brand in the world.

e If someone disapproves of Brand X, | counter wittaegument of Brand X’s benefits.

Consumer-Brand | dentification
The measurement of identification a consumer hsawrand has had scant attention,

yet many studies have viewed identification byratividual with an organization or company.
Mael and Ashforth (1992) has been a foundatioritferdevelopment of identification scales
within marketing and management literature. Reliigds have included 0.87 (Bhattacharya et al.
1995), 0.90 (Gwinner and Swanson 2003), 0.81 (Kelesxzd Halliday 2008), 0.87 (Mael and
Ashforth 1992), 0.89 (Marin et al. 2008), and 0(S#anson and Davis 2006). The items
proposed in this scale were based on Bhattachaala(@995):

e When someone criticizes Brand X, it feels like aspaal insult.

e | am very interested in what others think aboutr8irx.

e When | talk about Brand X, | usually say “we” rathiean “they”.

e Brand X’s successes are my successes.

¢ When someone praises Brand X, it feels like a pedscompliment.

e If a story in the media criticized Brand X, | wodkkl embarrassed.

Brand Salience
As previously mentioned, brand salience “referheoprominence or ‘level of activation’
of a brand in memory” (Alba and Chattopadhyay 198&63). There will need to be some

cognitive recognition and awareness of the braratlteere to the concept of brand salience.
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Previous reliabilities for salience scales havéuided 0.86 (Arnett et al. 2003) and 0.81 (Callero

1985). Based on these previous research studeebrdind salience scale was:

Brand X is something | rarely even think about.\(&se coded).

| would feel a loss if | were forced to give up BdaX.

| really don’t have any clear feelings about BrahdReverse coded).
For me, Brand X means more than just using it Bsoduct Category.

Brand X is an important part of who | am.

Brand Satisfaction

As previously discussed, brand satisfaction is iciemed “a judgment that a product or

service feature, or the product or service itgglbyvided (or is providing) a pleasurable level of

consumption-related fulfillment, including levelsunder- or overfulfillment” (Oliver 1997,

p. 13). Following this definition, the brand sadistion scale is based on a subset of Oliver

(1997). Reliabilities have ranged from 0.84 (Cromrady, and Hult 2000) to 0.94 and 0.96

(Zboja and Vorhees 2006) with three to six of tbale items included in the measurement

instrument. The items for this scale were:

| am satisfied with my decision to purchase Brand X
My choice to buy Brand X was a wise one.

| think that | did the right thing when | boughtasrd X.

| am not happy that | bought Brand X. (Reversedetp
| truly enjoyed my purchase of Brand X.

| am pleased with Brand X.
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Sociability
The characteristic of sociability propels indivithigo gravitate to others often with
shared interests (Kim, Park and Jin 2008). Howeaherconcept of shared interests is not a
prerequisite for the interactions but does fadgitan engagement of the relationships (McAdams
1988). Sociability has been measured by ReynoldBaatty (1999) with the reliability of 0.82.
The sociability scale used, following Reynolds &sétty (1999), included:
e |like to be with people.
o | prefer working with others than working alone.
¢ | find spending time with people more enjoyablentlalitary activities, such as reading a
book.
e |tend to be aloner. (Reverse coded).
e | prefer to do things alone. (Reverse coded).

e | am not very sociable. (Reverse coded).

| do not like parties or social events. (Reversgec)).

Opinion L eader ship

Opinion leaders and influentials, to varying degranfluence others’ attitudes, beliefs,
and subsequent consumption behavior (Rogers 2068s\Whd Dodds 2007). Measuring
opinion leadership has gone through some iteraiiotize past. Flynn, Goldsmith, and Eastman
(1996) developed a measurement instrument thatised in five separate studies to validate and
provide unidimensionality of the reliabilities. Thaiabilities ranged from 0.78 to 0.87 for their
research. Using the scale by Flynn et al. (1996) basis, the scale items were:

e My opinion of Brand X’s Product Category seemstoatount with other people.

(Reverse coded).

43



e When they choose Brand X’s Product Category, gikeple do not turn to me for
advice. (Reverse coded).

e Other people come to me for advice about choosmag®X’s Product Category.

e | often persuade others to buy Brand X’'s Produte@ary that | like.

¢ | often influence people’s opinions about Brand Ri®duct Category.

Validity and Reliability of the Constructs

Although validated scales were employed, validitg aeliability measures must still be
utilized for individual research projects. Construalidity is the extent to which the instrument
accurately represents the construct being meagHigdet al. 2006). Three components of
construct validity that must be assessed are cgenewralidity, discriminant validity, and
nomological validity. SPSS (version 15) softwareswaed to analyze the validity and reliability
of the constructs.

Convergent validity “assesses the degree to whvohnhieasures of the same concept are
correlated” (Hair et al. 2006, p. 137). Firstlyetb must be evidence that the factor loadings are
statistically significant and should be at a minimaf 0.50, and preferably higher than 0.70. As
seen in Table 2, several individual items were nezdaas they did not have a loading of 0.70 or
higher. Thus, Table 2 has the finalized questiaengms for each concept listed. Convergent
validity, as determined by Fornell and Larcker (198&s achieved through exceeding 0.50 for
the average variance explained (AVE). This proesgsails a calculation of the standardized
loadings. To achieve this, a total sum of all sqddactor loadings of the individual construct
was divided by the number of items. Having an AVfEess than 0.50 means there is more error
in the items than the variance explained (Hail.e2@06). As shown in Table 2, AVE exceeds

the minimum of 0.50 for all constructs; Brand Evelgm (0.792), Consumer-Brand
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Identification (.780), Brand Satisfaction (0.91Bjyand Salience (0.667), Sociability (0.876), and
Opinion Leadership (0.792). Additionally, convergealididty assesses the internal consistency
of the construct, which can be measured througahiéty assessments.

Reliability is defined as the degree to which astmmment is free from unsystematic error
and provides consistent and stable results (PedlaazuSchmelkin 1991). Put simply, reliability
is the extent to which items are consistent witlatwhis intended to measure (Hair et al. 2006).
The reliability test used for this study was Croetida alpha. Cronbach’s (1951) alpha was
developed to overcome the problem of differing Itssua different splitting methods in the
split-halves measurement (Peter 1979). Cronbadpfeaddetermines the mean reliability
coefficient for all possible ways of splitting a & items in half’ (Peter 1979, p. 8); it is the
average coefficient of all possible splits (Crortb2004).

There has been much discussion in the literatunearoing the recommended and
adequate levels of Cronbach’s alpha (Schmitt 1996jortunately, there is no empirical
evidence of what constitutes an appropriate rditglmoefficient. Peterson (1994, p. 382),
however, assembled a selection of “recommendediliéty levels, ranging from 0.5 to 0.7.
Peterson (1994) stated that Nunnally’s levels, flaoth 1967 and 1978, are the most widely
cited by researchers (Nunnally 1967, 1978). Howgweviding further evidence that these
numbers are rather arbitrary, Nunnally raised @®mmended level for preliminary research
from the range of 0.5 to 0.6 to a minimum leveDaf without explanation (Peterson 1994). It is,
however, standard procedure within the marketitggdture to have 0.7 as a minimum
acceptable level of reliability for non-exploratagsearch. As seen in Table 2, each Cronbach

alpha exceeded the recommended minimum level 6f @/&and Evangelismu(= 0.912),
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Consumer-Brand Identificatiom & 0.906), Brand Salience € 0.746), Brand Satisfaction €
0.969), Sociabilityq¢ = 0.876), and Opinion Leadership=£ 0.901).

Discriminant validity is “the extent to which a adruct is truly distinct from other
constructs” (Hair et al. 2006, p. 778). The testdiscriminant validity is based on Campbell and
Fiske (1959) by assessing the amount of overldpeo€onstructs. This can be done by
calculating the correlation of two constructs deddoy the square root of the multiplication of
the two individual reliability measurementsy(/(rxx X ryy)llz). It is preferable to have lower than
0.85 as the resultant (Meyers et al. 2006). As sediable 3, all calculations are well below the
0.85 cutoff, thus achieving discriminant validity.

Nomological validity is “the degree that the sumetbscale makes accurate predictions
of other concepts in a theoretically based modg#i et al. 2006, p. 138). As the constructs and
relationships are based on previous literatureheve: theoretical support, this type of validity is
sound. This could cause difficulty for the reseafthere were exploratory research involved in
the development of the scales and the use of extplgrfactor analysis. However, as all scales
were adapted from previous published literaturetarde is support for the relationships defined
within and between the constructs, there is lttlacern for issues concerning nomological

validity.
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Table 2: Reliabilities, Factor L oadings of the Scales, Average Variance Extracted

Scale Cror;bach Loading| AVE
Brand Evangelism 0.912 0.792
| would make a perfect Brand X salesperson. 0.862
| have preached to several of my friends about @ban 0.880
| try to convince as many people as possible oh&rd's
: 0.931
attributes.
| feel the need to tell the world that Brand Xhe most appealing
. 0.886
brand in the world.
Consumer Brand I dentification 0.906 0.780
When someone criticizes Brand X, it feels like espaal insult. 0.854
When | talk about Brand X, | usually say “we” rattiean “they”. 0.862
Brand X’s successes are my successes. 0.901
When someone praises Brand X, it feels like a peiso 0.915
compliment. '
Brand Salience 0.746 0.667
Brand X is something | rarely think about. (reveceded) 0.702
I would feel a loss if | were forced to give up mBsand X. 0.879
For me, Brand X means more than just using it Bsduct
0.858
Category.
Brand Satisfaction 0.969 0.913
| am satisfied with my decision to purchase Brand X 0.964
My choice to buy Brand X was a wise one. 0.965
| think that | did the right thing when | boughtaBrd X. 0.966
| am pleased with Brand X. 0.927
Sociability 0.876 0.731
| tend to be a loner. (reverse coded) 0.8Y8
| prefer to do things alone. (reverse coded) 0.857
| am not very sociable. (reverse coded) 0.854
| do not like parties or social events. (reversgect) 0.830
Opinion Leader 0.901 0.772
My opinion of Brand X's Product Category seemstoatount
: 0.841
with other people. (reverse coded)
Other people come to me for advice about choosiagdX's
0.893
Product Category.
| often persuade others to buy Brand X's Produde@ary that | 0.852
like. '
| often influence people’s opinions about Brand Rieduct
0.927
Category.
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Table 3: Discriminant Validity Assessment

Variables 1 2 3 4 5

1. Brand Evangelism

2. Consumer-Brand ldentification 0.46

3. Brand Salience 0.53 0.51

4. Brand Satisfaction 0.33 0.31 0.48

5. Sociability 0.03 0.09 0.01 0.05

6. Opinion Leadership 0.38 0.28 0.18 0.31 0.03

Descriptive Characteristicsand Correlations
Descriptive characteristics and correlations @ted in Table 4. High levels of
multicollinearity were not found to be an issuenascorrelation exceeded 0.80 (Hair et al. 2006).
As multicollinearity was not found to be a problaims supports the lack of violation for
discriminant validity (Table 3).

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations (n = 528; likert scale of 1to 5)

Variables Mean Std. 1 2 3 4 5
Dev.

1. Brand Evangelism 3.026 1.019
2. Consumer-Brand

2.989 | 1.014 0.763*

Identification

3. Brand Salience 3.390 0.949.716* | 0.685*

4. Brand Satisfaction 4.083 0.9970.580* | 0.552*| 0.694*

5. Sociability 3.329| 0.872 -0.049 | -0.139% -0.019 | -0.062

6. Opinion Leadership  3.154 0.894.632* | 0.457*| 0.307*| 0.4174 0.048
*p<0.01

Overall Fit M easures of Proposed Model
Structural equation modeling (SEM) with AMOS (Ansiy of Moment Structures) 5.0
software was used to test and estimate the caat# pf the proposed model. SEM attempts to

explain the proposed relationships among the van@uiables and the interrelationships that
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make up the theoretical model (Hair et al. 200&6)pther words, SEM combines aspects of
multiple regression (examining dependence relaligs$ and factor analysis (representing
unmeasured concepts with multiple variables) inresing the interrelated dependence
relationships simultaneously. This multivariateadschnique is appropriate when there is
theoretical support for the relationships. As dssad in Chapter 3, each relationship within the
model has a theoretical foundation based on padtatiag literature. Thus, this allows SEM to
be considered a confirmatory analysis techniquéhf®®model. The straight, one-way, single-
headed arrows associated within the model, or ghatiram, represent a structural relationship of
dependence going from an antecedent to a subseoutenime. Figure 2, below, is the proposed
model tested (note, for simplicity, error terms &vegmoved from the model presented here).
SEM was employed as a confirming modeling stratddizing a maximum likelihood
estimation (MLE) procedure. As this study has gleimodel, MLE assesses the estimated
values that result in the highest likelihood thegt tlata matches the model (Meyers et al. 2006).
The criteria for defining the fit of the model inde goodness-of-fit measures. These
measurements are grouped into the categories ofudbdsneasures, incremental measures, and
parsimony fit measures (Hair et al. 2006). The hltedit measures includg Statistic,
Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFl), and Root Mean Squarertbf Approximation (RMSEA). The
incremental fit measures are Normed Fit Index (N Comparative Fit Index (CFIl). The
parsimony fit indices include Parsimonious Normédrilex (PNFI) and Parsimonious
Comparative Fit Index (PCFI). Per Hair et al. (2006is recommended to have at least one
absolute fit index and one incremental fit indexaddition to the results of thyé Statistic.
Additionally, Meyers et al. (2006) recommends hgwan least one parsimony fit index with the

absolute fit index and incremental fit index. Usthgy® Statistic alone is inadvisable due to the

49



sensitivity of they? to sample size (Bentler 1990; J6reskog and S6rt@®6; Meyers et al.

2006: Schumacker and Lomax 2004).

Figure 2: Proposed Mode with Individual Constructs
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Absolute Fit M easures

The findings for the absolute fit measures incltiie>value at 738.632 (df = 218,<

0.001; Chi-squared/d.f. = 3.388), Goodness of Gl at 0.897, and Root Mean Square Error of

Approximation (RMSEA) at 0.067. For thé the desired outcome is to not reject the null

hypothesis by desiring a nonsignificafit This did not occur here. However,;dss sensitive to

large samples (e.g. greater than 250), this imeaoc¢ssarily a reliable indicator of fit (Bentler

1990; Joreskog and S6rbom 1996; Meyers et al. 288@macker and Lomax 2004). GFl, at

0.897, nearly met the cutoff criteria of 0.90 askseBagozzi and Yi (1988) and Hu and Bentler
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(1999). RMSEA did in fact meet the cutoff criter#d,0.067, and is deemed an adequate fit since
the results are below 0.08 (Loehlin 2004) and beédd@v for samples larger than 250 (Hair et al.

2006).

Relative Fit M easures

The relative fit measures utilized here are Contpagdit Index (CFI) at 0.950 and
Normed Fit Index (NFI) at 0.931. For CFI, a goaddideemed to be at 0.95 or above (Hu and
Bentler 1999) while NFI is considered acceptable.@® and above (Meyers et al. 2006). Thus,

both relative fit measures show appropriate fits.

Parsimonious Fit M easures
The parsimonious fit measures are Parsimonious Bt Index (PNFI) at 0.802 and
Parsimonious Comparative Fit Index (PCFI) at 0.849both PNFI and PCFI should be greater

than 0.50 (Meyers et al. 2006), the model is cared a good fit.

Summary of Fit Measures
Using the standard measures, CFI, NFI, RMSEA, Phifd, PCFI show that the model is
deemed an adequate fit. Howevgrshows a poor model fit (yet may be disregardedtduarge

sample size) and the GFI results show that it slairderline of being considered a good fit.

Results of Path Analysisfor H; to Hg
Figure 3 shows the results of AMOS and the pa#iyais of the proposed model.
Consumer-brand identification has a positive efeecbrand evangelism and is statistically

significant (standardized path coefficiefi} € 0.463, t-value = 11.608,< 0.01), thus
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supporting H. Additionally, brand salience is positive and istatally significant for its effect
on brand evangelism supporting (8 = 0.421, t-value = 5.50¢,< 0.01).

Meanwhile, H is not supported as brand satisfaction does nad aatatistically
significant impact on brand evangelisfi) € -0.079, t-value = -1.19%,> 0.10). H is also not
supported as sociability is not statistically sfmaint as a path relationship with brand
evangelismf{ = 0.036, t-value = 1.18®,> 0.10). Opinion leadership, however, is showhdaoee
a statistical association with brand evangelisnstgrport of H (B = 0.340, t-value = 8.59(,<
0.01). Finally, brand satisfaction has a positifea on consumer-brand identificatiof £
0.593, t-value = 14.154,<0.001). A summary of the hypotheses and the teeat listed in

Table 5.
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Figure 3: AMOS Results of the Proposed Model

Brand
Identificati

Brand
Salience

Brand

Consumer-

on

Satisfaction

Sociability

*p<0.01

Table5: Summary of Hypotheses and Results

Evangelism

Opinion
Leadership

Brand

stronger the consumer-brand identification.

Hypotheses Method Results

Hi: The stronger the consumer-brand
identification, the stronger the brand Path Coefficienf Supported
evangelism.

H,: The greater the br_and salience, the strongerpath Coefficien  Supported
the brand evangelism.

Hs: The stronger the brand Sa'[I.SfaCtIOFI, the Path Coefficien{ Not Supported
stronger the brand evangelism.

H4: The stronger the sociability, the stronger thePath Coefficient Not Supported
brand evangelism.

Hs: The stronger the opinion Ie_adershlp, the Path Coefficient  Supported
stronger the brand evangelism.

He: The stronger the brand satisfaction, the Path Coefficient  Supported

H7: Brand salience positively strengthens the Moderated
relationship between brand satisfaction and Multiple Not Supported
consumer-brand identification. Regression

Hg: Consumer-brand identification positively Regression
mediates the relationship between brand Estimates and| Supported
satisfaction and brand evangelism. Sobel Test
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Result of Moderation Testing for Hy

Recall that Hypothesis 7 includes a moderatingaédei in brand salience. It was
hypothesized that brand salience positively stiesg the relationship between brand
satisfaction and consumer-brand identification. fituelerator here, brand salience, is a
continuous variable. It was once thought that d&inaous variable could be rescaled into a
discrete variable (James and Brett 1984). Howekierrescaling can create groups that do not
necessarily exist and can lower statistical poBagpzzi, Baumgartner, and Yi 1992). Thus,
following the suggestion of Bagozzi et al. (1998 moderator was analyzed through multiple
regression and the creation of a new variablenteraction of the existing variables.

The mean centered process, as suggested by AikeWwast (1991), was used in tandem
with a moderated multiple regression analysis $b kypothesis 7. This process is considered a
precursor to moderated multiple regression ana(ysien and West 1991). A moderated
relationship is a relationship which has an adddlovariable interacting with a predictor
variable to change the relationship between thdigie and the outcome variable (Sharma,
Durand, and Gur-Arie 1981). This was done by incigdhe interaction variable formed by the
product of the independent variable, brand satisfiacby the introduced moderator variable,
brand salience. If the interaction variable is gigant, then a moderated relationship is indicated
(Aiken and West 1991). However, in this study, tlglo moderated multiple regression, brand
salience is not a moderator in strengthening ttatioaship between brand satisfaction and

consumer-brand identification (t = 1.0f25 0.284) and there is not support for {able 6).
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Table 6: Moderated Multiple Regression for H»

Variable Coefficient Standard Stan_dz_;lrd t-Statistic| Significance
Error Coefficient

Intercept -0.25 0.40 -0.637 0.524

Brand Salience* 0.613 0.048 0.573 12.866 0.00(d

Brand Satisfaction* 0.178 0.052 0.175 3.438 0.001

Salience* X 0.039 0.036 0.041 1.072 0.284

Satisfaction*

* Variables centered
Note: Regression on Consumer-Brand IdentificatiRfre 0.482, Adjusted &= 0.479, F = 162.291
(p<0.01)

Result of Mediation Testing for Hg
The use of SEM facilitated the analysis of Hypsth@. This hypothesis states that
consumer-brand identification positively mediates telationship between brand satisfaction
and brand evangelism. According to Hair et al. @0€he steps involved in testing a mediating
variable include:

1. Verification that each relationship, or correlatigsignificant (brand satisfaction and
brand evangelism, brand satisfaction and consumardidentification, and consumer-
brand identification and brand evangelism).

2. If the relationship between brand satisfaction larahd evangelism remains significant
and unchanged when consumer-brand identificatiamcladed in the model, then
mediation is not supported.

3. If the relationship between brand satisfaction larahd evangelism is reduced but
remains significant with the inclusion of consurbeand identification as an additional
predictor, then partial mediation is supported.

4. If the relationship between brand satisfaction brahd evangelism is reduced to a point
where it is not significantly different from zeréier consumer-brand identification is

included, then full mediation is supported.
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The utilization of testing for mediation actualljployed the following method
described by Baron and Kenny (1986)—estimatioregfe@ssion equations (regressing the
mediator on the independent variable, regressiaglépendent variable on the independent
variable, and regressing the dependent variabotnthe independent variable and on the
mediator) and the Sobel (1982) test, an approxisigtaficance test.

The Sobel test uses the unstandardized regressabiiceent for the association between
the independent variable (satisfaction) and theiated(consumer-brand identification), the
unstandardized regression coefficient for the aaion between the mediator (consumer-brand
identification) and the dependent variable (bravahgelism), and the standard errors of the
regression coefficients. The formula for the Sdbst isz-value =a*b/(b** s + a®* %)% For
the purposes of this study(regression coefficient of the association betwsagisfaction and
consumer-brand identification) = 0.5&} (standard error cd) = 0.037 b (regression coefficient
of the association between consumer-brand ideatiin and brand evangelism) = 0.766,
(standard error df) = 0.028. The test statistic for the Sobel testiited in 13.262 (standard
error of 0.032) with @-value < 0.01. Thus, it is deemed that consumenébidentification is a

mediator for the relationship of brand satisfac@o brand evangelism, and id supported.
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Additional Information Concer ning this Study
Males and Females
Further analysis of the data included comparingitita dependent on the sex of the
respondents. The means of the constructs utilizethfs study for males and females can be

viewed in Table 7.

Table7: Male and Female Means and Standard Deviations

Number Mean Stapdgrd
Respondents Deviation
Brand Evangelism
Male 240 3.089 1.002
Female 288 2.973 1.302
Consumer-Brand Identification
Male 240 3.001 1.016
Female 288 2.973 1.014
Brand Salience
Male 240 3.406 0.943
Female 288 3.371 0.954
Brand Satisfaction
Male 240 4.058 0.995
Female 288 4.104 1.000
Sociability
Male 240 3.278 0.832
Female 288 3.371 0.904
Opinion Leadership
Male 240 3.278 0.852
Female 288 3.05( 0.917

Separate one-way analyses of variance (ANOVAsgdonparison of the individual
constructs are in Table 8. The majority of the tautss did not have any significant differences

in the means. However, it should be noted thaktigea significant difference in the means
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between males and females for the construct ofi@pieadership. As the means of opinion
leadership is higher for males, males surveyed $&faeport on having more knowledge and

expertise concerning the product category of tepeetive brand.

Table8: One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Resultsfor Malesand Females

ANOVA

F p
Brand Evangelism 1.707 0.19p
Consumer-Brand Identification 0.167/ 0.683
Brand Salience 0.116 0.734
Brand Satisfaction 0.276 0.600
Sociability 1.475| 0.225
Opinion Leadership 8.613 0.008

Further analysis comparing males and females was ttwough multi-group
comparisons of the proposed structural equationein@adgure 1). Following the procedures
described by Meyers et al. (2006) including consiing the factor loading to be equal,
individual models were verified to have adequate=or the male group, the goodness-of-fit
tests resulted iy’ value at 976.437 (df = 43p,< 0.001; Chi-squared/df = 2.240), RMSEA =
0.049, CFI = 0.986, NFI = 0.975, PNFI = 0.770, &@F| = 0.779. For the female groqﬁ,
value is 993.298 (df = 459,< 0.001; Chi-squared/df = 2.164), RMSEA = 0.04F] € 0.970,
NFI = 0.975, PNFI = 0.810, and PCFI = 0.820. THilts from the model comparison afe
difference of 16.862 (df = 2p,= 0.816). This suggests that there is no stadibisignificant

difference between males and females.

Income
Similar analysis compared data models by separ i data into two models for

reported income. The data was split with 379 redpats having annual income of less than
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$100,000 and 149 respondents claiming income o D0 or more. It was found that that there
is no statistically significant difference betwee models as thg difference resulted in

24.644 (df = 24p = 0.425). The fit indices show mixed (adequate iaadequate) fit for both
models. The below $100,000 group resultegfivalue of 998.23 (df = 43 < 0.001; Chi-
squared/df = 2.290), RMSEA = 0.05, GFI = 0.865, €0.947, NFI = 0.910, PNFI = 0.784, and
PCFI = 0.816. For the $100,000 and above grdwplue is 1022.874 (df = 46f,< 0.001; Chi-
squared/df = 2.224), RMSEA = 0.048, GFI = 0.862| €P.947, NFI = 0.908, PNFI = 0.825,

and PCFI = 0.861.

Age

The separation of data into age groups was aldorpged. The groups were divided into
under 50 years of age (n = 269) and age 50 andeamov 259). It was found that that there is
nearly a statistically significant difference beemethe models as thé difference resulted in
34.837 (df = 23p = 0.054). The fit indices show mixed (adequate iaadequate) fit for both
models. The below 50 group resultegfvalue of 1089.289 (df = 459,< 0.001; Chi-
squared/df = 2.373), RMSEA = 0.051, GFI = 0.853] €B.941, NFI = 0.902, PNFI = 0.819,
and PCFI = 0.853. For the 50 and above gngwalue is 1054.452 (df = 436,< 0.001; Chi-
squared/df = 2.418), RMSEA = 0.052, GFI = 0.853] €B.942, NFI = 0.906, PNFI = 0.819,

and PCFI = 0.812.

Education
The separation of data into education level was performed. The groups were divided
into under college graduates and above (n = 28Dnarbachelor’s degree (n = 248). It was

found that that there is not a statistically sigaifit difference between the models asythe
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difference resulted in 30.625 (df = 387 0.132). The fit indices show mixed (adequate and
inadequate) fit for both models. The below collggaduate group resultedjfivalue of 995.721
(df = 459,p < 0.001; Chi-squared/df = 2.169), RMSEA = 0.04F) € 0.863, CFIl = 0.949,

NFI = 0.910, PNFI = 0.825, and PCFI = 0.861. Ferribn-college graduateg,value is 965.095
(df = 436,p < 0.001; Chi-squared/df = 2.214), RMSEA = 0.048] € 0.869, CFI = 0.950,

NFI =0.912, PNFI = 0.786, and PCFI = 0.818.

Potential Biases

Similar analysis compared all data with the renhovahe potentially biased respondents
(those 40 individuals who were current shareholdargloyees, and/or have family members or
friends as known employees of the correspondingd)rdt was found that there is no
statistically significant difference between thedwts as the? difference resulted in 1.415 (df =

23,p = 1.000).
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Individual Brands
Analysis comparing the individual brands followsble 9 shows the means and standard

deviations of the constructs for each brand.

Table9: Means and Standard Deviations by Individual Brands

n Mean | St. Dev n Mean  St. Dey.
Brand Brand
Evangelism Satisfaction
Harley 110 3.478, 0.892 Harley 110 4.520 0.730
iPhone 103 2.658 1.035 iPhone 103  3.975 0.885
MINI 101 3.188 | 0.984 MINI 101, 4.200 1.097,
Saab 111 2.885 0.9372 Saab 111 3.912 1.037
Starbucks 103 2.903 1.06% Starbucks 103  3.796.0501
Harley 110 3.605] 0.887 Harley 110 3.257 0.876
iPhone 103 2.369 1.002 iPhone 103  3.356 0.909
MINI 101 3.121 | 0.965 MINI 101| 3.480 0.948
Saab 111 2.964 0.874 Saab 111 3.213 0.805
Starbucks 103 2.852 0.948 Starbucks 103  3.328.8130
Brand Opinion
Salience Leadership

Harley 110 3.933] 0.807 Harley 110  3.489 0.833
iPhone 103 2.880 0.894 iPhone 103  3.108 0.8p7
MINI 101 3.564 | 0.915 MINI 101, 3.050 0.867
Saab 111 3.183 0.850 Saab 111 2.988 0.938
Starbucks 103 3.372 0.947 Starbucks 103  3.114.8620

The following tables (Tables 10-15) compare themse# the individual constructs
(brand evangelism, consumer-brand identificatisan salience, brand satisfaction, sociability,
and opinion leadership). There are mixed resulgsfificant differences in the comparison of

the means. One interesting aspect is that the nwdatarley-Davidson differ significantly from
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all other brands for all constructs except for abiity. As seen in Table 9, Harley-Davidson has

the highest means for each construct except foalsiity.

Table 10: Brand Evangelism by Individual Brands

Brand

Harl

ey-

Evangelism Davidson IPhone MINI Saab
t p t p t p t P
iPhone 6.202 0.000%
MINI -2.245| 0.026* | 3.745| 0.000%
Saab -4.835 0.000* | 1.684| 0.094% -2.3060.022*
Starbucks | 4.283 0.000F 6.202 0.000* 1.986 0.048*.138| 0.894
*p<.05
Table 11: Consumer-Brand I dentification by Individual Brands
Consumer- Harley- _
Brand . iPhone MINI Saab
Identification Davidson
t p t p t p t P
iPhone 9.543 0.0007%
MINI -3.792 | 0.000* | 5.460| 0.000%
Saab -5.410 0.000* | 4.638| 0.000% -1.966 0.051*
Starbucks 5.987 0.000F 3.553 0.00p* 2.001 0.046*900.| 0.369
*p<.05
Table 12: Brand Salience by Individual Brands
Salience | Davieon | Phone MINI Saab
t p t P t p t p
iPhone 9.032] 0.000%
MINI -3.111 | 0.002* | 5.401| 0.000%
Saab -6.725 0.000* | 2.541| 0.012% -3.144| 0.002*
Starbucks 4.664 0.000r 3.834 0.000*1.474 | 0.142| -1.5390.125
*p<.05
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Table 13: Brand Satisfaction by Individual Brands

Sa?g?ggion Di?/riizlesyon IPhone MINI Saab
t p t P t p t P
iPhone 4920, 0.0007%
MINI -2.514 | 0.013* | 1.616| 0.108
Saab -5.039 0.000* | -0.477| 0.634| -1.966/ 0.051
Starbucks | 5.875 0.000+ -1.3200.188| 2.687| 0.008% 0.810 0.419
*p<.05
Table 14: Sociability by Individual Brands
Sociability Dl_;?/rilc(leg(;n iPhone MINI Saab
t p t P t P t P
iPhone -0.817 0.415
MINI -0.350| 0.727 | -1.107 0.270
Saab 1.971 0.050 1.049 0.295 2.216 0.028*
Starbucks | -0.611 0.542 | -0.242 0.809| -0.929 0.354| 1.374 0.171
*p<.05
Table 15: Opinion L eader ship by Individual Brands
Lcaderahip| Davidson | PMOM® MINI Saab
t p t p t p t p
iPhone 4.126| 0.0007%
MINI -3.753 | 0.000* | 0.487| 0.627
Saab -3.267 0.001* | 0.958| 0.339 0.483 0.630
Starbucks | 3.225 0.001r 1.005 0.316 -0.533 0.594 05@) 0.961
*p<.05

Further analysis comparing the brands was donedghrenulti-group comparisons of the

proposed structural equation model (Figure 1).iddividual models have mixed results for fit

as seen in Table 16. The results from the modepaoison are thg differences shown in Table

17 and suggest that there is no statistically gamt difference between any individual brand
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and the overall model. However, the individual med® not have adequate fit for all fit

measures.

Table 16: Model Fit Measurements by Individual Brands Compared to Overall Model

?Av(f(;::l Dl_z:\?/rilc(leg(;n iPhone MINI Saab Starbucks
Chi-Square 2668.835 2696.654 2693.1133 2701.053 .2695 2690.426
df 1308 1311 1311 1311 1311 1311

Chi-Square/df 2.040 2.026 2.023 2.029 2.025 2.021
p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
RMSEA 0.031 0.031 0.031 0.031 0.031 0.031
GFl 0.832 0.830 0.830 0.830 0.830 0.831
CFI 0.936 0.935 0.935 0.935 0.935 0.936
NFI 0.882 0.881 0.881 0.881 0.881 0.881
PNFI 0.760 0.772 0.772 0.772 0.772 0.773
PCFI 0.806 0.820 0.820 0.820 0.82( 0.820

Table 17: Model Comparisons Differences of I ndividual Brandsto Overall Model

Di?/riizlesy(;n iPhone MINI Saab Starbucks
Chi-Square 27.818 24.297 32.218 26.576 21.591
df 23 23 23 23 23
p 0.274 0.096 0.223 0.545 0.387

Performing analysis of the individual brands imgarison to each brand’s model is

shown in Table 18. Each brand was analyzed foewffce in/*to each individual brand. There

are significant differences between several ofintloglels. However, as seen in Tables 19-23,

adequate fit is not accomplished for all utilizédrfdices. “Bootstrapping” techniques were

performed to increase the number of samples fdr paadel; however, no significant changes

were seen in the model fit measurements.
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Table 18: Model Comparison Difference of ° of Individual Brandsto Each Other

Harley-Davidson|  iPhone MINI Saab
v 39.987
iPhone df 23
p 0.020
v 35.838 45.002
MINI df 23 23
p 0.043 0.004
xz 42.179 33.785 31.814
Saab df 23 23 23
p 0.009 0.068 0.104
r 36.251 24.634 45.373 29.685%
Starbucks| df 23 23 23 23
p 0.039 0.369 0.004 0.159

Table 19: Model Fit Measurementswith Harley-Davidson asthe Base M odel

Di?/rildeg(;n iPhone MINI Saab Starbucks

Chi-Square 1925.643 1964.630 1961.481 1967.821 .8961
df 1090 1113 1113 1113 1113

Chi-Square/df 1.767 1.765 1.762 1.768 1.765
p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
RMSEA 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038
GFI 0.775 0.770 0.771 0.769 0.771
CFl 0.921 0.920 0.920 0.920 0.920
NFI 0.838 0.835 0.835 0.835 0.835
PNFI 0.722 0.735 0.735 0.734 0.735
PCFI 0.794 0.809 0.810 0.809 0.810
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Table 20: Model Fit Measurementswith iPhone asthe Base M odedl

iPhone Dl_;?/rildegc;n MINI Saab Starbucks
Chi-Square 1925.643 1964.630 1970.644 1959427 .2960
df 1090 1113 1113 1113 1113
Chi-Square/df 1.767 1.765 1.771 1.760 1.752
p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
RMSEA 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038
GFI 0.775 0.770 0.771 0.772 0.773
CFlI 0.921 0.920 0.919 0.920 0.921
NFI 0.838 0.835 0.834 0.835 0.836
PNFI 0.722 0.735 0.880 0.880 0.880
PCFI 0.794 0.809 0.809 0.810 0.811
Table21: Model Fit Measurementswith MINI asthe Base M odel
MINI Dg?/rilc?syc;n iPhone Saab Starbucks
Chi-Square 1925.643 1961.481 1970.644 1957456 .0981
df 1090 1113 1113 1113 1113
Chi-Square/df 1.767 1.762 1.771 1.759 1.771
p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
RMSEA 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038
GFI 0.775 0.771 0.771 0.772 0.771
CFI 0.921 0.920 0.919 0.921 0.919
NFI 0.835 0.835 0.834 0.835 0.834
PNFI 0.722 0.735 0.734 0.735 0.734
PCFI 0.794 0.810 0.809 0.810 0.809
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Table22: Moded Fit M easurementswith Saab asthe Base M oddl

Saab Di?/riijesy(;n iPhone MINI | Starbucks

Chi-Square 1925.643 1967.8201  1963.753 1957456 .3285
df 1090 1113 1113 1113 1113

Chi-Square/df 1.767 1.768 1.764 1.759 1.75

p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

RMSEA 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038

GFlI 0.775 0.769 0.772 0.772 0.773

CFI 0.921 0.920 0.920 0.921 0.921

NFI 0.838 0.835 0.835 0.835 0.836

PNFI 0.722 0.734 0.735 0.735 0.735

PCFI 0.794 0.809 0.809 0.810 0.810

Table 23: Model Fit Measurementswith Starbucks asthe Base M odel
Starbucks Dl_;?/rilc(leg(;n iPhone MINI Saab

Chi-Square 1925.643 1961.894 1971.016 1955.328 .693S
df 1090 1113 1113 1113 1113

Chi-Square/df 1.767 1.763 1.752 1.771 1.757
p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
RMSEA 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038
GFl 0.775 0.771 0.773 0.771 0.773
CFI 0.921 0.920 0.921 0.919 0.921
NFI 0.838 0.835 0.836 0.834 0.836
PNFI 0.722 0.735 0.736 0.734 0.735
PCFI 0.794 0.810 0.811 0.809 0.81(
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND SUMMARY

This chapter reviews the objectives of this redeatady, discusses the relationships of
the objectives, and the actual findings of the gtédiditionally, academic and managerial

implications will be discussed along with limitat®and proposals for future research.

Discussion of Results

“I like Apple because of the quality. Its unofficgogan is ‘it just works’. | never

have any problems with Apple. | wouldn’t know wirchtlo if | had to get another

computer.”

—Tori

The objective of this dissertation was to bettetarstand the phenomenon of brand
evangelism. Again, the definition used throughbig tesearch for brand evangelism is actively
“spreading the good word” of a particular brand leattempting to influence others’
consumption behavior. Through the development astihg of a model, this study helps to
realize the dimensions that are involved in a coresubecoming a brand evangelist. To date, no
research has examined the dimensions of brand elismg It was proposed here that these
dimensions included brand satisfaction, brand seéieconsumer-brand identification,
sociability, and opinion leadership. The resultshef study garnered some mixed results. It was
found that consumer-brand identification, brandesale, and opinion leadership are all concepts

that lead to brand evangelism. However, neithendbsatisfaction nor sociability has a

statistically significant relationship directly adééd with brand evangelism. It must be noted,
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though, that brand satisfaction does have a metiratationship with brand evangelism through
consumer-brand identification.

Brand evangelism historically has occurred moremthere is a strong product
differentiation in the marketplace distinguishiig torands from competitors. For example, an
automobile purchase is not just about the functitynaf the car but the features and symbolism
associated with the particular brand. As discusselllerz, He, and Vargo (2009), brands moved
from just being an identifier of a good to havingétional and symbolic value associated with
the branded product. The symbolism aspect waslgls@ted by Levy (1959, p.118) as “people
buy things not only for what thegan dq but also for what themmean” Although some may
view an automobile as just a mode of transportatitimers have such strong feelings about the
automobile that it can be considered an extendiemeself (Belk 1988). A key determinant in
understanding brand evangelism is the conceptmduwner-brand identification. As previously
discussed, consumer-brand identification is thesaorer’s self-defined perception of oneness
and identification with a brand (Bhattacharya aed 3003; Kuenzel and Halliday 2008). It was
originally Bhattacharya and Sen (2003) who propdkaticonsumer-company identification will
not only lead to company loyalty, but the consumay become a “champion” on behalf of the
company. It was hypothesized in this study thatsthenger the consumer-brand identification,
the stronger the brand evangelism. This hypotheassshown to be supported significantly by
the research results. To date, there have beetetimiudies concerning consumer-brand
identification and the understanding of this pheaoon. Utilizing this construct here aids in the
strengthening of the consumer-brand identificationcept in marketing. Consumer-brand
identification is based on the understanding ofadadentification theory, as well as the

acceptance that consumers have relationships vatidb.
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Another supported construct leading into brand geasm is brand salience. Brand
salience is not only top-of-mind awareness, butlmamiewed as the frequency with which a
consumer mentions the brand in a variety of sitmati(Alba and Chattopadhyay 1986; Miller
and Berry 1998; Romaniuk and Sharp 2003). The stggdypothesis in this study stated that
the greater the brand salience, the stronger toedbgvangelism. Thus, the more a consumer has
top-of-mind awareness, the more apt that consusréely to engage in brand evangelism.
Looking at this relationship from a different pegspive, a brand evangelist is not likely to
evangelize the brand if the brand is not at theffont in the consumer’s mind. Because of the
brand salience aspect, a brand that lends itsbétoming evangelized is a product that may be
utilized on a regular basis. Without the regulaatyise, a consumer may not have the brand at
the forefront of the mind.

It was also found here that the stronger the bsatidfaction, the stronger the consumer-
brand identification. This supported previous resleavhere “the more satisfied a person is with
an organization’s offerings, the greater the ideraiion” (Bhattacharya et al. 1995, p. 48).
Although there has been mixed findings concernimg rielationship in the past, it appears that
the utilization of branded products rather thaamgible not-for-profit brands may be the
delineating factor concerning the mixed resultsvds also proposed here that brand salience
positively strengthens the relationship betweemdsatisfaction and consumer-brand
identification. This hypothesis was not supported may be due to the fact that a strong
relationship between brand satisfaction and constomand identification does not need a
moderator to strengthen the existing relationship.

Another hypothesis proposed here was the strohgesdtisfaction with a brand, the

stronger the brand evangelism. This hypothesisgliew was also not supported in this study.
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Depending on the brand and product class, a corrsmiang be satisfied with the brand yet not
have any actual strong feelings associated beyonddtisfaction. As the definition of
satisfaction used in this study was the pleasuraitfitment of a consumer’s needs, wants, or
desires in reference to the brand (Oliver 199'8aglirable fulfilment may not necessarily be
enough to be an impetus for a consumer to becdonama evangelist.

An interesting juxtaposition to this unsupportggdthesis, however, is that consumer-
brand identification positively mediates the redaship between brand satisfaction and brand
evangelism. This means that in fact there is diogiship between brand satisfaction and brand
evangelism but the construct of consumer-brandtiiieation is involved. Therefore, without a
consumer identifying with a particular brand, braadisfaction does not have a significant
relationship with brand evangelism.

Another interesting finding of this research isttha individual with the propensity to be
sociable does not necessarily lead into that iddiai becoming a brand evangelist. It was
proposed that the stronger the sociability, thengfer the brand evangelism; this was not
supported. The reasoning behind the proposed hggistivas that a more gregarious person may
be more predisposed to be a brand evangelist. idddlty, it was previously found that a person
with the personality characteristic of extroversi@s a propensity to being a brand evangelist
(Matzler et al. 2007). As sociability is a concejithin extroversion, sociability may be too
narrow of a viewpoint in understanding an apprdprgersonality characteristic that predisposes
an individual to be a brand evangelist.

Finally, it was found that the stronger the opinieadership, the stronger the brand
evangelism. Opinion leaders are product enthusibatsare well versed in and have information

concerning products within a product category. Al evangelists “spread the good word”
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about their brands, it is imperative for the brawdngelist to be respected on their viewpoint and
the evangelist is able to understand the charatit=riof competing brands. As opinion leaders
are knowledgeable on a variety of brands withimadpct category, so too, is it necessary for a
brand evangelist. Without the depth of knowledga pfoduct category, those individuals
listening to a brand evangelist may not be swagathtlerstand the benefits of the particular
brand if the brand evangelist is unable to comparkcontrast the evangelized brand from

competitors.

Resear ch Contributionsand Implications

“Looking at the flipside of brand loyalty | havebaand with which | disassociate

myself completely! Whilst | can't even remembeiNéstle powder milk

controversy at the time | still find myself banmghiheir products from my

shopping basket... and for a KitKat addict beliewe it was a sacrifice! One

wrong turn for Nestle many moons ago has meantl that not alone in this

behaviour. With great brands comes a great deaégponsibility in my opinion,

Nestle did not rise to this responsibility.”

—Daniel
Academic I mplications

Although normative pieces have been written conngrhrand evangelism (e.g., Collier
2007; Friedman 2007; Kawasaki 1991; McConnell anta12003; Roberts 2004; Rusticus
2006), to date, little research has viewed brarahgglism beyond propositions and cursory
attention. This study furthers the understandingrahd evangelism by analyzing the
dimensions and relationships that lead to the pmemon. This phenomenon of brand
evangelism can be described as the communicatioriamation, ideas, and feelings
concerning a specific brand freely, and often tifieegently, to others in a desire to influence

consumption behavior. The dimensions found to aessically significant in better

understanding brand evangelism are consumer-bdamdification, brand salience, and opinion
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leadership. Additionally, this study found thatimlesatisfaction is a characteristic leading to

brand evangelism utilizing consumer-brand iderdiiien as a mediator.

Managerial | mplications

Results of this study suggest that managers may twdocus on increasing the
consumer-brand identification concept, top-of-mémeareness of the brand, and the building of
opinion leaders in the marketplace. Additionalhg tontinuation of brand satisfaction is
imperative to maintain consumer-brand identificatom behalf of the consumer. The desired
effect of these dimensions is to have the consuasisg as “champions” on behalf of the brand
and become unpaid spokespeople (Bhattacharya an?d088). Brand evangelism goes beyond
a repurchase commitment and construed loyaltytwaad. As loyalty is not necessarily
reflected in satisfaction (Oliver 1999), brand ngera need to know the influence the variables
have beyond brand satisfaction.

A key desired outcome for companies is for the oorer to have intent to repurchase
while giving referrals and endorsements of the tr@ones and Sasser 1995). To propagate the
brand evangelism of the consumers, brand managesmove beyond the mere satisfaction
that a consumer has with the brand but get to ¢ivet prhere the consumer identifies with the
brand. Bhattacharya and Sen (2003, p. 86) discumsegarticular way to increase consumer
identification with a company is through co-creatertivities. Different activities, beyond the
co-creation of products and advertising, wouldra#uding the consumers in organizational
decision making, such as the development and #stimg of company policies and personnel
recruitment. Bringing consumers into the develophoéthe company itself could instill further

identification the consumer has with the organ@atnd the family brand (Ulwick 2002).
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While the brand’s corporation integrates the corsuimto identifying with the
organization and brand, it should also educatedmsumer of the product class (or classes)
associated with the brand. By allowing the consutmegarner more information concerning the
product class, the consumer can become an opieaatet. Providing information to the
consumer concerning even positive information ametitors’ brands can further strengthen
evangelism as the consumer has more depth of kdgelef all products in the class. Although
a brand manager may be hesitant providing posiificemation of competitors, this information
can allow the potential brand evangelists to betgebopinion leader, in turn, leading to this
consumer becoming a brand evangelist.

Finally, brand managers must continue to adveaigkepromote the brand for top-of-
mind awareness. Having a brand be salient on beh#ie consumer is a necessary dimension
leading into brand evangelism. Separate promotiaci@ities may be appropriate for existing
consumers of the brand, in addition to promoti@eivities for non-customers. Loyalty
programs are successful in customer retentionmnubtivating customers to increase
purchasing (Lewis 2004). Although loyalty progracas aid in repeat purchasing, it may not
have the influencing factor to instill brand evalya. The loyalty program may be a perk to a
brand evangelist, but the utilization of the pragras a reminder and recall aid in brand selection
can aid in the development of brand evangelism.

A potential problem with having brand evangelistghie potential former or disgruntled
brand evangelist. An individual in this categoryynii@ as fervent in his/her evangelism against
the brand as before the change in brand consumgtiendislike of this brand may considered
to be what Hogg (1998, p. 135) described as “drdice” or Muniz and Hamer (2001, p. 355)

labeled “oppositional brand loyalty.” Former bramgangelists may become as passionate for
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being an anti-brand evangelist as they were whiag tonsumed the particular brand. The
remaining brand evangelists however would be eedilio negative information which could

continue to offset the disgruntled former consun{Brsattacharya and Sen 2003).

Limitations and Further Research

“Those of us who work in publishing want readergéb into brand awareness

too (so far, Penguin Classics stands out in bo@ntrawareness). So check out

the publisher or imprint of your favorite readingtarials and let that help you

find other books to love.”

—Caleb

There are several limitations with this studys#y, the sampled population resulted in a
predominantly White category in the demographi®&4%). The next two populations were
Hispanic/Latino and Asian at 3.4% and 3.2%, respelgt Here, the category of White is larger
than the 2009 estimate of the US at 65.6% (US GeBsweau). Additionally, in the US, the
category of Hispanic/Latino is estimated at 15.8}ack at 12.8%, and Asian at 4.5% (US
Census Bureau). It is unclear if the surveyed ildials were a true representation of those who
utilize the brands. For example, the consumerb@tetlected brands may be predominantly
White, so the representation may be appropriateéh&uresearch should include brands that may
be geared specifically to different ethnicities aades. Ethnic differences in consumption may
bring in a slight variance in the dimensions legdimo brand evangelism.

Leading into the potential underrepresented etfate groups may also be the result of
having five brands utilized in this study. The litamsed here are reflected in the marketing
literature as having some predisposition to habirand evangelists. Incorporating more brands
would broaden the scope of this research stream.

A further extension of this research would incltlde perceptions of brand evangelism in

cultures outside of the United States. For exangsdesome countries are more collectivist than
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individualistic (Hofstede 1983), there may be dedénce in the understanding and dimensions
leading into brand evangelists of another cultucessumer base. Additionally, collectivistic
societies may have consumers that learn about ®@mdidevelop their understandings of the
brands differently than individualistic-based stie®

Another limitation related to the use of the fivatds in this study is that the five brands
are mainly perceived as goods; there were no “pseel’ices included. One may perceive a
continuum where Saab, MINI, and Harley-Davidsonracge goods than services yet iPhone
and Starbucks are closer to services. Although beaid has supplementary services associated
with the organization, no individual brand’s coresimess is a service. As services are different
than goods (Berry 1980; Parasuraman, Zeithaml| aand/B.985), a separate study including

only brands of services could bring more depthheunderstanding of brand evangelism.

Summary

“And THANK YOU, Apple.”
—Debbie in reference to iPhone

Companies have focused on differentiating theinsafrom competitors. As this
continues, companies will diverge within produdiecmries rather than converge. Each company
is striving to be unique and irreplaceable (Barbh®91) while building what McKenna (1991, p.
148) describes as a “special relationship” betwberconsumer and the brand. This relationship
is understood when it is seen that the consumersacreators of the brand itself (Brown,
Kozinets and Sherry 2003; Muniz and O’Ginn 200Xariél evangelists assist in the co-creation
of the overall brand image as they actively engatgers in the attributes of the brands. Merz et
al. (2009, p. 341) suggested including volunteeatsumers in the co-creation process “from

the bottom up rather than from the top down” tdirét the brand process. As described by Holt
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(2004), brands are ever-changing shared cultuogigsty and not just the ownership of the
company. Although the brand evangelists, and catore, may not necessarily change the
overall message, some evangelists have becomeduthgsigners of actual advertising and
promotional activities for their brands.

These unpaid creators are often referred to akanigi marketers. Muniz and Schau
(2007, p. 187) describe vigilante marketing as ‘aid@dvertising and marketing efforts,
including one-to-one, one-to-many, and many-to-mamymercially oriented communications,
undertaken by brand loyalists on behalf of the dralt would be considered here that vigilante
marketers are an extreme example of brand evatgyaigthey may actually go beyond standard
communication practices of “spreading the good Wofd particular brand.

Brand evangelists are committed customers who aaasitive emotional connection to
the brand. These consumers have moved beyondgungt & consumer of the brand but have a
connection of identifying with the brand while hagithe propensity to share the positive
attributes of the brand with others. The directrabeeristics of identifying with the brand,
having a top-of-mind awareness of the brand, amglen opinion leader all aid in the
development of a consumer becoming a brand evangehis research has helped establish the
dimensions of what leads into being a brand evastgéldditionally, these dimensions aid in
garnering a better appreciation and understandinigase individuals who communicate
information, ideas, and feelings concerning a Sjelorand freely, and often times fervently, to

others in a desire to influence consumption behravio
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APPENDIX A

QUOTES USED THROUGHOUT DISSERTATION

The quotes throughout this dissertation were gath&om past literature, review of
websites, and various conversations the reseahnekewith friends, family, and acquaintances.

Quotes from literature and websites are quotedtlyxas they appeared.

Name Original Quote and Source Brand Age Sex Page #

When | evangelize and witness to peOpIe’Macintosh Not Not 1

| make a few interesting points.” known | known

Stroud

Belk, Russell W. and Gulnur Tumbat (2005), “ThetG@iilMacintosh,”Consumptions,
Markets and Culture8 (3), 205-217.

“If I'm at a function, if it's there, we’'ll use
it. | usually bring it with me, so I'l
volunteer it to someone who's using a Truvia 56 Female| 2 & 23

Lyn sweetener not a sugar. I've done that at

family reunions.”

Personal Interview

“When it comes to shoes, | won't wear

any other brand.” Nike 21 Female 6

Reanna

Personal Interview

“Starwood didn’t ask their customers to
“do” anything. Their customers did it on
their own. You can’t ask your customefs

. : Starwood
to evangelise for your brand, they will do
it for you if you give them something
great to talk about.”

Not

Male 12
known

Eric

Friedman, Eric (2007, March 7), The Rights and Vigsoof Brand Evangelism! [Web
log], Retrieved from http://www.marketing.fm/
2007/03/07/the-rights-and-wrongs-of-brand-evéiage
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Name Original Quote and Source Brand Age Sex Page #
“i love my saab, i know its unusual and quirky
and that there are those fools out there w
will [sic] attempt to compare it to a freaking
commie! but if you appreciate it for what i
(a solidly build [s_,lc], safe, reliable :amd Saab Not Male 15
comfortable vehicle) then you can't go known
Stephen wrong. that's not to say it doesn't have faults,
some parts are expensive, they are an old car
now and their rear leg room isn't gr8.[sic]but
i still love it!”
Stephen (2008, August 11), 1989 Saab 900 Reviews(Bsion board comment],
Retrieved from www.cargurus.com/Cars/reviews-c163389-900.html
“I probably won't buy any other pens, I'll only
buy Pilot pens since they Ilstene:d to me. Pilot 26 Female 17
Christi love those pens anyway so that’s a pretty Pens
ristina good relationship.”
Personal Interview
“When | see another SAAB, and | think abagut
it for a second, | not only have a feeling for Not
the SAAB, but | kind of know what that guy| Saab Known Male 20
is like...he’s kind of like me...or she’s kind
Bob of like me.”
O’Guinn, Thomas C. and Albert M. Muniz, Jr. (2008}pmmunal Consumption and the
Brand,” inInside Consumption: Consumer Motives, Goals, ansirBg ed. S.
Ratneshwar and David Glen Mick, New York: Routled2fe2-272.
“It took me a while to recognise that | am
kind of addicted to H&M....I know it
sounds incredible, but there is rarely a day Not
on which I don't wear something from H&M Known Female 21
Sylvia H&M...But still | am always delighted to

see a H&M store wherever | go, asking
myself, what | would do without it?”

Nienhaus, Sylvia (2010), Blog Your Brand! [Web logmment], Retrieved from

www.blogyourbrand.com/blog

93



Name

Original Quote and Source

Brand

Age

Sex

Pade #

Martha

“l enjoy cars and | drive a performance cg

so | do talk tires.”

1

":Michelin

Late 50s

Female

25

Personal Interview

Tori

“I like Apple because of the quality. Its

unofficial slogan is ‘it just works’. | neve
have any problems with Apple. |
wouldn’t know what I'd do if | had to ge
another computer.”

Apple

21

Female

68

Personal Interview

Daniel

“Looking at the flipside of brand loyalty |

have a brand with which | disassociate
myself completely! Whilst | can't even
remember the Nestle powder milk
controversy at the time | still find mysel
banishing their products from my
shopping basket... and for a KitKat add
believe me it was a sacrifice! One wron|
turn for Nestle many moons ago has
meant that | am not alone in this
behaviour. With great brands comes a
great deal of responsibility in my opinio
Nestle did not rise to this responsibility.

ct Nestle
0

Not
known

Male

72

Murray, Daniel (2010), Blog Your Brand! [Web lograment], Retrieved from

http://www.blogyourbrand.com/blog
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Name

Original Quote and Source Brand Age Sex Pag
“Those of us who work in publishing
want readers to get into brand
awareness too (so far, Penguin
Classics stands out in book brand Penguin Not Male 75
awareness). So check out the publi known
Caleb or imprint of your favorite reading
materials and let that help you find
other books to love.”
Caleb (2007, November 15), Brand Affinity [Web logmment], Retrieved from
www.mentalfloss.com/blogs/archives/9596#commentr859
“ ; . Not
And THANK YOU, Apple. iPhone K Female 76
nown
Debbie
Ridpath, Debbie (2009, April 12), Debbie’s Blatimgs [Web log], Retrieved from
www.blatherings.com/2009/04/why-i-love-my-iphone/
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APPENDIX B

ORIGINAL SCALES

The following are the sourced scales in their oajformats with the appropriate references
(“rc” refers to reverse coding). The following aed likert scales with anchors of “strongly
agree” and “strongly disagree.”

Brand Evangelism:

| would make a perfect GTI salesperson.

| have proselytized several of my friends to thd Gand.

| try to convince as many as possible of my GTI.

| feel the need to tell the world that the GTlhs imost appealing car of the world.
If someone tries to decry a GTI, | will tell himfainmistakably.

Matzler, Kurt, Elizabeth A. Pichler and Andrea Hesherger (2007), “Who is Spreading the
Word? The Positive Influence of Extraversion on §loner Passion and Brand Evangelism,”
American Marketing Association, Winter, 25-32.

Consumer-Brand | dentification:

When someone criticizes the museum, it feels likergonal insult.

| am very interested in what others think aboutrtheseum.

When | talk about the museum, | usually say weenathan they.

The museum's successes are my successes.

When someone praises the museum, it feels likesopal compliment.
If a story in the media criticized the Museum, luhbfeel embarrassed.

Bhattacharya, C.B., Hayagreeva Rao, and Mary Aiymi&(1995), “Understanding the Bond of
Identification: An Investigation of Its Correlatammong Art Museum Members,” Journal of
Marketing, 59 (October), 46-57. Based on Mael astworth (1992), “Alumni and their alma
mater: A partial test of the reformulated modebajanizational identification,” Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 13 (2), p103-123

97



Brand Salience

Blood donation is something | rarely even think atb@rc)

| would feel a loss if | were forced to give up dting blood.

| really don’t have any clear feelings about blalmshation. (rc)
For me, being a blood donor means more than justday blood.
Blood donation is an important part of who | am.

Callero, Peter L. (1985), “Role-ldentity Salienc8gcial Psychology Quarterly8 (3), 203-215.

Brand Satisfaction:

| am satisfied with my decision to purchase thiswafacturer’s product.
My choice to buy this manufacturer’s product wagise one.

| think that | did the right thing when | boughighmanufacturer’'s product.
| am not happy that | bought this manufacturerdoict. (rc)

| truly enjoyed my purchase of this manufactur@reduct.

| am pleased with the manufacturer’s product.

Zboja, James J. and Clay M. Voorhees (2006), “hipgalct of Brand Trust and Satisfaction on
Retailer Repurchase Intentions,” Journal of Ses/Marketing, 20 (5), 381-390. Based on a
subset of Oliver, Richard L. (1997), SatisfactisnBehavioral Perspective on the Consumer,
New York: McGraw-Hill.

Sociability:

| like to be with people.

| prefer working with others than working alone.

| find spending time with people more enjoyablentlsalitary activities, such as reading a
book.

| tend to be a loner. (rc)

| prefer to do things alone. (rc)

| am not very sociable. (rc)

| do not like parties and social events. (rc)

Reynolds, Kristy E. and Sharon E. Beatty (1999) Rélationship Customer Typology,” Journal
of Retailing, 75 (4), 509-523.
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Opinion Leadership:

My opinion on (product category) seems not to cauittt other people.

When they choose a (product category), other petipleot turn to me for advice.
Other people come to me for advice about choosingd(ict category).

People that | know pick (product category) baseavbat | have told them.

| often persuade others to buy the (product catgdbat | like.

| often influence people’s opinions about (produatiegory).

Flynn, Leisa Reinecke, Ronald E. Goldsmith, andjdaline K. Eastman (1996), “Opinion
Leaders and Opinion Seekers: Two New Measuremexie§tiournal of the Academy
of Marketing Science4 (2), 137-147.
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