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ABSTRACT

Corporate rebranding is one of the business strategies a company
implements when encountering changes in its business environment. However, there
IS no guarantee of the outcome of the rebranding strategy, especially with service
companies—whether there will be success in terms of relationship management with
their customers.

The purpose of this research is to study corporate rebranding in the service
industry context, and its consequences with customer perceptions. This will be done
by developing a model incorporating aspects related to changes with company
employees and service systems, with the change of the corporate brand as the core
element of service company rebranding. These aspects best fit and explain resultant
consequences on customer response, through change of the customer-brand partner
quality. This empirical study examines the role of each element of corporate
rebranding in the service industry context including—from the customer
perspective—the perceived similarity between new brand and old brand, the
perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors, and the perceived change in
service systems. This study seeks to explain the related influences on customer
response in terms of change in relationship strength and future share of wallet,

through change in brand partner quality.
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The research design uses a survey approach with a questionnaire. An
English version of the questionnaire was prepared and submitted to academic experts
for review. The questionnaire was translated from English to Thai and from Thai to
English. Then, the questionnaire was adjusted recursively responding to the experts’
comments. Once the questionnaire was approved, data was collected regarding two
rebranded service firms in the telecommunications industry and financial services
industry. Five hundred samples were collected for each company. Data analysis was
conducted using structural-equation modeling.

The findings show that the perceived similarity between new brand and
old brand has statistically insignificant effects on the change in brand partner quality.
The perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors, and perceived change in
service systems have statistically significant effects on change in relationship strength
and future share of wallet, through the change in brand partner quality. Hence, the
research hypotheses are well supported, except one relationship between the
perceived similarity between new brand and old brand, and the change in brand
partner quality.

This dissertation is anticipated to expand knowledge pertaining to the
effects of corporate rebranding in the service industry context in terms of change in
customer relationship strength and future share of wallet. After carrying out the
rebranding strategy, a service firm must focus on the employees interfacing with
customers and its service systems in order to retain the customers by creating a
positive perceived change so that brand partner quality increases. Consequently, the
customer response likelihood in terms of change in relationship strength and future

share of wallet is improved.

Keywords: Service company rebranding, Perceived similarity between new brand
and old brand, Perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors, Perceived
change in service systems, Change in brand partner quality, Change in relationship
strength, Future share of wallet
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Importance of Corporate Rebranding

Implementing a rebranding strategy involves huge resources including

money, time, and people. Figure 1.1 shows the branding cost of eight famous brands

that were rebranded at great expense. This includes the cost of changing the logo;

stationary, packaging and label design; marketing campaigns; and other costs incurred

in order to expose the rebranding to the market. BP (British Petroleum), for example,
paid $211 million (about 6,330 million baht) for its rebranding in 2008, while the

rebranding of Posten (Norway Post) in the same year was $55 million (about 1,650

million baht) (retrieved from http://www.imageworksstudio.com/blog/8-famous-

brands-and-their-rebranding-cost/index.html).

Figure 1.1

The Rebranding Cost of Eight Famous Brands (US Dollars)

-
4
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The BP logo was
redesigned in 2008.
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- =
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2000.
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redesigned in 1997.

starz

$25 million:

The new Starz logo

was designed in 2008.
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Three-fourths of these eight famous brands are service firms, which
conforms to prior literature showing that most rebranded organizations are service
companies. About 40 percent of rebranded service firms are IT-telecommunications
and finance / insurance, ranked number one and two respectively (Muzellec &
Lambkin, 2006). Consequently the few empirical studies in rebranding literature pay
more attention to service industries than to product / manufacturing industries. These
studies have looked at the core elements and effects of rebranding in order to provide
more comprehensive insights into its nature. Nevertheless, the definition of corporate
rebranding itself is still in flux.

From the author’s review of prior literature, at least four definitions of
corporate rebranding have been proposed—by Muzellec and Lambkin (2006),
Merrilees and Miller (2008), Juntenen, Saraniemi and Jussila (2009), and Tevi and
Otubanjo (2013). Building on the definition of a brand by the American Marketing
Association (AMA), Muzellec and Lambkin (2006) explained the term “Rebranding”
by giving the definitions of “Brand” and its prefix “Re” as “The creation of a new
name, term, symbol, design or a combination of them for an established brand with
the intention of developing a differentiated (new) position in the mind of stakeholders
and competitors” (p805). Juntenen et al. (2009) considered corporate rebranding as
“A systematically planned and implemented process of creating and maintaining a
new favorable image and consequently a favorable reputation of the company as a
whole by sending signals to all stakeholders and by managing behavior,
communication and symbolism in order to pro-act or react to change” (Tevi &
Otubanjo, 2013, p92). Merrilees and Miller (2008) suggested another definition of
corporate rebranding as “The disjunction or change between an initially formulated
corporate brand and a new formulation”. Referring to evolution theory, Tevi and
Otubanjo (2013) proposed a new definition of corporate rebranding as “Corporate
rebranding is a continuing process whereby an organization responds to the dynamics
in its business environment by changing its self-identity in order to survive and
thrive” to encapsulate the causative factors of environment (Tevi & Otubanjo, 2013,
p92).

Corporate rebranding is a strategic decision of brand management
implemented to cope with the changing of the market, growing the target market, or



facing a challenging competitive environment. A company revisits its propositions
and reassesses its strategic value to target markets (Hankinson, Lomax & Hand,
2007). The objective is to strengthen a brand by differentiation or refreshment, so that
a company can change customer attitudes or appeal to new segments. From prior
literature, there are three levels of rebranding: Corporate Rebranding, Business Unit
Rebranding, and Product Rebranding. These are defined according to the level of
brand hierarchy, which corresponds to a “branded house” architecture, if a master
brand spans across all three levels; or to a “house of brand” architecture, if different
names for each product line and corporate brand are preserved (Muzellec & Lambkin,
2006). In addition, the factors or rationale of rebranding have been examined and
grouped into four main categories constituting change in ownership structure (e.g.,
mergers and acquisitions), change in corporate strategy (e.g., diversification and
divestment), change in competitive position (e.g., outdated image), and change in
external environment (e.g., legal obligations) (Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006).

Lomax and Mador (2006) presented the interplay between a change of
name and a change of value and attributes, and defined four choices of branding: re-
iterating, re-naming, re-defining, and re-starting. The first choice, re-iterating, does
not require a change of name, value or attributes; however the other three relate more
to the rebranding concept. Re-naming or “apparent change” rejuvenates the corporate
image by changing the corporate identity in terms of its artifacts—name, logo or
symbols—while maintaining its values and attributes (Hankinson, Lomax & Hand
2007). Re-defining or “cultural incremental change” changes brand values or
attributes while maintaining a brand name (Hankinson et al., 2007). And re-starting
or “revolutionary change” changes both values and attributes, and name (Hankinson
etal., 2007).

Services have many characteristics that are different from manufactured
products, e.g., service intangibility, service heterogeneity, service perishability, and
production / consumption simultaneity, as well as people involvements—consumer-
employee participation—in service processes (Rust & Chung, 2006; Shostack, 1987).
Therefore corporate rebranding in a service company is more difficult than in a
manufacturing / product company because not only the attitudes or perceptions of
customers have to be changed, but also those of employees as well. Several



academics and practitioners believe that service company rebranding will succeed if
the changes are apparent both to the visual brand and to changes in the companies’
operations, which require the involvement of employees and its systems (Stuart, 2012;
Jacobs, 2010). AMA defines a brand as “a name, term, design, symbol, or any other
feature that identifies one seller’s good or service as distinct from those of other
sellers” (Lambkin & Muzellec, 2008, p331). The aforementioned definitions of
corporate rebranding still are not clear regarding the effects of employees and service
systems, which the author would like to incorporate. Therefore the definition of
Muzellec and Lambkin (2006) is extended to be “Service company rebranding is the
creation of a new name, term, symbol, design or a combination of them, and the
creation of new service systems and new employee attitudes and behaviors for an
established service company brand with the intention of developing a differentiated
(new) position in the mind of stakeholders and competitors”.

Even though there have been huge investments in rebranding, the impacts
and consequences still are unclear (Jacobs, 2010). Rebranding strategies, especially
those by the service industry, may be a failure or success. The following examples
are two cases of rebranding in service industries, one showing a failure, the other a

success, in outcomes.

1.1.1 Examples of Corporate Rebranding in the Service Industry
The examples of corporate rebranding in the service industry are
Abbey and AXA as follows.
1.1.1.1 Abbey
An example of an unsuccessful corporate rebranding case is
Abbey.
In 2003 Abbey National plc., a UK-based bank and former
building society, announced it would implement an £11million (56
million baht) rebranding campaign as part of a three-year plan to
reorganize the bank and resolve its accumulated financial loss problem.
The nearly 100-year old brand name “Abbey National” was shortened to
“Abbey”. The “umbrella couple” was removed from the logo and bright

colors were added. Saving account offerings were reduced into three



main product types responding to customer complaints about the
complexity of its products. In addition, 600 employees were hired to
improve customer relationship management (CRM).

The objective of Abbey was to prominently differentiate itself
from other finance institutions. The brand name of Abbey was expected
to reflect delighted, friendly, quick and warmly-welcoming services.
However, the huge investment of money and resources utilized on the
rebranding didn’t provide the good results desired. Abbey lost a number
of old customers and got fewer new customers than expected. From the
analyst’s perspective, the unsuccessful rebranding case of Abbey was
caused by changing only its outward appearance and not changing its core
values, which must be consistent with the new image. The bank’s CRM
was not much different from its competitors, and moreover Abbey used it
only as a billing system, not for adding value to the customers, so real
differentiation was not created.

Thus, Abbey could not deliver the services its customers
expected from the rebranding campaign. This failure was created by the
management attitude that focused more on image buildup than on pushing
forward the brand’s promised service improvements. Consequently
Abbey was taken over and became a wholly-owned subsidiary of Spanish
Santander Group in 2004.

Figure 1.2
The Rebranding of Abbey
Before After
ABBEY
NATIONAL & Abb ey
1.1.1.2 AXA

The second case is AXA. AXA is a French-based insurance
company, providing insurance, investment, and retirement planning to
customers in much of the world with a global network of operations. It is

considered a global leader of the finance industry.



In 2005 AXA celebrated 20 years of consistent growth. Its
chief executive decided to launch an initiative aimed at becoming the first
choice—for customers, partners and employees—in its fields of insurance
and asset management. To achieve its target of “preferred choice”, the
AXA Brand Spirit team was created. This team analyzed opinions of key
stakeholders, i.e., executives, customers, and employees, and concluded
in 2008, three years after the decision was made, that AXA must win
customer trust through the core attributes of being “available”,
“attentive”, and “reliable”. The AXA brand slogan was then changed
from “Be Life Confident” to “redefining / standards”. This was launched
internally in an online forum in which 55,000 employees participated
worldwide to share their concerns, and to provide new ideas and
solutions, so that a big cultural change of AXA could be implemented by
the empowerment of its employees. A new brand was designed to be
adaptable to multiple business needs; e.g., the motto of “redefining /
standards” could be tweaked into “redefining / healthcare”, “redefining /
pensions” or “redefining / car insurance”, while maintaining an overall
theme.

In order to move from the concept stage to practical solutions,
the Brand Spirit team translated the core attitudes into customer-facing
behaviors, backed up by action plans and monitoring schemes. This was
accomplished by telling employees what being available, attentive and
reliable actually means in practice when dealing with each other and with
customers.

After rebranding in 2008, AXA Group’s own customer
satisfaction index has improved each year and AXA was ranked by
Interbrand, the market research firm, as the number one insurance brand
worldwide in both 2009 and 2010.



Figure 1.3
The Rebranding of AXA
Before After

ch m redefining / standards

— B Life Confident —

Next, the research gap is reviewed and described.
1.2 Research Gap

Gaps exist in corporate rebranding research, including lack of empirical
studies, lack of specific incorporation of the service industry in rebranding, and

paradoxical results of corporate rebranding, described as follows.

1.2.1 Lack of Empirical Studies in the Rebranding Area

Most research uses a conceptual approach with few underlying
theories when examining rebranding, hence the lack of empirical studies in this area
(Tevi & Otubanjo, 2013; Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006). In the few empirical studies,
the apparent change in company image or re-naming has been the main focus
(Makgosa & Molefhi, 2012; Walsh, Winterich & Mittal, 2011; Salciuviene, Ghauri,
Strader, & Mattos, 2010). Rebranding requirements are different at the corporate
level, versus requirements at a lower management level (Harris & Chernatony, 2001).
This is especially true in the service industry context—corporate rebranding requires
more focus within and down the organization, such as greater coordination and
integration of internal activities to ensure cohesion and in consequence, consistency in
delivery to customers (Harris & Chernatony, 2001). Therefore, employees play
crucial roles as brand ambassadors for the achievement of corporate rebranding, by
interfacing between the brand’s internal and external environments, and affecting
customer perceptions of the brand and the organization (Harris & Chernatony, 2001,
p441l).



1.2.2 Lack of Incorporation of Service Industry into Rebranding

Since there are few studies examining the participation of
employees in corporate rebranding, this is an area that future research should cover.
The author’s understanding is that there are no studies that incorporate changes in the
service systems related to corporate rebranding, even though the service industry
segment has grown significantly (Dedeke, 2008), and most corporate rebranding is
pursued by service companies (Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006). In addition, there are
numerous definitions of services and service systems, which require more academic
research to gain insight in order to close the gap between academics and practitioners.

1.2.3 Paradoxical Results of Corporate Rebranding

A change of brand name is normally used as the indicator of
rebranding but repositioning—a change of value and attributes—is considered to be a
more key element of the rebranding practice (Shetty, 2011; Hankinson et al., 2007;
Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006). However, there is a corporate rebranding paradox
related to creating or destroying corporate brand equity. Brand names and symbols are
linked to brand equity; a change of name or symbols can enhance brand recognition or
reduce brand awareness, and thus brand equity may be created or destroyed (Chang et
al., 2009; Petburikul, 2009; Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006). In addition to the corporate
rebranding paradox, there is a significant cost of pursuing a rebranding strategy, yet
there is scant empirical research pertaining to the influence of corporate rebranding on
corporate performance, including both financial and non-financial aspects (Muzellec
& Lambkin, 2006).

Relationship theory offers a comprehensive relationship-oriented
view of consumer-brand interactions in terms of brand relationship quality (Fournier,
1998). Brand relationship quality has not yet completely defined its elements, but
what is recognized are the multidimensional facets of emotional and functional
benefits (Palmatier, Houston, Dant & Grewal, 2013; Fournier, 1998; Bolton, 1998).
Brand partner quality is one of six facets defined in the brand relationship quality
construct of Fournier (1998). This quality should better reflect the change in
customer-brand relationship, in terms of supportive cognitive belief (Fournier, 1998),
in the corporate rebranding research model (Nyffenegger, Krohmer, Hoyer & Malaer,
2015). Brand partner quality is a reflective latent variable that affects indicators.



Trust and “a felt positive orientation of the brand towards the customer” are found to
be components of brand partner quality (Nyffenegger et. al., 2015; Huber, Vollhardt,
Matthes & Vogel, 2010; Fournier, 1998). Brand preference relates to cognitive nature
(Dhar & Gorlin, 2013, p530) and affects customers’ purchase intentions (Tolba,
2011), whereas brand trust is believed to be able to reflect the functional benefit effect
on brand loyalty (Haijun, 2014). Change in brand partner quality in this dissertation is
measured using the scales of brand preference change and brand trust enhancement.

According to customer relationship management (CRM), customers
will continue (or end) their relationship with a company when they evaluate and find
positive (or negative) outcomes of such a relationship. Customer retention, one aspect
of CRM which involves less cost than attracting new customers, can be measured by
regarding the intentions of a customer to buy; e.g., customer relationship strength, and
customer future share of wallet (Chandon, Morwitz & Reinartz, 2005). These measure
customer quality determined by customers’ perceptions (Schijns & Schrdder, 1996)
which are non-financial aspects of corporate performance and can be used to explore
the impacts of corporate rebranding.

Research questions are provided in the next section.

1.3 Research Questions

The research questions, which this study intends to answer, follow.

From the customer perspective, when a service company implements a

rebranding strategy:

1) How does the corporate rebranding regarding the changes of brand,
employees and service systems affect brand partner quality in terms
of change in brand preference and brand trust enhancement?

2) How does the change of corporate identity in terms of the brand,
employees and service systems, from the customer’s point of view,

determine change in relationship strength and future share of wallet?
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1.4 The Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research is to study corporate rebranding in the service
industry context and its consequences on customer perceptions. This will be
accomplished by developing a model incorporating the changes of the service systems
and employees with the change of corporate brand as the core elements of service
company rebranding. These best fit and explain the consequences of customer
response likelihood, through change of brand partner quality. This empirical study
will examine the role of each element of corporate rebranding in the service industry
context including, from the customer perspective, perceived similarity between new
brand and old brand, perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors, and
perceived change in service systems. Their influences on customer response
likelihood—change in relationship strength and future share of wallet—will be
explained by change in brand partner quality in terms of brand preference change and
brand trust enhancement scales.

The next chapters explain the conceptual framework of corporate
rebranding and previous studies, proposed model and hypotheses, research

methodology, results and discussion, and conclusions and recommendations.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter reviews the literature pertaining to the customer-firm
relationship, which can be created and maintained by branding according to brand
relationship theory; and service systems and customer-employee interaction related to
systems theory within the service industry context. In addition, customer relationship
management (CRM) considering relationship strength related to the RFM concept
(defined later), and customer share of wallet are examined because of their roles to
segment customers by measurement of the relationship between customer and
company. This research is interested in rebranding changes and resultant effects on
relationships between customer and company; thus the corporate rebranding
framework and change in brand partner quality are also determined in order to build a
model of corporate rebranding for companies and its consequences on customer

response likelihood through change in brand partner quality.

2.1 Customer-Firm Relationship Concept

The concept of customer-firm relationship involves various aspects such
as brand involvement in relationship theory (Fournier, 1998), and employees and
service systems in systems theory (Dedeke, 2008), which will be described as follows.

The notion of brand has evolved from the traditional role of differentiating
products, to building the corporate image, particularly with services (Palmer, 1996),
since a brand can have the meaning of making a product or service “personally
meaningful” for customers (Ligas & Cotte, 1999, p609). Brand has both functional
and emotional dimensions. The functional dimensions such as reliability and
durability once were considered to sufficiently add value to a brand, but now are not
considered adequate anymore. The emotional and functional dimensions such as
liking and trust (Palmer, 1996) are recognized to play important roles in building the
relationship between a company and its customers, which is an extension of the notion

of brand in relationship marketing. Relationship marketing traditionally has been
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focused heavily on services (Palmer, 1996) because companies try to develop ongoing
relationships with their customers from touch points such as customer-employee
interactions and the service systems and processes, which are the main service
industry’s characteristics. The relationship theory of Fournier (1998) has fundamental
insights of the customer-brand relationship, and the systems theory of Dedeke (2008)
can be used to produce a comprehensive definition of service systems. To build an
ongoing competitive advantage, companies must strategically adopt CRM to maintain
and improve relationships with their customers (O’Malley & Tynan, 2000), such as
using state-of-the-art information technology which enables implementation of
customer-centric strategies. The fusion of relationship theory (Fournier, 1998) and
systems theory (Dedeke, 2008) are key elements in branding and service marketing,
along with CRM operations, as introduced and depicted in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1
The Customer-Firm Relationship Model

Relationship Theory
(Adapted from Fournier, 1998)

Service
Employees and
Systems

Systems Theory
(Adapted from Dedeke, 2008)
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Figure 2.1
The Customer-Firm Relationship Model (Cont.)

Service
Employees and
Systems

When a service company changes its brand, the customer’s perception of
the brand and its service characteristics in terms of employees and systems may
change as well. Customer-firm relationships can vary and the performance of
corporate rebranding in terms of customer relationship strength and share of wallet in
the future is determined from the customer perspective. Details of the corporate
rebranding framework, customer-brand relationship and customer-firm relationship in

the service industry and CRM are reviewed as follows.

2.1.1 Corporate Rebranding Framework

In the real world, there are many corporate rebranding events
whereas there are few empirical academic studies (Daly & Moloney, 2004).

There are several studies using exploratory design to review
changes in brand name, logo or visual identity. Daly and Moloney (2004) proposed a
corporate rebranding framework by outlining four approaches for renaming a
corporate brand, whereas Melewar, Hussey, and Srivoravilai (2005) applied the
academic theory of corporate visual identity in the case of France Télécom using a
qualitative approach. For a quantitative approach, there are several studies examining
the effects of changes in brand name and logo. These are the research of Salciuviene,
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Ghauri, Strader, and Mattos (2010), Walsh et al. (2011), and Makgosa and Molefhi
(2012). Salciuviene et al. (2010) examined the effects of brand name in a foreign
language (French), country of origin, and the incongruence between the two on brand
perceptions of services, using an experiment and survey approach. The findings
showed that services with a French brand name are perceived as more hedonic—
luxury. For hedonic services, the incongruence between brand names in a foreign
language and country of origin led to increased perceptions of services as more
hedonic, while for utilitarian services, the same incongruence led to higher perceived
suitability and preference for brand names in a foreign language (Salciuviene et al.,
2010). Walsh et al. (2011) explored using experiments how consumers respond to
logo redesign (from angular to rounded) contingent on brand commitment and self-
construal.  The results indicated that brand commitment negatively influences
evaluation of inconsistent information (i.e. rounded logo), and this negative logo
evaluation mediates the impact on brand attitude (Walsh et al., 2011). Makgosa and
Molefhi (2012) surveyed students’ perceptions of the University of Botswana
regarding brand equity after changing its logo. The findings indicated that the brand
equity declined after rebranding (Makgosa & Molefhi, 2012).

Some prior research studied the effects of rebranding on employee
knowledge, attitudes and behaviors (Hankinson & Lomax, 2006; Hankinson et al.,
2007). According to these findings, rebranding had effects on knowledge, attitude
and staff retention. In addition, a negative relationship was found between time and
the three factors of knowledge, attitude and behavior after rebranding (Hankinson &
Lomax, 2006; Hankinson et al., 2007). Petburikul (2009) studied the rebranding
strategy of two telecommunications companies in Thailand by examining the impacts
of customer demographic and integrated marketing communications (IMC) on brand
equity. The findings showed some effects of customer demographics and IMC on
brand equity (Petburikul, 2009). Other prior research using qualitative approaches
studied brand rejuvenation or rebranding beyond the visible changes, such as the
research of Muzellec and Lambkin (2006), Muzellec and Lambkin (2008), Gillian and
Golden (2009), and Shetty (2011). The aforementioned previous rebranding studies

are summarized in Table 2.1.



Table 2.1

Previous Studies of Rebranding

brand equity

using survey
(questionnaire)

Study Purpose Methodology | Measurement Results

Daly, and Moloney . To outline four . Exploratory | . Qualitative Corporate Rebranding Framework

(2004) approaches for renaminga | Design approach . Analysis
corporate brand . Planning

. To propose a corporate . Evaluation

rebranding framework

Melewar, Hussey and . To apply academic theory | . Exploratory |. Qualitative . The change in perceptions towards the

Srivoravilai (2005) of corporate visual Design approach group after the rebrand proves that
identity in a real-world visual identity programs are not just
case, i.e., France Télécom ‘mere trappings’

Hankinson and Lomax | . To evaluate the effects of |. Causal . Quantitative . Rebranding has an effect on

(2006) rebranding large UK Design approach using | knowledge, moderated by level of
charities on staff survey seniority, or level of support
knowledge, attitudes and (questionnaire) | . Rebranding has an effect on attitudes
behavior . Rebranding has an effect on staff

retention

Muzellec and Lambkin | . To examine the drivers of | . Descriptive . Qualitative & | . A decision to rebrand provoked by

(2006) corporate rebranding and Design guantitative structural changes, particularly M&A
its impacts on corporate approaches . Change in marketing aesthetics affects

brand equity less than other factors,
e.g. employee behavior

qT
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Previous Studies of Rebranding (Cont.)

attitudes and behavior,
and the interaction of time
with seniority, tenure and
level of support for re-
branding

survey
(questionnaire)

Study Purpose Methodology Measurement Results
Hankinson, Lomax and | . To examine the effects of | . Causal . Quantitative . After rebranding, a negative
Hand (2007) time on staff knowledge, Design approach using | relationship was found between time

and the three constructs of knowledge,
attitudes, and behavior

Lambkin and Muzellec
(2008)

. To examine how

international banking
groups manage their

. Exploratory
Design

. Investigate

four testable
propositions in

. The analysis suggests that branding

problems vary according to the size
and international status of the

framework and determine
its strategic value

branding in the context of the banking acquisitive bank

successive mergers and industry

acquisitions
Muzellec and Lambkin | . To explore the interaction | . Exploratory |. Qualitative . A dynamic brand building model
(2008) between corporate and Design approach presented to differentiate the product

product brands through and corporate brand

the case study of Guinness

Ireland Group / Diageo

Ireland
Gillian and Golden . To present “social profit” | . Exploratory |. Qualitative . The researcher asserts that social profit
(2009) as a new conceptual Design questions enterprises (SPEs) impact social

improvement more widely and deeply
than any other marketing entity

a7
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(2010) language, country of
origin, and the
incongruence between the
two on brand perceptions

of services

experiment and
survey

Study Purpose Methodology Measurement Results
Petburikul (2009) . To study rebranding . Causal . Quantitative . Gender, family status, education have
strategies of two Design approach using| effects on brand loyalty
telecommunications survey . Gender, economic status have effects
companies in Thailand by (questionnaire) | on brand awareness
examining the impacts of . Gender, family status have effects on
customer demographic perceived quality
and integrated marketing . Gender, family status have effects on
communications (IMC) on brand association
brand equity . Advertising and PR, direct marketing,
sponsorship, internet marketing have
effects on brand awareness
Salciuviene, Ghauri, . To examine the effects of | . Causal . Quantitative . Services with a French brand name are
Strader and Mattos brand name in a foreign Design approach using| perceived as more hedonic

. For hedonic services, the incongruence

between brand names in a foreign
language and country of origin leads to
increased perceptions of services as
more hedonic

. For utilitarian services, the same

incongruence leads to higher perceived
suitability and preference for brand
name in a foreign language

LT
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University of Botswana
regarding brand equity
after rebranding

survey
(questionnaire)

Study Purpose Methodology | Measurement Results
Shetty (2011) . To probe the rationale . Exploratory | . Qualitative . Corporations feel that rebranding or
behind the change or Design approach brand rejuvenation is a relatively easier
makeover, and the key way to retain old customers and attract
factors which play a major new comers than launching new brands
role in the determination . Brand rejuvenation or rebranding
of success and failure in extends beyond the visible changes in
the brand rejuvenation logo, tagline, letter head, color and
efforts in the context of shape of brand logo, etc.
Indian corporations
Walsh, Winterich and . To explore consumer . Causal . Quantitative . Brand commitment negatively
Mittal (2011) responses to logo redesign | Design approach using | influences evaluation of inconsistent
(from angular to rounded) experiments information (i.e. rounded logo), and
contingent on brand this negative logo evaluation mediates
commitment and self- the impact on brand attitude
construal . The deleterious effect of inconsistent
information (i.e., new logo) is
attenuated when the inconsistent
information is congruent with the
consumers’ self-construal
Makgosa and Molefhi . To establish the students’ | . Causal . Quantitative . Brand image and brand awareness
(2012) perceptions of the Design approach using| represent brand equity of both new and

old logo in the University of Botswana

. Brand equity has declined after

rebranding

8T
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A manufacturing company can adopt rebranding at the corporate
level or the product level by launching a new product brand or by implementing brand
extensions (Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006). Corporate rebranding in service industries
is more difficult than manufacturing / product rebranding and requires other values or
attributes to be changed to conform to the apparent changes of name and artifact.
Because “a brand is much more than a name and the physical embodiment of that
name on stationary, clothes, equipment, and so on”, Daly and Moloney (2004, p30)
proposed a corporate rebranding framework, which was divided into three
overlapping sections of analysis, planning, and evaluation.

The analysis section involves market analysis to examine the drivers
of rebranding by auditing the strengths and weaknesses of the old brand and those of
competing brands, and internal marketing to study management and employee
attitudes regarding the old brand and firm (Daly & Moloney, 2004).

The second section relates to a set of plans including a
communication strategy to internal customers, and a renaming strategy and
rebranding marketing plan to external customers (Daly & Moloney, 2004). Internal
customers refer to management and employees in the rebranded firm, and external
customers refer to customers and prospects purchasing products or services of the
rebranded company. The internal communication and training programs are
integrated with the external communication programs in order to gain high levels of
support and commitment from employees, conforming to the rebranded company’s
policies and procedures (Daly & Moloney, 2004, p34). The renaming strategy offers
management to choose one of four approaches to “introducing the new brand name
element of rebranding”: interim / dual—interim arrangement before the new name
replaces the old name; prefix—when two or more brands merge but none of the
existing brands will be used; substitution—switching from the old to the new name (a
completely different name); or brand amalgamation—combining strength and values
of the merging brands together. The renaming strategy results can be an emotional
issue for both internal and external customers (Lambkin & Muzellec, 2008; Daly &
Moloney, 2004, p31); as is changing artifacts, e.g. logo or symbols (Lomax & Mador,
2006). Following the general principles of marketing plans, a rebranding marketing

plan utilizes “situation analysis, self-analysis, assumptions and scenarios, through
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planning and implementation, to resources and budgets” (Daly & Moloney, 2004,
p35). This is for each element of the marketing mix, which for the manufacturing /
product industry is product, price, place, promotion; and additionally for the service
industry, people, physical environment, and process (Daly & Moloney, 2004). A
robust rebranding marketing plan is essential for the success of a strategic rebranding
project.

The last section of evaluation should be carried out throughout the
planning process—for all campaigns, in each stage, and at the end of overall
evaluation (Daly & Moloney, 2004). The corporate rebranding framework of Daly
and Moloney (2004) requires further empirical study to evaluate how well it works in
the real world.

Corporate rebranding is a strategic change implemented by firms,
particularly in the service industry (Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006); implementation can
generate expected performance gains or unexpected performance losses (Ye,
Marinova & Singh, 2007). Nevertheless, despite these aforementioned studies,
empirical research pertaining to the impact of rebranding on corporate performance,
in terms of both financial and non-financial perspectives, is limited (Muzellec &
Lambkin, 2006).

After reviewing the framework of corporate rebranding, customer-
brand relationship—including relationship theory and brand partner quality—is
discussed.

2.1.2 Customer-Brand Relationship

When companies decide to implement a rebranding strategy, there
are several factors driving the decision: change in ownership structure, change in
corporate strategy, change in competitive position, or change in external environment
(Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006). Corporate rebranding strategy is consistent with
CRM-—companies would like not only to retain current customers but also to acquire
new ones. However, the estimated cost of attracting a new customer is five times that
of retaining an existing customer (Cheng & Chen, 2008), so a company’s primary
focus is to maintain or enhance the relationship with current customers through
relationship marketing.  Business-to-consumer relationships have been broadly

influenced by relationship marketing, which not only defines the differences between
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transactional and relational exchanges, but also provides the concept of relational
exchange as an interaction between participants. This is so that the attributes of
interpersonal relationships can be used to describe the exchange relationships
(O’Malley & Tynan, 2000, p797).
Relationship theory is reviewed in the next section.
2.1.2.1 The Relationship Theory

In addition to underlying business-to-consumer relationships,
the concept of interpersonal relationship also has been applied to research on
consumers and brands. Fournier (1998) developed the relationship theory to offer a
comprehensive relationship-oriented view of consumer-brand interactions by
analyzing case studies based on four core conditions of relationships as follows: (1)
relationships involve reciprocal exchange; (2) relationships are purposive;
(3) relationships are multiplex phenomena; and (4) relationships are dynamic process
phenomena (p344).

Using the aforementioned conditions, a brand can be thought
of as a person and seen as an active partner in the relationship dynamic with a
consumer. A brand can exhibit behaviors by performing a role in the relationship,
which can have significant meanings in terms of psychological, socio-cultural, and
relational contexts for the involved persons (p345). The psychological context relates
to the identity activity in three central connection points: existential concerns of life
themes—deeply rooted in personal history; important life projects or tasks—involved
with a role-changing event; and current concerns towards completion of daily tasks
(p346). The five broad socio-cultural contexts: age / cohort, life cycle, gender, family
/ social network, and culture are considered to influence the relationship attitudes and
behaviors (p346). Beyond an individual relationship, the relational context considers
the networked nature of relationships (p346). Multiplex forms of relationships
emerge to distinguish the various dimensions of relationships; e.g., the nature of the
benefits and the types of bonds, particularly “emotional based ranging from
superficial affect to simple liking, friendly affection, passionate love, and addictive
obsession” (p346). Relationships also have a continuous dynamic nature following a
common trajectory, divided into a five-phased developmental model: initiation (or

exploratory), growth (or expansion), maintenance (or maturity), deterioration (or
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saturation), and dissolution (or decline). Each stage also has a sequence of changes in
level of intensity (e.g., intimacy, love, commitment, trust, behavioral interdependence,
self-other integration) (Palmatier et al., 2013, p15; Fournier, 1998, p346).

From the study’s findings, Fournier (1998) proposed a
preliminary model of brand relationship quality and its effects on relationship stability
in order to specify the consumer-brand relationship framework. Brand relationship
quality attempts to capture the connection’s strength formed between the consumer
and the brand (Fournier, 1998) and is defined as “the best assessment of relationship
strength” in marketing literature (Raskovi¢, Brencic¢, Ferligoj & Fransoo, 2013, p40;
Palmatier et al., 2006, p136). The proposed relationship quality constructs comprise
love and passion, self-connection, interdependence, commitment, intimacy, brand
partner quality (Fournier, 1998).

According to previous literature, brand partner quality has a
high relevance for relationship quality (Nyffenegger et al., 2015). Brand partner
quality is determined by customer perceptions and is seen as a mental dimension to
reflect a brand’s performance in the partnership role (Fournier, 1998, p365). A set of
variables has been used as components of brand partner quality, which is a supportive
cognitive belief of brand relationship quality (Fournier, 1998). Fournier (1998)
suggested five components: “a felt positive orientation of the brand toward the
customer”, “judgments of the brand’s overall dependability... in executing its
partnership role”, “judgments of the brand’s adherence to the various ‘rules’

29 13

composing the implicit contract”, “trust or faith...’

b

, and “comfort in the brand’s
accountability...” (p365). Among the aforementioned factors, brand trust and brand
preference are more cognitive in nature (Nyffenegger et al., 2015; Dhar & Gorlin,

2013). More study is required on these factors as dimensions in a reflective model of

brand partner quality in the corporate rebranding context.
(1) Brand Trust
Trust is one of the factors that predict future purchase
intention. Brand trust is defined as “consumer’s confidence that the brand, product, or
service is dependable and competent” (Herbst, Finkel, Allan & Fitzsimons, 2012,
p910). Trust is determined to be the vital characteristic of the brand that consumers

tend to consider. Since brand trust is considered to be one of the measures that prior
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literature focuses on, how customers reconsider their trust when corporate rebranding
is implemented is an interesting topic to be examined.
(2) Brand Preference

Brand preference is a general aspect used to measure
customer affection to a brand (Chang & Liu, 2009), and is determined by how much
the presence or absence of value attributes of a particular brand are liked (Bahn,
1986). This research considers brand preference as “a felt positive orientation of the
brand toward the customer” component of brand partner quality (Fournier, 1998,
p365). Hellier, Geursen, Carr and Rickard (2003, p1765) defined brand preference as
“the extent to which the customer favors the designated service provided by his or her
present company, in comparison to the designated service provided by other
companies in his or her consideration set”. Tolba (2011) examined the model
relationships by surveying four fuel industry brands in Egypt and found that brand
preference is affected by distribution intensity (convenience and availability),
perceived quality (functional dimension), affect (emotional dimension), and
satisfaction (consumers’ experience with the brand), and in turn brand preference
affects brand loyalty. From prior brand literature, brand preference is found to be a
significant mediator between brand perception and brand choice behavior (Mei-lian,
Haibo & Qiong, 2012). Previous academics also examined the relationship between
brand preferences and purchase intentions as well as repurchase intentions, and found
that brand preferences have direct positive effects on both purchase intentions and
repurchase intentions (Chang & Liu, 2009). When a company adopts a rebranding
strategy, a change in customer perception of the brand should be expected.

Next, the customer-firm relationship in the service industry
is considered in order to acknowledge other main elements, apart from brand, of
corporate rebranding in the service industry context. This is comprised of systems, in
terms of process and equipment; and employees, in terms of attitudes and behaviors
when participating in customer-contact interactions.

2.1.3 Customer-Firm Relationship in the Service Industry
The service industry dominates the economy and hence plays an
important role in business activity. The growth of the service sector comes in part

from the rapid development of information technology, which allows service systems



24

to collect and analyze data on customer activities (Rust & Chung, 2006), so that a
company can maximize performance in terms of both financial and non-financial
aspects. From previous literature, in addition to the key role of IT systems, the
importance of the interaction between a salesperson or other frontline employee, and a
customer is recognized (Brady & Cronin Jr., 2001; Crosby, Evans & Cowles, 1990).
In the literature regarding customer-firm relationships, two major reasons that
customers switch service providers are “core service failures and unfavorable service
encounters with the company’s personnel” (Alvarez, Casielles & Martin, 2011, p146).

There are various models of service quality perceptions developed
from a comparison of expected and perceived performance from customers.
Gronroos’ Nordic Model (1984) suggests two dimensions of technical and functional
quality. Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry’s SERVQUAL Model (1988) proposed
five service characteristics including reliability, responsiveness, assurances, empathy,
and tangibility dimensions. Rust and Oliver’s Three-Component Model (1994) views
overall service quality perceptions of customers, in three dimensions, of customer-
employee interaction, service environment and outcome. Dahholkar, Thorpe, and
Rentz’s Multilevel Model (1996) proposed a hierarchical model of retail service
quality as three levels of overall perceptions of service quality and two additional
levels of attributes.

Brady and Cronin Jr. (2001) proposed an alternative
conceptualization of service quality, of which the construct is viewed as a third-order
model underlying three primary dimensions including interaction quality, physical
environment quality, and outcome quality. Each of the primary dimensions in turn
has three sub-dimensions (total of nine sub-dimensions) comprising respectively
attitude, behavior, expertise, ambient conditions, design, social factors, waiting time,
tangibles, and valence. There are three variables of reliability, responsiveness, and
empathy items to determine the sub-dimensions (Brady & Cronin Jr., 2001).

However, with the rising intensity of competition, only having good
results in service quality is inadequate for a company to gain a competitive advantage.
Adding ongoing relationships with customers and utilizing powerful and user-friendly
customer databases will supplement a company’s competitive advantage (Palmer,
1996, p252).
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Relationship quality (RQ) is used to measure the strength of
relationships in service industry research (Mirpuri & Narwani, 2012). RQ has been
defined “as the degree of appropriateness of a relationship to fulfill the needs of the
customer associated with the relationship” (Mirpuri & Narwani, 2012, p60; Roberts,
Varki & Brodie, 2003, p173; Hennig-Thurau & Klee, 1997, p751). It is a higher order
construct consisting of various dimensions including trust in integrity, trust in
benevolence, affective commitment, satisfaction and affective conflict (Mirpuri &
Narwani, 2012, p60; Roberts, Varki & Brodie, 2003).

Overlaps in the operationalization of the service quality construct
and the relationship quality construct have been found; for example, “reliability and
assurance dimension of SERVQUAL overlaps with the trust in integrity dimension of
RQ, just as empathy dimension of SERVQUAL overlaps with the trust in
benevolence dimension of RQ” (Roberts et al., 2003, p181). Roberts et al. (2003)
described that service quality is used to measure firm performance along transactional
dimensions or core elements of the service, while relationship quality is used to
measure intangible aspects of relationship or on-going interactions rather than single
transactions or one-off encounters.

2.1.3.1 The Systems Theory
Dedeke (2008) used a systems theory-based methodology to
develop a broad definition for service systems. The systems theory referred to “the
concepts of science of systems that resulted from Bertalanffy's General Systems
theory”, and was applied to the service field because of its assumptions on focusing
on the structure and interactions between elements of the system as a whole in order
to determine the outputs of the service systems (Dedeke, 2008, p634). A service
system is defined as follows:
“a privately owned and profit-oriented enterprise, which
given the intensity of competition in its business
environment, allocates its staff and acquired resources to
clients and leverages them to achieve negotiated results and
relationships, and to shoulder negotiated responsibilities,
and risks for and on behalf of its customers, at prices which

are sufficiently above the firm’s services provision costs.
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Services employees are attracted, hired, and allocated to
ensure that customer inputs are interpreted correctly, that
resources are operational, and that customer interactions
with the services system occur with minimum glitch.”
(Dedeke, 2008, p635).

A variety of service system classification schemes has been
introduced in previous literature. These classification schemes have been mostly in
two dimensions such as the degree of labor intensity and degree of customer contact
(Schmenner, 1986); complexity and divergence (Shostack, 1987); dimensions of
customer contact and degree of rigidity / fluidity of processes (Wemmerloev, 1990);
customer influence on process and service package structure (degree of
customization) (Kellogg & Nie, 1995); and dimensions of number of customer routes
built into a service systems, and repeatability of service encounters (Collier & Meyer,
2000).

Dedeke (2008), however, stated that these service
classifications still fail to fulfill the expectations of service classification, and hence
introduced two new dimensions: “service acts provided to customers and the degree
of services coupling between the elements that constitute the services system” (p637)
to classify the proposed service positioning matrix including service factories,
competence sharing factories, mass processing services, and mass access
(membership) services (Dedeke, 2008). The service acts are defined as a continuum
between “being mostly standardized when only routine knowledge or skills are
required by clients and employees to deliver services outputs”, and “being mostly
unique” (Dedeke, 2008, p637). Tightly coupled service systems are defined as “those
that require that presence of employees, clients, and service targets to be concurrently
present in the same place at the same time for service creation to occur, or systems
that require a real-time physical connection between clients and a provider’s network
during services co-production and consumption” and loosely coupled service systems
as “those which do not require concurrent presence of employees, clients, service
targets at the same place and time for service creation to occur, or those which do not
require real-time physical connection between clients and a service provider’s

network during service consumption” (Dedeke, 2008, p637). Change in service
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systems can be thought of as “a process of transformation in the existing structure,
function, and / or culture of a system” (Hodges, Ferreira & Israel, 2012, p527;
Peirson, Boydell, Ferguson & Ferris, 2011, p308).
(1) Process

Since the nature of service systems is processes, when service
companies change their brands, the service processes as structural elements (Shostack,
1987) may be changed as well. The service industry rebranding process is expected
to transform or alter customer perceptions on process in two dimensions—
convenience and confidence.

1. Convenience

A company devotes resources to improve service
convenience reflected in “customers’ perceived time and effort in purchasing and
using a service”, and consequent influences on customer evaluation and purchasing
behavior (Seiders, Voss & Godfrey, 2007, p144). There is little attention in previous
studies to develop convenience measures, both in terms of conceptualization and
empirical validation, with the exception of the research of Seiders et al. (2007). This
research proposed the conceptualization of five convenience dimensions, reflecting a
multistage purchasing process: decision convenience (service purchase or use
decision related to customers’ perceived time and effort costs), access convenience
(initiating service delivery), benefit convenience (experiencing the core benefits of
service offering), transaction convenience (finalizing the transaction), and post-benefit
convenience (reestablishing subsequent contact with the company). Seiders et al.
(2007) found in the context of a specialty retailer that three of five service
convenience dimensions affect repurchase behavior. These dimensions are decision
convenience, which affects behavioral intentions and repurchase visits; benefit
convenience, which affects behavioral intentions and repurchase spending; and access
convenience, which  has moderating effects on repurchase visits. The other
dimensions—transaction convenience and post-benefit convenience—may act as
failure preventers. There are still requirements to study the measurement of
convenience constructs and test the generalizability in various contexts (Seiders et al.,
2007).
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2. Confidence

Confidence of process performance is very important for a
customer’s decision in purchasing or using a service (Dow & Leitch, 2007). The lack
of confidence in the service process may lead to inadequate motivation to adopt or use
the new service system (Dow & Leitch, 2007) and may even lead to a decision to not
buy the service. The confidence of the consumer may change throughout the
interaction process, as an increment if the system meets expectations successfully, or
as a decrement if the system fails to meet expectations (Dow & Leitch, 2007).

According to previous research, confidence is a psychological
state and “being confident means consumers feel that they have necessary knowledge
and skills for handling an issue, or they know that a course of action is correct, and
outcomes can be accurately predicted” (Wan & Rucker, 2013, p978). Confidence is
generally measured in a continuum with low confidence at one end and high
confidence at the other. Regarding one’s environment, actions, and ideas—high
confidence refers to “a state of feeling sure and certain” whereas low confidence or
doubt means “a state of feeling unsure and uncertain” (Wan & Rucker, 2013, p977).
The uncertainty is assessed in terms of the variance of possible outcomes associated
with a given action (Dow & Leitch, 2007).

(2) Equipment

Service is intangible by nature so apart from employee
interaction, the characteristics of environment and tangibles associated with the
service encounter, such as appearance of the physical facility and equipment is a key
part of service systems because they can strongly influence customers’ inferences
about service quality (Bebko, Sciulli & Garg, 2006). The modernity and safety of the
equipment are indicators to measure this service promise.

1. Modernity

Equipment plays an important role in the service systems,
especially when the service consumption does not require concurrent presence of
employees and customers at the same time and place. Modern equipment supports a
good service environment and condition. Good design and current technology also

help customer’s expectations to be perceived as fulfilled.
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2. Safety
Equipment and the physical facility have to be safe for people

and the service environment. Health and environmental risks may be major concerns
for customers when using the equipment. Good ergonomic design and good aseptics
are important aspects of equipment (Modica, 2007).

(3) Customer-Contact Employee Interaction

Any interaction between a customer and a contact employee
is described as a relationship (Palmer, 1996). Relationship quality provides the
continuity of interaction and is viewed as the indicator of future wellbeing of long-
term relationships (Crosby et al., 1990). From prior research, a customer’s
perceptions on the service encounter and its service quality, as well as relationship
quality, can be strongly influenced positively and negatively by an employee’s
attitudinal and behavioral responses (Roberts, Varki & Brodi, 2003; Brady & Cronin
Jr., 2001; Hartline & Ferrell, 1996, p53). The attitude and behavior of employees
play important roles in the customers’ perceptions of service, especially the positivity
effect that “positive information about a single contact employee leads to inferences
that the firm’s other service providers are similarly positive” (Folkes & Patrick, 2003,
pl25).

An attitude means a person’s evaluation towards stimuli,
which can be internal or external, and includes persons (even oneself), objects and
issues (Ing, 2012; Petty & Wegener, 1998). Definitions of attitudes have evolved
over time. Thurstone’s (1931) definition refers to a person’s affect for or against an
object, while Allport (1935) defined attitude as “the mental and neural state of
readiness to respond”. Trandis (1977) developed a multidimensional attitude model
with cognition, affect and conation as dimensions; whereas the Ajzen and Fishbein
(1980) attitude model has one dimension, belief (Ing, 2012). In general, a person’s
attitude “refers to how favorably or unfavorably, or how positively or negatively one
views stimuli”, which can be based on many different types of emotions, beliefs, or
past experiences and behaviors (Petty & Wegener, 1998, p323).

Attitude is used to both predict and explain a person’s
behavior (Ing, 2012; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). Behavior can be viewed as observable
actions performed by a person and recorded by an investigator. Conforming to the
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notion of consistency, a person with a favorable attitude toward the attitude object is
expected to perform favorable behaviors with respect to that object (Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1977). If considered as an external stimulus, corporate rebranding can be
evaluated and acted on by employees under the observation of customers. However,
factors need to be incorporated to reflect the change of attitudes and behaviors of
employees during pre- and post-implementation of rebranding. The attitude and
behavior changes mean the initial attitude and behavior of a person have been
modified from one value to another value (Petty & Wegener, 1998).

The business technique or operation widely used to maintain
the relationships between customers and companies, particularly in the service
industry, is CRM, with relationship strength based on the RFM concept and share of
wallet, as discussed below.

2.1.4 Customer Relationship Management

Customer Relationship Management (CRM) is a business
philosophy “for acquiring and retaining customers, increasing customer value, loyalty
and retention, and implementing customer-centric strategies” (Cheng & Chen, 2009,
p4177). CRM is a process to manage long-term relationships between a company and
its customers, particularly in the mass-consumer market, in order to build and sustain
customer-company relational bonds (O’Malley & Tynan, 2000), and consequently,
creating customer lifetime value. CRM is defined as “all aspects of identifying
customers, creating customer knowledge, building customer relationships, and
shaping their perspectives of the organization and its products” or services (Hunter &
Perreault Jr., 2007, p17; Srivastava, Shervani & Fahey, 1999, p169). CRM segments
customers into groups such as demographics, buying history, service satisfaction, etc.
(Zhang, Lam & Chow, 2009). Customers are managed one at a time by utilizing
information technology—*“usually through automated or database driven marketing
interventions” (Hunter & Perreault Jr., 2007; Zoltners, Sinha & Zoltners, 2001; Rust
& Chung, 2006, p573).

A company uses CRM to integrate the business functions related to
customers in order to improve relationships with customers and enhance customer
value by analyzing data from customer interactions or transactions (Cheng & Chen,
2009). In order to measure the strength of customer relationship in terms of a
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behavioral dimension, CRM should be implemented. A behavioral dimension
measuring customer relationship strength includes customer quality. This normally
can be assessed by various variables such as the relationship length, the RFM
measures, and whether the customer simultaneously uses competing companies or
only uses the focal company—customer share of wallet (Schijns & Schréder, 1996).
However, not only a behavioral dimension but also a mental dimension can be an
indicator to measure relationship strength (Schijns & Schrdder, 1996).
2.1.4.1 The RFM Concept

The RFM concept introduced by Bult and Wansbeek (1995)
comprises three items: Recency (R) of the last purchase, Frequency (F) of the
purchases, and Monetary (M) value of the purchases. The relative importance of
these three items can be weighted according to the industry’s characteristics (Birant,
2011, p92; Cheng & Chen, 2009, p4178). Recency is defined as “the interval between
the times that the latest and present consuming or purchasing behaviors happen,
where the most-recent purchasers are more likely to purchase again than less-recent
purchasers” (Birant, 2011, p92; Cheng & Chen, 2009). Frequency is described as
“the number of transactions that a customer has made within a certain period, and it is
assumed that the customer with more purchases are likely to purchase products or
services more than those with fewer purchases” (Birant, 2011, p92; Cheng & Chen,
2009). Monetary value means cumulative amount of money spent by a customer in a
particular period (Birant, 2011; Cheng & Chen, 2009).

The RFM concept can be used to analyze customers’ values
based on their past purchasing behaviors and to predict customers’ future purchase
possibilities (Birant, 2011). Customers are classified based on demographic and RFM
variables. A company can use this information, typically in a database, to effectively
plan CRM for serving customers’ expectations and requirements (Birant, 2011).

2.1.4.2 Share of Wallet

Another variable that has been proposed to use as an indicator
of relationship strength and basis for customer segmentation is “share of wallet” (Du,
Kamakura & Mela, 2007). Share of wallet is defined as “the percentage of customer’s
expenses in a product or service category” (Sunthonpagasit, 2010, pll;, Meyer-
Waarden, 2007; Peppers & Rogers, 1999); or “the ratio of a customer’s purchases of a
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particular category of products or services from supplier X to the customer’s total
purchases of that category of products or services from all suppliers” (Verhoef, 2003,
p30); or “the share of total requirements across all the product or service categories
the focal firm offers” (Du et al., 2007, p96). Share of wallet is considered to be a key
measurement of a firm’s performance in a multi-brand relationship environment
(Sunthonpagasit, 2010). From prior literature, share of wallet is frequently used to
operationalize loyalty behavior (Cooil, Keiningham, Aksoy & Hsu, 2007). Results
indicate that customer’s share of wallet has a positive relationship with customer
tenure and company profitability (Du et al., 2007).

A company can have cross-selling and up-selling campaigns
targeted at current customers in order to increase not only a transaction’s value but
also reduce the risk of customers switching to or spending with competitors (Kubiak
& Weichbroth, 2010). This can magnify customer share of wallet and potentially
increase company profitability. Cross-selling, a top strategic priority in many
industries—financial services, insurance, and telecommunications (Li, Sun &
Montgomery, 2011)—is used by a company to sell additional products or services,
which are connected or integrated with items being sold, to existing customers
(Kubiak & Weichbroth, 2010). The up-selling technique attempts to sell a more
expensive version of the item to current customers and is used by front-line
employees after a customer chooses an item, but before the actual purchase (Kubiak
& Weichbroth, 2010). Share-of-wallet information facilitates marketing efforts and
customer-loyalty programs such as cross- and up-selling. Customers with high
transaction volumes with competing firms are expected offer high potential for a firm
to gain a larger share of business (Du et al., 2007, p94).

In summary, corporate rebranding in the service industry
context requires an examination of the underlying elements of change in not only the
brand but also employee attitudes and behaviors, as well as the service systems. How
these changes influence brand partner quality, customer relationship strength, and

future share of wallet should be understood.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the theoretical framework and conceptual model
derived from the reviewed literature. The model’s constructs are described, as is the
research hypotheses development. Then the research design and methodology are

discussed.

3.1 Theoretical Framework

Based on the customer-firm relationship model incorporating brand and
service concepts along with the notion of customer relationship management (CRM),
this research focuses on the response likelihood of current customers resulting from
rebranding of a service company. Under the concept of CRM, customers will
continue (or end) their relationship with a rebranded company when they evaluate and
determine a positive (or negative) outcome of such a relationship. The theoretical
framework is based on the corporate rebranding framework of Daly and Moloney
(2004), the relationship theory of Fournier (1998), and the systems theory and service
systems definition of Dedeke (2008). It was developed by integrating the affective
and cognitive dimensions of corporate rebranding from the customer perspective, as
core elements including perceived similarity between new brand and old brand,
perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors, and perceived change in
service systems. The model was developed in order to answer the research questions
by examining the effects or influences of service industry corporate rebranding on
changes to customer response likelihood. This is in terms of both mental and
behavioral dimensions, including change in relationship strength and future share of
wallet, and consequently the success or failure of corporate rebranding can be
determined.

The conceptual framework of this research is enlarged based on the
integration of customer perceptions on service company rebranding (three constructs)

and customer response likelihood (two constructs), through the change in brand
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partner quality (one construct). There is also a moderator in the model—service
industry’s characteristic—which is expected to moderate the relevant service
constructs. The conceptual framework that becomes the proposed model of service
industry rebranding and its effects is presented in Figure 3.1.

In the proposed model, there are three constructs (Perceived similarity
between new brand and old brand, Perceived change in employee attitudes and
behaviors, Perceived change in service systems) playing the role as exogenous latent
variables and two constructs (Change in relationship strength and Future share of
wallet) acting the role as endogenous latent variables. In addition, there is one
construct (Change in brand partner quality) performing the role as mediator and one
construct (Service category) playing the role as moderator in the framework model.
Each construct is adapted from reviewed literature, and the measurement method is
discussed in the research methodology section. The definitions for all seven
constructs are provided in Table 3.1.

The proposed conceptual model of corporate rebranding in the service
industry context and its consequences in terms of brand partner quality and customer
response likelihood is determined by starting from change in brand partner quality,
core elements of corporate rebranding, its consequences and a moderator. The
constructs are described along with their measures, related relationships and
hypotheses in the following sections.

3.1.1 Change in Brand Partner Quality

Brand partner quality is one of the key dimensions of brand
relationship quality used to explain the relationship between customers and brands.
As suggested by Fournier (1998), a strong brand elicits feelings of love and passion,
self-connection, interdependence, commitment, and intimacy. Love and passion is a
strong affect ranging from feelings of love from warmth and affection to passion
(Fournier, 1998). Self-connection expresses a significant aspect of self, which can
support relationship maintenance, and interdependence relates to “frequent brand
interactions” (Fournier, 1998). Commitment is an intention to support the brand for
relationship longevity, and intimacy is a belief of personal associations and
experiences about superior product performance (Fournier, 1998). Brand partner
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Summary of Definitions

Construct

Definitions

Perceived similarity
between new brand
and old brand

Customers’ perception of the similarity between new brand
and old brand in terms of strong elements of the legacy brand
(Lambkin & Muzellec, 2008; Fournier, 1998), which are still
retained when the service company implements a corporate

rebranding strategy

Perceived change in
employee attitudes

and behaviors

Customers’ perception of the change in employee attitudes
and behaviors when the service company implements a
corporate rebranding strategy. The attitude change refers to
“a person’s overall evaluation of persons (including oneself),
objects, and issues are modified from one value to another,
assessed relative to the person’s initial attitude” (Petty &

Wegener, 1998, pl-2).

[13

The behavior change refers to “a
person’s intentions to take action about an attitude object”

are modified (Solomon, 2009, p284).

Perceived change in

service systems

Customers’ perception of the change or “transformation in
the existing structure, function, and / or culture of a service
system” (Hodges, Ferreira & Israel, 2012, p527; Peirson,
Boydell, Ferguson & Ferris, 2011, p308)

Change in brand

partner quality

Change in key relationship partner components that reflect a
strong supportive cognitive belief with a brand (Fournier,
1998).

enhancement are two dimensions the author focuses on in

Brand preference change and brand trust
this study. Brand preference change relates to “the extent to
which the customer favors the designated service provided
by his or her present company, in comparison to the
designated service provided by other companies in his or her

consideration set”
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Summary of Definitions (Cont.)

Construct

Definitions

Change in brand
partner quality
(Cont.)

(Chang & Liu, 2009, p1690; Hellier, Geursen, Carr &
Rickard, 2003, p1765). Brand trust enhancement is defined
as the increment of “the willingness of average customer to

rely on the ability of the brand to perform its stated function”

(Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001, p82).

Change in
relationship

strength

Change in “the extent to which the partners are bound in a
relationship, and the ability of the relationship to resist both
internal and external challenges” (Shi, Shi, Chan & Wang,
2009, p660)

Future share of

wallet

The customer’s judgment to purchase, in the future, “the
percentage of customer’s expenses in a product or service
category” (Sunthonpagasit, 2010, pll; Meyer-Waarden,
2007; Peppers & Rogers, 1999). This can be more or less if
comparing between the future and the current ratios of a
particular category of product or service from focal supplier
to the customer’s total purchases of that category of product

or service from all suppliers

Service category

The classification of service category in terms of degree of
labor intensity as people oriented, and degree of systems or

process intensity as systems oriented (Dedeke, 2008)

quality is used to assess the brand’s performance in its partnership role (Nyffenegger

et al., 2015; Fournier, 1998). Brand partner quality reflects the customer’s evaluation

of the brand that makes the customer feel wanted, trusted, cared for, etc. (Fournier,

1998).

This study focuses on preference and trust, which represent

emotional and functional benefits respectively, and are used as the scales of brand

partner quality. Trust is an essential element in relationship marketing (Herbst,
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Finkel, Allan & Fitzsimons, 2011) and normally incorporated in relationship quality
along with commitment and liking. As far as the author is aware, no prior literature
incorporates trust and preference together in a corporate rebranding framework. The
dimensions of preference and trust have been selected to represent the cognitive belief
measure items for the brand partner quality construct in this study.

One multidimensional construct is proposed to be examined as a
mediator, between the underlying constructs of core elements of corporate rebranding
and customer response likelihood. This is change in brand partner quality including
the scales measurement of brand preference change and brand trust enhancement.

Change in brand partner quality is defined as change in key
relationship partner components that reflect a strong supportive cognitive belief with a
brand (Fournier, 1998). The two dimensions of change in brand partner quality in the
study are defined below.

3.1.1.1 Brand Preference Change

Brand preference is defined as “the extent to which the
customer favors the designated service provided by his or her present company, in
comparison to the designated service provided by other companies in his or her
consideration set” (Hellier, Geursen, Carr & Rickard, 2003, p1765; Chang & Liu,
2009, p1690). Brand preference is regarded as a consumer’s predisposition toward a
brand, which can facilitate the choice process (D’Souza & Rao, 1995; Bahn, 1986),
meaning that consumers tend to choose their preferred brands (Mei-lian et al., 2012).
Brand preference formation is “a function of perceptual and affective development”
(Bahn, 1986, p384) and relates to the three factors of customer’s characteristics,
brand’s characteristics, and environmental stimulation (Mei-lian et al., 2012, p142).
In general, for a mature brand, the brand preference should not change. But for the
rebranded brand, the preference between the new brand and old brand is expected to
be different depending upon the effect of change on a customer’s salient beliefs or
portions of service brand knowledge structures that are activated (D’Souza & Rao,
1995). Corporate rebranding is expected to involve changes of customer-brand
relationships in cognitive belief; therefore brand preference change has been selected
to be incorporated into the proposed conceptual model as a key dimension in the
change in brand partner quality.



39

3.1.1.2 Brand Trust Enhancement
Brand trust enhancement is defined as the increment of “the
willingness of an average customer to rely on the ability of the brand to perform its
stated function” (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001, p82). Brand trust enhancement
relates to customer’s confidence that the brand is more reliable or more dependable.
3.1.2 Customer Perceptions on Service Company Rebranding
Service company rebranding is a strategic change which involves
revisiting corporate propositions and strategic values of an organization (Ye et al.,
2007). Consistent with the reviewed literature, three core elements underlying service
company rebranding are incorporated into the proposed conceptual model: perceived
similarity between new brand and old brand, perceived change in employee attitudes
and behaviors, and perceived change in service systems.
3.1.2.1 Perceived Similarity between New Brand and Old Brand
A brand is defined as “a name, term, design, symbol, or any
other feature that identifies one seller’s good or service as distinct from those of
another seller” by the American Marketing Association (Lambkin & Muzellec, 2008,
p331), and referred to as “a valuable asset, communicating a clear set of values to its
stakeholders” (Daly & Moloney, 2004, p30). When one of four factors noted earlier,
—change in ownership structure, change in corporate strategy, change in external
environment, and change in competitive position—drives a service company to
implement a rebranding strategy, a legacy or old brand is then changed to a new brand
through the rebranding process. This process usually includes brand auditing and
market analysis (Daly & Moloney, 2004). A brand audit and analysis shows strengths
and weaknesses of the old brand and those of competing brands, and then identifies
elements of the old brand to be maintained permanently, retained temporarily, or
removed; and a rebranding decision is made in consequence (Daly & Moloney, 2004,
p35). Thus, some elements of the old brand may be retained in the new brand. A
service company will benefit from retaining those strong parts because customers
could still perceive the positive images of their brand that they are emotionally
involved with (Lambkin & Muzellec, 2008; Fournier, 1998). Because of the carried-
over elements, customers perceive similarity between the new brand and the old

brand, and therefore this concept is introduced into the proposed model.
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From prior literature, similarity is commonly found among
other perspectives in the second-order construct of fit (Aaker & Keller, 1990). The
concept of “fit” has been exhaustively defined in brand extension and co-branding
literature (Kim, Sung & Lee, 2012). Dimensions or terminologies can be grouped into
two key aspects of fit: the logicality of fit that relates to the intangible elements as
brand category, and the functional fit that relates to the tangible elements of product
or service category (Kim, Sung & Lee, 2012; Dickinson & Barker, 2007). In prior
literature, Berens, Riel and Bruggen (2005) focused on logical fit by assessing the
similarity aspect between the image of the corporate brand and the image of the
product. Kim, Sung and Lee (2012) explored functional fit by proposing three types
of fit comprising business fit, activity fit and familiarity fit—with the same underlying
item measures of similarity, consistency and complementary—on consumer
evaluations of social alliance. The business fit concerns “with whom” while the
activity fit relates to “what to do” and the familiarity fit refers to “the similarity’s
level” between alliances (Kim, Sung & Lee, 2012).

The perspectives or dimensions of the fit construct include
similarity, typicality, relatedness or relevance, consistency (Dickinson & Barker,
2007), complementarity, substitutability, and transferability (Aaker & Keller, 1990).
Similarity is a popular facet mentioned by researchers (Girardin, Guevremont,
Morhart, Grohmann & Malér, 2013; Schaefer, Daniela, Verena Schoenmueller &
Manfred Bruhn, 2012; Spiggle, Nguyen & Cravella, 2012).

In brand extension literature, the transfer of affect from the
parent brand to the extension category can be promoted by perception of similarity
(Spinggle et al., 2012). Perception of similarity also enhances consumer attitudes,
purchase intentions, and willingness to recommend the product or service to others
(Spinggle et al., 2012). Perception of similarity is expected to affect the relationship
counterpart between customer and brand. Customers may feel positive or negative
when perceiving similarity between the new brand and old brand. Customers’ beliefs
may adjust accordingly in terms of preference, trust and reliability. Brand partner
quality is used to assess these beliefs about the relationship (Aaker, Fournier &
Brasel, 2004; Fournier, 1998). This study relates to changes from rebranding, thus a

customer’s perception of similarity between the new brand and old brand is a driver of
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change in brand partner quality. And consequently a determinant of the success of
rebranding in terms of customer perspective—customer relationship strength and
future share of wallet. Hence, the author posits that, for the rebranding perspective, a
customer’s perception of similarity between the new brand and old brand drives

change in brand partner quality.

H1: Perceived similarity between new brand and old brand has an impact on
change in brand partner quality.

3.1.2.2 Perceived Change in Employee Attitudes and Behaviors

Services have many characteristics that are different from
manufactured products such as service intangibility, service perishability, production /
consumption simultaneity, and consumer participation in service processes (Shostack,
1987). More importantly, services involve people, including both customers and
employees. Therefore, when a rebranding strategy is implemented, the attitudes of
consumers and employees need to be adjusted. Due to the rapid growth of the service
industry, employee performance has been acknowledged by both academics and
practitioners for its crucial role in the success of a service brand (Morhart, Herzog &
Tomczak, 2009). One of the reasons is the difference of customers’ perceptions
between manufactured-product brands and service brands. Customers’ perceptions of
a manufactured-product brand mainly arise from a product’s tangible attributes,
whereas perceptions of a service brand are mainly influenced by the contact
employee’s behavior (Morhart et al., 2009).

Referring to many researchers’ suggestions, Daly and
Moloney (2004, p35) stated that “employees play a pivotal role in customer
satisfaction and in the achievement of corporate objectives, particularly in people
processing services,” (Mascio, 2010; Anderson, 2006; Hankinson & Lomax, 2006).
The attitudes and behaviors of employees, especially those employees with high
customer interactions, are a major focus because the “differences in employees’
attitudes and behaviors have been ascribed to organizational characteristics, social
environment, or personality” (Mascio, 2010, p63). Corporate rebranding is a strategic

process requiring that communications and training programs be provided to
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employees prior to implementing the corporate rebranding campaign (Daly &
Moloney, 2004). Employee attitudes and behaviors are changed or altered so that the
rebranded company gains employee support, and employee performance is according
to company policy. Employees of a rebranded company participating in service
encounters can affect customers’ perceptions on the rebranding (Mascio, 2010). In
prior literature, customers’ perceptions on the similarity, attractiveness, expertise and
competence of employees were found to have an influence on sales success (Crosby
etal., 1990).

In addition, referring to the previous literature of Hankinson
and Lomax (2006), the effects of rebranding on employee attitudes and behaviors
were examined and the findings showed that the level of support for rebranding also
has a positive impact on employee attitudes and behaviors, especially for employees
having direct contact with customers. The higher level of support for rebranding by
employees, the more positive the employees felt about the organization, and
employees who supported the organization’s rebranding most, behaved better than
those who gave less support. Therefore, perceived change in employee attitudes and
behaviors is selected to be one of the constructs for customers’ perceptions on service
company rebranding.

Corporate rebranding is regarded as a change in the
organization which involves not only the service systems, but also the employees. The
rebranding strategy may be considered a stressor that has both positive and negative
effects on employee performance (Ye et al., 2007). In the service industry context,
the interaction between customers and employees is very important because it can
bind together customers and service companies, as well as induce the heterogeneity of
service outcomes (Jones, Mothersbaugh & Beatty, 2000). Thus the author expects
that, for the rebranding perspective, perceived change in employee attitudes and

behaviors drives change in brand partner quality.

H2: Perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors has an impact on
change in brand partner quality: the greater the positive level of perceived
change in employee attitudes and behaviors, the higher the expected positive
effect of the change in brand partner quality.
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3.1.2.3 Perceived Change in Service Systems

Another element of service company rebranding is perceived
change in service systems. This construct has two dimensions—process and
equipment. Process is the nature of service systems (Shostack, 1987), which has two
underlying factors, convenience and confidence. When service companies change
their brands, structural elements of the service systems may also change, and
consequently, may induce changes in convenience and confidence in the service
process. A five-item, reduced-scale, overall service convenience measure of Seiders
et al. (2007) is used for the process dimension of perceived change in service systems
in the model. Change of confidence in a process is defined by how the changes
impact a consumer’s evaluation of the service brand process (Bergkvist, 2009). The
measure items of Dow and Leitch (2007) are used in the model. For the other
dimension, equipment, two dimensions comprising modernity and safety also are
newly developed and used in the conceptual model.

Changes in service systems are to improve the service process
and equipment in order to better serve customer requirements (Hodges, Ferreira &
Israel, 2012). As part of corporate rebranding, service firms should ensure customers
receive better service in terms of having more convenience and confidence in the
service process, as well as getting more modern and safer equipment, with the result
that customers feel that the company’s brand is preferable and more reliable. Hence
the author believes that, for rebranding, perceived change in service systems drives

change in brand partner quality.

H3: Perceived change in service systems has an impact on change in brand
partner quality: the greater the positive level of perceived change in service
systems, the higher the expected positive effect of change in brand partner

quality.

3.1.3 Customer Response Likeihood
Corporate rebranding involves revisiting corporate propositions and
reassessing the strategic value of the organization to target markets. Either expected

performance gains or unexpected performance losses can be generated (Ye et al.,



44

2007). According to CRM’s cornerstone, retaining existing customers involves less
cost than attracting new ones; therefore customer retention is the primary focus
(Hankinson et al., 2007; Daly & Moloney, 2004). Customers maintain relationships
with service providers for many reasons (Bolton, Kannan & Bramlett, 2000,
Bendapudi & Berry, 1997, Dick & Basu, 1994). Various business strategies have been
used by companies for customer retention; e.g., service satisfaction, development of
strong interpersonal relationships, imposition of switching costs (Jones et al., 2000).
Customer retention can be measured by the intention of a customer
to buy, such as repurchase intention (Chandon, Morwitz & Reinartz, 2005), and
relationship strength in terms of customer quality based on the RFM concept.
However, interpretation of these studies should be made with caution because the
predictive validity of intention measures depends on the service, measurement scale,
and nature of the respondents (Bolton et al., 2000, Morwitz, 1997, Morwitz &
Schmittlein, 1992). Future share of wallet is also a focus since few previous studies
explore intentions of both change in relationship strength and future share of wallet
concurrently. In addition, both relationship strength in terms of RFM (recency,
frequency, monetary value) and customer share of wallet are main metrics in CRM
(Verhoef, 2003). Therefore the consequences of service company rebranding in terms
of customer response likelihood to capture change in relationship strength and future
share of wallet are focused on.
3.1.3.1 Change in Relationship Strength
Customers continue or discontinue relationships with
businesses based on the worth or outcome after comparing benefits and costs of their
interactions (Shiau & Luo, 2012). Benefits are things that an individual gets out of a
relationship or interpersonal interaction such as fun, friendship and social support;
costs involve things that are seen as negatives to the individual such as having to put
money, time and effort into a relationship (Shiau & Luo, 2012). All human
relationships are formed after individuals take benefits and costs into account to
determine the worth of the relationship. When the benefits cover the costs, a positive
relationship occurs, and such a relationship tends to be extended or continued,;
however when the costs are more than the benefits, a negative relationship occurs and

those tend to be terminated or abandoned.
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Change in relationship strength is defined as change in “the
extent to which the partners are bound in a relationship and the ability of the
relationship to resist both internal and external challenges” (Shi, Shi, Chan & Wang,
2009, p660). The RFM concept is applied with change in relationship strength as the
behavioral intention dimension. From prior literature, the impact of brand preference
on purchase and repurchase intentions have been examined and found to be
significantly supported (Chang & Liu, 2009; Hellier et al., 2003). The same was
found for impact of brand trust on purchase intention (Herbst, Finkel, Allan &
Fitzsimons, 2012). Change in brand preference resulting from service company
rebranding is expected to be positive, and thus customers’ intentions to continue their
relationships—especially in terms of the recency, frequency and monetary value
model—with the company are predicted to meet company expectations. Brand
partner quality is broadly determined to affect the relationship stability and durability
(Fournier, 1998). Hence the author expects that change in brand partner quality has a

relationship with change in relationship strength.

H4: The greater the positive level of change in brand partner quality, the higher

the expected positive effect of change in relationship strength.

3.1.3.2 Future Share of Wallet

The concept of share of wallet is integral to the notion of
multi-brand relationships (Sunthonpagasit, 2010). Customers allocate their money by
purchasing a brand among multiple brands based on their requirements in a period of
time. A particular product or service category of a focal brand may receive a low
customer’s share while total purchase of that customer in the same category of
product or service may be high (Du et al., 2007). According to definitions of share of
wallet and zero-sum game concepts, increasing the share of wallet of one brand means
decreasing the share of wallet of other brands (Sunthonpagasit, 2010). When a
corporate rebranding strategy is implemented, share of wallet can be a good measure
of corporate rebranding performance. Value created or added for customers is

expected to yield increased customer share of wallet.
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Cross- and up-selling programs created from changes of brand
value and attributes also may extend to share of wallet and improve company
profitability. Future share of wallet when combined with change in relationship
strength is expected to yield greater information and insights than when measuring
change in relationship strength alone. “Future share of wallet” refers to a customer’s
judgment, when compared to the present, to make more or less purchases of a brand
in the future, resulting in more or less “percentage of customer’s expenses in a
product or service category” (Sunthonpagasit, 2010, pl1l; Meyer-Waarden, 2007
Peppers & Rogers, 1999). It is the comparison between the future and the current
ratios of a particular category of a product or service from the focal supplier to the
customer’s total purchases of that category of product or service from all suppliers.
Future share of wallet is the behavioral intention of a customer to purchase or buy
services in the future. Customer self-reporting is used in this study to assess future
share of wallet.

Different customers contribute different shares of wallet to a
company within a certain period of time. Accordingly, share of wallet is a key
performance measure of customer relations and customers can be segmented so that a
company can acknowledge value customers with a larger share of wallet, and
potential customers whose shares can be increased. From prior literature, customer’s
share of wallet and total share are sometimes negatively correlated to a company—a
customer with low share in one category to a company has the potential to have high
share across the same category in other companies (Du et al., 2007). Brand
preference is found to be a key antecedent of share of wallet (Sunthonpagasit, 2010),
and brand trust is considered to be an essential factor for future intention (Garbarino
& Johnson, 1999). Brand partner quality plays a more important role in a more
mature customer-brand relationship (Nyffenegger et al., 2015). Hence, change in
brand partner quality, including the dimensions of brand preference change and brand
trust enhancement from corporate rebranding, are expected to influence future share
of wallet. The author thus posits that change in brand partner quality has a

relationship with future share of wallet.
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H5: The greater the positive level of change in brand partner quality, the higher

the expected positive effect of future share of wallet.

3.1.4 Service Category
According to systems theory, a service firm can be more systems
oriented or more people oriented (Dedeke, 2008), which are the service categories.
The service category is expected to have an effect in the proposed model on the
relationship between perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors and
change in brand partner quality, and on the relationship between perceived change in
the service systems and change in brand partner quality. Hence, the author posits that

this is the case.

H6: The service category (systems oriented or people oriented) has a moderating
effect on the impact to change in brand partner quality from perceived

change in employee attitudes and behaviors.

H7: The service category (systems oriented or people oriented) has a moderating
effect on the impact to change in brand partner quality from perceived

change in service systems.

3.1.5 Length of Relationship

The length of customer relationship with a company is an
interesting variable to study in the model. In prior literature, the length of relationship
has been found to have significant effects.

According to Bolton (1998), the length or duration of a customer
relationship with a firm depends upon the customer’s perception of the value received
from the relationship. In the research of Cooil, Keiningham, Aksoy and Hsu (2007),
length of relationship was found to be significant as a negative moderator for the
effects of change in satisfaction or change in share of wallet. Findings from the
research of Du et al. (2007) showed that relationship duration and customer’s share
are not associated and hence are considered to be separate dimensions of customer

relationship.  Prior literature showed that the duration of customer-company
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relationship is positively related to the overall satisfaction with the company and
affected repurchase behavior (Bolton et al., 2000). In this study, the length of
relationship is not incorporated in the proposed conceptual model but it will be
examined for model robustness.

After reviewing the main constructs in the proposed conceptual

model, the summary of hypotheses is shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2
Summary of Hypotheses
Hypothesis Description
Perceived similarity between new brand and old brand has an impact on
H1 change in brand partner quality
Perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors has an impact on
change in brand partner quality: the greater the positive level of perceived
e change in employee attitudes and behaviors, the higher the expected
positive effect of the change in brand partner quality
Perceived change in service systems has an impact on change in brand
partner quality: the greater the positive level of perceived change in service
e systems, the higher the expected positive effect of change in brand partner
quality
The greater the positive level of change in brand partner quality, the higher
H4 the expected positive effect of change in relationship strength
The greater the positive level of change in brand partner quality, the higher
HS the expected positive effect of future share of wallet
The service category (systems oriented / people oriented) has a moderating
H6 effect on the impact from perceived change in employee attitudes and
behaviors to change in brand partner quality
The service category (systems oriented / people oriented) has a moderating
H7 effect on the impact from perceived change in service systems to change in
brand partner quality
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The proposed model will be studied based on path analysis and
multi-group analysis. A path analysis is used to study two consecutive parts,
including the effects to change in brand partner quality from antecedents, and the
effects to consequences from change in brand partner quality, as shown in Figure 3.2,
A multi-group analysis is used for testing the moderating effects of service category.

The research methodology used to test the proposed model and the

hypotheses are described in the next section.

3.2 Research Methodology

This section describes the research design and methodology of the
dissertation. There are six main parts in the section: research design, industry
selection, data collection, measurement and questionnaire developments, and pretest

of the measures and results.

3.2.1 Research Design
The research design is a quantitative research methodology using a
survey approach with a questionnaire as the instrument to collect primary data from
respondents. The respondents are customers who experienced rebranding campaigns
of two companies from two service categories—telecommunications and finance.
This allows generalization by using one systems-oriented company (in
telecommunications) and one people-oriented company (in finance) to be the focal
service firms. Structural equation modeling was used for analyzing the data.
3.2.2 Industry Selection
Three criteria were used to select the service industry firms for the
study : (1) the company must have been rebranded recently, within three years (the
author selected the three-year period because a rebranding campaign usually takes a
few years to implement, as in the cases of Abbey and AXA); (2) the service industry
needs to have a business-to-consumer (B2C) relationship and be involved with a
mass-market product for the general public because of the importance of relationship
marketing; (3) one company must be systems oriented and one people oriented, so
generalization can be applied.
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There have been at least ten service companies rebranded during the
period of January 2011 to August 2013 (more details of each company in Appendix
A) including:

1) KTB (Krung Thai PCL), the rebranding took place in March 2011

2) AIS (ADVANCED INFO SERVICE PLC), the rebranding took place in
September 2011

3) AP (AP (Thailand) PCL), the rebranding took place in August 2012

4) Allianz Ayudhya Life Plc., the rebranding took place in August 2012

5) ITALTHAI Group, the rebranding took place in November 2012

6) RHB OSK Securities (Thailand) PCL, the rebranding took place in November
2012

7) TCEB (Thailand Convention & Exhibition Bureau), the rebranding took place in
January 2013

8) JobsDB, the rebranding took place in February 2013

9) CTH (CTH PCL), the rebranding took place in May 2013

10) dtac TriNet co., Itd., the rebranding took place in May 2013

From the rebranded companies in the list, two service firms—AIS in
the telecommunications industry and KTB in the finance industry—were selected
based on the criteria noted above. Both AIS and KTB are business to consumer and
involved in the mass-consumer market.

Telecommunications (e.g., AlS) is considered to be in the systems-
oriented service category because it depends heavily on systems, equipment and
technology. Service offerings can be easily enhanced by implementing cross- and up-
selling campaigns. Because of the highly-competitive telecommunications
environment, providers are continually changing product and services, to try to
increase customer value.

Finance (e.g., KTB) is considered to be in the people-oriented
service category because it has a personal-relationship marketing context, according
to Croshy et al. (1990).

Following the rationale of rebranding as classified by Muzellec and
Lambkin (2004), change in competitive position and change in corporate strategy
were the drivers for implementing the rebranding strategies of AIS and KTB,
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respectively. In September 2011, AIS implemented rebranding by renaming its parent
company to INTOUCH (from Shin Corporation plc). The company slogan was
changed to "Your World Your Way" from "By Your Side”. And the logo was
changed to a green-leaf smile from a blue globe. The color of Nong Aunjai, its icon,
was changed as well, from blue to green.

In March 2011, KTB took the opportunity at its 45-year anniversary
to change its logo, color and letter fonts to have a more modern look. This was done
in order to satisfy customers whose life styles have changed and to attract new
customers. The rebranding also involved changes to products and services, and to
appearances of its branches.

3.2.2.1 Population and Sample
AIS, the leading Thai mobile telecommunications service
company, has nearly 36 million subscribers throughout Thailand as of December 2012
(retrieved from http://investor.ais.co.th/en/Corporate-Overviewl.html). KTB is
considered to be Thailand’s leading commercial bank with a customer base of
approximately 17 million accounts in Thailand as of November 2013 (retrieved from
http://lwww.ktb.co.th/ktb/en/news-detail.aspx?). The population of customers
experiencing the rebranding implementations therefore is roughly 36 million persons
and 17 million persons for the two companies. The samples aim to be representative
of the two populations and their sizes can be determined as follows.
3.2.2.2 Sample Size Determination
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was selected to test and
analyze the data (depicted as a structural equation model with latent variables in
Figure 3.3); hence the sample size is determined according to the SEM statistical
concept.
The terms (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1996) in the model of Figure

3.3 are defined as follow:

y = observed outcome variables

X = observed input variables

n = latent dependent or endogenous variables
& = latent independent or exogenous variables
€ = measurementerroriny


http://investor.ais.co.th/en/Corporate-Overview1.html
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d = measurement error in x

Ay = coefficient of the regression of y on n

Ax = coefficient of the regression of x on &

y = coefficient of the £ variables in the structural relationship

B = coefficient of the n variables in the structural relationship

¢ = equation errors in the structural relationship between n and &

¢ = covariance matrix of

Y = covariance matrix of {

According to Westland (2010), the rule of thumb of ten
observations per indicator is the minimum sample size for SEM. The ratio of
indicators to latent variables (r) also can be used in the formula of sample size—
n > 50r*-450r+1100 (Westland, 2010). According to Hair, Black, Babin and
Anderson (2010), SEM requires a large sample size due to the effects of five
considerations: multivariate normality of the data, estimation technique, model
complexity, amount of missing data and average error variance among the reflective
indicators. For multivariate normality, a ratio of 15 respondents for each estimated
parameter is generally accepted to minimize the problem of deviations from
normality. Based on the most common procedure of maximum likelihood estimation,
a sample size in the range of 100 — 400 is suggested.

More complex models—more constructs, constructs having
fewer than three measured variables, and multi-group analyses—require larger
samples. To remedy the problem of missing data, increasing the sample size should
be considered. In addition, if communality as average error variance among the
reflective indicators becomes smaller, a larger sample size is required for convergence
and model stability. From the aforementioned considerations, Hair et al. (2010)
suggest minimum sample sizes based on the models’ characteristics as follows:

- sample size of 100 for a model containing five or fewer constructs, each with
more than three items (observed variables), and with high item communalities (>
0.60)

- sample size of 150 for a model with seven or fewer constructs, modest

communalities (0.50), and no under-identified (fewer than three items) constructs
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- sample size of 300 for a model with seven or fewer constructs, lower

communalities (0.45), and / or multiple under-identified constructs
- sample size of 500 for a model with seven or fewer constructs, some with lower

communalities and / or having fewer than three measured items

The proposed model contains seven constructs. Each
construct has three or more measured items, except the service category, with a total
of 42 measured items including personal information. According to Westland (2010),
a sample size using the rule of ten observations per indicator for this research is 420
for each service company, whereas a sample size using the ratio of indicators to latent
variables is 200. According to Hair et al. (2010), a minimum sample size is 500. To
satisfy the principles of both Westland (2010) and Hair et al. (2010), the sample size
of 500 for each service company was selected to be the proper number; hence the total
number of 1,000 was the sample size for both firms combined.
3.2.3 Data Collection

A non-probabilistic sampling technique was used since individuals
of the populations were unequally likely to be selected because the sampling
technique focused only on the Bangkok metropolitan area, not on the entire country of
Thailand. This research used the survey approach with a questionnaire as the
instrument to collect cross-sectional data from customers of the focal firms, AIS and
KTB. Four surveyors were employed to collect data from 500 customers of each
firm.  The surveyors were trained before conducting the survey so that they
understood the objectives and all questions in the questionnaire, as well as the
research procedure thoroughly. The respondents were selected from public places
such as public transport systems, particularly at rail mass transit systems including the
BTS and MRT, or department stores such as Central department store and Siam
Paragon. At least four different places were selected for collecting the data.

For the procedure of collecting data, the surveyor intercepted the
respondents, introduced themselves, and asked whether the respondent would like to
participate in the study. If the respondent was willing to participate in the study, the
surveyor asked a few questions prior to conducting the full survey in order to
understand the respondent’s awareness oOf the corporate rebranding of the firm. If the

respondent passed the pre-questions (acknowledged awareness of the rebranding), the
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surveyor informed the objective and how to respond on the questionnaire. The
surveyor gave the time for the respondent to fill in the answer to the question one by
one until the end of the questionnaire. After all questions were completed, which
takes about 15-20 minutes; the surveyor thanked and gave the respondent a small gift
as a token.
3.2.4 Mesurement Development
There are six key constructs and demographic information measured
in the research model, with their scales developed or adapted from prior literature.
All latent variables except personal information are measured using a five-point
Likert scale, because of its simplicity and commonality (Dawes, 2008). According to
Dawes (2008), ranges of response scales of five- or seven-point formats are the most
commonly used (p62). Responses from five- or seven-point scales have better
reliability and validity than those from coarser scales; the responses from more finely
graded scales show no further improvement in reliability and validity (Dawes, 2008,
p63).
3.2.4.1 Measurement Items

The following measurement items have been designed for

each construct.
(1) Change in Brand Partner Quality

There are two dimensions—brand preference change and

brand trust enhancement—in this construct.

1. Brand Preference Change

Brand preference change is measured by adapting the

measure items of Chang and Liu (2009). There are three items:

1) You think the new brand of the company is superior to the old brand of the
company.

2) Comparing between the new brand and old brand, you think the new brand of the
company is more superior to other competing brands than the old brand.

3) You prefer the new brand of the company more than the old brand of the
company.

2. Brand Trust Enhancement

Brand trust enhancement is measured by altering the measure
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items of Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001). There are three items:

1)
2)
3)

For the company, you trust the new brand more than the old brand.

For the company, you rely on the new brand more than the old brand.

For the company, you think the new brand is more believable than the old brand.
(2) Change in Relationship Strength

Change in relationship strength is measured by modifying the

measure items of Mende, Bolton and Bitner (2013); Seiders et al. (2007); Berens et
al. (2005); and Jones et al. (2000). There are three items:

1)

2)

3)

How likely are you to purchase a service from the company in the near future?
(Recency)
How likely are you to buy a service more often from the company in the future?
(Frequency)
How likely are you to increase monetary value spending by purchasing more from
the company? (Monetary value)

(3) Future Share of Wallet

Future share of wallet is measured by adjusting one measure

item of Sunthonpagasit (2010) and developing two new items relating to cross- and

up-selling campaigns, by consulting with academic experts. There are three items:

1)

2)

3)

How likely are you to spend with this service company brand more than other
service company brands in the future?
If you would buy an upgraded version of this service, would you choose to
purchase that service from the company more than other companies? (up-selling
program) (newly developed)
If you would buy an additional service in the future, would you consider buying
that service from the company before other companies? (cross-selling program)
(newly developed)

(4) Perceived Similarity between New Brand and Old Brand

Perceived similarity between new brand and old brand is

measured by applying the measure items of Spinggle et al. (2012) in the following

items:

1)
2)

The new brand is a good fit with the old brand.

The new brand is inconsistent with the old brand. (reverse item)
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3) The new brand is similar to the old brand.
4) The new brand is not representative of the old brand. (reverse item)
(5) Perceived Change in Employee Attitudes and Behaviors
Perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors is
measured in terms of attitude and behavior. The measure items of Brady and Cronin
Jr. (2001) are altered in the following categories:

1. Change in Employee Attitudes

1) You can count on the employees at the company being friendlier (reliability).

2) The company’s employees demonstrate their willingness to help you more
(responsiveness).

3) The company’s employees show you that they better understand your needs
(empathy).

2. Change in Employee Behaviors

1) You can count on the company’s employees taking actions to address your needs

more (reliability).
2) The company’s employees respond more quickly to your needs (responsiveness).
3) The company’s employees indicate to you that they better understand your needs

(empathy).

(6) Perceived Change in Service Systems
Perceived change in service systems is measured in terms of

convenience and confidence of service process, and modernity and safety of
equipment. The measure items of Seiders et al. (2007) are adapted for convenience of
service process, as are the new items of confidence in service process, and modernity
and safety of equipment. These are developed, by consulting with academic experts,
in the following categories:

1. Perceived Change in Convenience of Service Process

1) You can more easily determine, prior to purchasing or using, whether the
company will offer what you need (decision convenience).

2) You are able to get to the company more easily (access convenience).

3) The service you want at the company can be served more quickly (benefit

convenience).



4)

5)

1)

2)

3)

1)

2)

3)

1)

2)

3)

59

The company makes it easier for you to conclude your transactions (transaction
convenience).

It is easier to take care of returns and exchanges or any service problems at the
company (post-benefit convenience).

2. Perceived Change in Confidence in Service Process

You feel more confident that there is an understandable sequence of steps, which
can be easily followed when participating in the service process (newly
developed).

You feel more certain that the performance of the company’s service process can
meet your requirements (newly developed).

You feel that the company’s service system capability has been increased due to
the new service process (newly developed).

3. Perceived Change in Modernity of Equipment

You feel that the company’s new modern equipment can better meet your
requirement of service in a user-friendly manner (newly developed).
You feel that the company’s new modern equipment makes the service condition
better (newly developed).
You feel that the company’s service system capability has increased due to the
modern technology of new equipment (newly developed).

4. Perceived Change in Safety of Equipment

You feel that safety of the company’s new equipment has reduced health risk
(newly developed).
You feel safer with the company’s new equipment because of its good ergonomic
design (newly developed).
You feel that the company’s service system capability has increased due to safe
equipment (newly developed).
(7) Personal Information
Personal (demographic) information—gender, age, education,

income, and length of customer relationship—is also measured.

3.2.5 Questionnaire Development

There is one questionnaire for each industry, and each questionnaire

has four parts:
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e Part 1 provides close-ended questions for awareness on corporate rebranding of
the firm. This part includes three questions for checking if the respondent is a
customer of the firm and aware of changes to the firm’s brand.

e Part 2 provides close-ended questions on corporate rebranding of the firm and
uses five-point Likert Scales (1 — Strongly Disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neutral /
Nearly the Same, 4 — Agree, and 5 — Strongly Agree). This part contains six sub-
parts: Perceived similarity between new brand and old brand, Perceived change in
employee attitudes and behaviors, Perceived change in service systems, Perceived
change in brand partner quality (including brand preference change and brand
trust enhancement), Customer response likelihood (comprising change in
relationship strength, and future share of wallet).

e Part 3 provides an open-ended question—“Any other opinions or suggestions”.

e Part 4 provides close-ended questions on personal information including gender,
age, education, personal income, household income, and length of relationship.

Because the survey was conducted in Thailand, the questionnaire
needed to be in Thai language so the Thai respondents could answer appropriately. An

English version was created first, then translated to Thai, and finally back-translated

to English. Both questionnaires also were pretested. The questionnaires are presented

in Appendix B (telecommunications) and Appendix C (finance). Each respondent
required 15-20 minutes to complete the questionnaire.
3.2.6 Pretest and Results

One hundred respondents—one half for telecommunications and
one half for finance—were randomly selected for the pretest group which examined
and assessed the appropriateness of scale items, and the completeness of the
questionnaires. The following survey procedure includes the general guidelines given
to surveyors to collect data from each respondent. The surveyor asks the respondent
screening questions in part 1, whether the respondent is a current customer of the
firm. If the respondent answers yes, the surveyor then asks the next question, when
has the respondent been a customer of the firm. If the respondent answers that he or
she was a customer of the firm since before the firm’s brand was changed, the
surveyor then asks the next questions which assess whether the respondent is aware of

the corporate rebranding of the firm. The surveyor shows the respondent before-
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rebranding and after-rebranding pictures of the logos. If the respondent passes part 1,
he or she then will be in the sample for completing the questionnaires. If the
respondent didn’t pass part 1, it is recorded as a non-sample. The results of the pretest
pertaining to Cronbach’s alpha reliability of measured items are shown in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3
Reliability Analysis of Measured Items for Pretest
No. of Cronbach’s Alpha*®
Constructs
Items | Telecommunications Finance
Perceived Similarity between New
4 0.700 0.661
Brand and Old Brand
Perceived Change in Employee
) ) 6 0.722 0.818
Attitudes and Behaviors
Perceived Change in Service Systems 14 0.843 0.813
Change in Brand Partner Quality 6 0.661 0.798
Change in Relationship Strength 3 0.705 0.768
Future Share of Wallet 3 0.640 0.788

Note. ® Acceptable level is 0.70 or higher (Remler & Van Ryzin, 2011; Hair et al., 2010)

In Table 3.3, Cronbach’s alpha ranges 0.640 — 0.843 and 0.661 —
0.818 for telecommunications and finance, respectively. A few values are below the
acceptable level of 0.70 (Remler & Van Ryzin, 2011; Hair et al., 2010). The results
are obtained from only 50 samples for each industry, which may be different from the
formal test. The questionnaires were revised reflecting pretest results and feedback
from respondents and surveyors. The measured items of constructs were increased
from 36 items to 40 items after the revision. The updated Thai and English versions
of the questionnaires for telecommunications and finance are presented in Appendix
D and Appendix E, respectively.

In this chapter the theoretical framework was described and the
hypothesized model proposed. The empirical research is designed for two focal
industries, i.e., telecommunications and finance. A survey approach using
questionnaires was selected. The measurement scales were then developed as a

mixture of adapted items from prior literature and new proposed measures. The
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questionnaires as the data collection instruments were produced and pretested.
Improved versions of the questionnaires were used for the formal survey. The
findings of the formal test including respondent profiles; the overall fit, reliability and
validity of the measurement model; the overall fit and hypotheses testing of structural
model; and model robustness; are presented in the next chapter of results and

discussion.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter provides the research results comprising respondent profiles,
data analysis, key findings, and discussion. The sections provided in the chapter are
summarized below.

e 4.1 Respondent Profiles and Descriptive Statistics

This section provides the profiles of respondents in terms of gender, age,
education, income and length of relationship. The descriptive statistics also are
provided and examined.

e 4.2 Purification of Measured Items

This section discusses using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to purify
the proposed measured items for the six constructs in the proposed model. Twenty-
four purified measured items result.

e 4.3 Measurement Model

The measurement model of both service industries are tested using
Confirmatory Analysis (CFA). The parameter estimates and goodness of fit in various
dimensions are examined and described in this section. In addition, the reliability and
validity of the six constructs in the model are tested in terms of Cronbach’s alpha and
composite reliability, as well as convergent and discriminant validity.

e 4.4 Structural Model

In this section, the structural model of each individual industry is tested
using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). The goodness of fit of the structural
models are examined and reported. The proposed hypotheses are tested by using the
path analysis for hypotheses H1 to H5 and multi-group analysis to test moderating
effects for hypotheses H6 and H7.

e 4.5 Model Robustness

Model robustness is verified using multi-group analysis on gender, and
length of relationship.

e 4.6 Discussion

The research findings, particularly in terms of hypotheses testing and
model robustness, are discussed.
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4.1 Respondent Profiles and Descriptive Statistics

This section provides respondent profiles and descriptive statistics of the

measured items.

4.1.1 Respondent Profiles
This research collected data from customers of two service
industries—telecommunications and finance. During the period of 28" September
2014 to 12" October 2014, five hundred samples that passed the screening questions
were collected for each industry from various places. The data collection was made
in five types of locations (department stores, educational institutes, rapid transit
systems, office buildings and public streets) in Bangkok and vicinity, details in
Appendix F. The profiles of respondents in terms of gender, age, education, income
and length of relationship are presented in Table 4.1.
4.1.1.1 Telecommunications
Within the sample size of 500 individuals, the ratio of female
to male is 4 to 3. About 50% have ages ranging from 21 — 30 years, and about 20%
from 31 — 40 years. About 60% of respondents at present are studying for, or already
attained, a bachelor’s degree as their highest educational level achieved, and about
25% more are studying for or attained a master’s degree. For personal monthly
income, 30% earn 20,000 baht or less and 35% earn 20,001 — 40,000 baht. For
household monthly income, 25% have more than 200,000 baht. About 33% of
respondents have a relationship with the focal company for 4 — 6 years.
4.1.1.2 Finance
Within the sample size of 500 individuals, the ratio of female
to male is 3 to 2. About 45% have ages ranging from 21 — 30 years, and 30% from
31 — 40 years. About 55% of respondents at present are studying for, or already
attained, a bachelor’s degree as their highest educational level achieved, and about
35% more are studying for or attained a master’s degree. For personal monthly
income, 35% earn 20,001 — 40,000 baht and 25% earn 40,001 — 60,000 baht. For
household monthly income, 22% have more than 200,000 baht. Nearly 40% of
respondents have a relationship with the focal company for 4 — 6 years.
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Table 4.1
Respondent Profiles
Characteristics Telecommunications Finance
Frequency | % Frequency | %
Gender
- Male 217 43.4 182 36.4
- Female 283 56.6 318 63.6
Total 500 100 500 100
Age (years)
- Less than 21 59 11.8 18 3.6
-21-30 245 49.0 220 44.0
-31-40 95 19.0 150 30.0
-41-50 73 14.6 84 16.8
-51-60 26 5.2 24 4.8
- Over 60 2 0.4 4 0.8
Total 500 100 500 100
Highest level of education
- Under Bachelor’s Degree 66 13.2 48 9.6
- Bachelor’s Degree 287 57.4 274 54.8
- Master’s Degree 140 28.0 173 34.6
- Doctoral Degree 7 1.4 5 1.0
Total 500 100 500 100
Personal monthly income (THB)
- 20,000 or less iishl 30.2 112 22.4
- 20,001 — 40,000 155 35.0 176 35.2
- 40,001 — 60,000 97 19.4 121 24.2
- 60,001 — 80,000 43 8.6 59 11.8
- 80,001 — 100,000 20 4.0 23 4.6
- More than 100,000 14 2.8 9 1.8
Total 500 100 500 100
Household monthly income (THB)
- 40,000 or less 51 10.2 50 10.0
- 40,001 — 80,000 75 15.0 96 19.2
- 80,001 — 120,000 85 17.0 87 17.4
- 120,001 — 160,000 86 17.2 99 19.8
- 160,001 — 200,000 78 15.6 56 11.2
- More than 200,000 125 25.0 112 22.4
Total 500 100 500 100
Length of relationship (years)
- Not over 3 102 20.4 87 17.4
-4-6 179 35.8 191 38.2
-7-9 127 25.4 111 22.2
- Over 9 92 18.4 111 22.2
Total 500 100 500 100
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In summary, the respondent profiles for both industries are
quite similar in all aspects. In the next part, descriptive statistics of measured items
are discussed.

4.1.2 Descriptive Statistics
The observed variables for the proposed model were initially
examined using SPSS Statistics version 21 software. Item codes and abbreviations
have been defined, details in Appendix G, for ease of recognition and graphical
presentation.

The abbreviations of proposed constructs are provided in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2
Abbreviations of the Constructs
Abbreviations Constructs
PBS Perceived Similarity between New Brand and Old Brand
CIE Perceived Change in Employee Attitudes and Behaviors
CIS Perceived Change in Service Systems
CBPQ Change in Brand Partner Quality
CRS Change in Relationship Strength
FSW Future Share of Wallet

The descriptive statistics for five hundred samples of each industry
(one thousand samples combined) were analyzed associating the total of 42 original
observed variables, including two reverse items; i.e. “New brand is not representative
of old brand”, and “New brand is worse than old brand”, as presented in Appendix G.
The details of descriptive statistics regarding number of cases, minimum and
maximum values, mean and standard deviation, skewness and its standard error, as
well as kurtosis and its standard error are presented in Appendix H.

In Table 4.3, the descriptive statistics for all measured items are
summarized in ranges of values, corresponding to their proposed constructs. Then,

each industry was investigated on its descriptive values.



Table 4.3

Descriptive Statistics

Telecommunications Finance
Constructs - -
Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis

Antecedents
Perceived Similarity between New
Brand and Old Brand (PBS) 2.25-3.75| 0.923-1.022 | -0.584 —0.584 |-0.609—-0.020 | 2.39 —3.61 | 0.898—1.014 | -0.453 —0.446 | -0.585—0.133
(6 Items)
Perceived Change in Employee
Attitudes and Behaviors (CIE) 3.50-3.64 | 0.772-0.919 | -0.261—0.108 | -0.406 —-0.001 | 3.32—3.44 | 0.805—0.949 | -0.144—0.112 | -0.415-0.422
(6 Items)
Perceived Change in Service Systems 3.54-3.93| 0.753-0.902 |-0.482 —-0.050 | -0.454 —0.747 | 3.39-3.75 | 0.796—0.943 | -0.382 —-0.012 | -0.377 — 0.429
(CIS) (14 Items)
Mediator
Change in Brand Partner Quality 3.59-3.76 | 0.790-1.063 |-0.613—-0.250 | -0.157 —0.429 | 3.39-3.61 | 0.792—1.004 | -0.273-0.376 | -0.371—0.610
(CBPQ) (7 ltems)
Consequences
Change in Relationship Strength 3.04-357 | 0.779-0.968 | -0.184 —-0.024 | -0.192—-0.357 | 2.94—3.36 | 0.795-0.940 | -0.267 —0.015 | -0.371—0.570
(CRS) (4 Items)
(F;':ttjgren?)hare of Wallet (FSW) 3.59-3.60 | 0.884-0.925 |-0.326—-0.209 | -0.386 —0.112 | 3.35-3.38 | 0.843-0.863 | -0.179—0.015 | -0.325— 0.220

Note. Minimum and maximum are at a range of 1 to 5, for both industries.

Standard errors of skewness and kurtosis are 0.109 and 0.218, respectively, for the industries.

The critical standardized values of normal distribution for skewness and kurtosis are + 1.96 (p < 0.05) and £ 2.58 (p < 0.01) (Hair et al., 2010, p73)

L9
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4.1.2.1 Telecommunications

For telecommunications, minimum and maximum values for
each observed variables obtained are 1 and 5, respectively. Means of all observed
variables range from 2.25 — 3.93. The lowest mean value is the measured item of
perceived similarity between new brand and old brand, (i.e., “New brand is
representative of old brand”) and the highest one is the measured item of change in
service systems (i.e., “Overall equipment is better”) The ranges of standard deviation
of all observed variables are from 0.753 — 1.063. The skewness values range from
-0.613 — 0.584, with standard error of 0.109, whereas a range of kurtosis values is
from -0.609 — 0.747, with standard error of 0.218. The obtained results of skewness
and kurtosis show that all proposed measured items are normally distributed at 0.05
significant levels.

4.1.2.2 Finance

The minimum and maximum values obtained for each
measured item in finance are the same as those in telecommunications. Means of all
observed variables range from 2.39 — 3.75. The lowest and highest mean values
belong to the same items as those in telecommunications. The ranges of standard
deviation of all observed variables are from 0.792 — 1.014. The skewness and
kurtosis values range from -0.453 — 0.446 and from -0.585 — 0.610, respectively.
From the values of skewness and kurtosis, the normal distribution of data is also
indicated at 0.05 significant levels.

The descriptive statistics of the dataset have been obtained
and their results show reasonably normal distributions for all measured items;
therefore no measured items or observed variables are eliminated at this stage. Then,

the purification of measured items is conducted, details provided in the next section.
4.2 Purification of Measured Items
The purification of measured items was performed by Exploratory Factor

Analysis (EFA) as the primary multivariate approach to validate the measurement of

data (Homburg & Pflesser, 2000) as unidimensional model (Baumgartner &
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Homburg, 1996) and to produce clean construct scale items. This section comprises

two parts—EFA and the measured items after purification.

4.2.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis

The execution of EFA was made using SPSS version 21 software
and by specifying the methods of Maximum Likelihood Extraction and Oblimin
Rotation for all observed variables. Maximum Likelihood Extraction is preferred for
use in the common factor model of factor analysis (Treiblmaier & Filzmoser, 2010).
Oblimin is one of oblique factor rotation methods that allow the correlated factors to
be performed (Hair et al., 2010, p116; Treiblmaier & Filzmoser, 2010). The number
of factors is predetermined at six according to the number of latent constructs
proposed in the conceptual model. An iteration process (Churchill Jr., 1979) was
implemented to review the pattern matrix obtained from SPSS, and whether there are
low communalities of the measured items or their cross loadings in the proposed
factors, other factors or not. Elimination was undertaken for some of the measured
items until the expected clean structure resulted. No-cross loadings were achieved
and the measured items have a satisfactory level of communalities. In each iteration
step, results of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity were
obtained to check the adequacy of the number of cases for selected measured items as
observed variables, and the existence of appropriate correlations of observed variables
so that they could be extracted by using the factor analysis technique. After obtaining
the clean factor structure, the total variance explained was evaluated.

The explanations of the EFA results for both industries are provided
in the following parts.

4.2.1.1 Telecommunications
The EFA results, including the purified measured items of
each construct with the communalities, eigenvalues, rotated factor loadings, average
factor loadings, total variance explained, as well as KMO and Bartlett’s tests’ values
for telecommunications, are shown in Table 4.4. The following parts will describe
these EFA outputs.
(1) KMO and Bartlett's Tests
In order to measure the sampling adequacy and to test the
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null hypothesis that the original correlation matrix is an identity matrix, the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s tests of all retained observed variables are
utilized.

In Table 4.4, the results of KMO and Bartlett’s tests for
telecommunications are provided. The KMO values for all purified observed
variables are over 0.90, indicating marvelous results (Beavers et al., 2013, p4; Hair et
al., 2010, p104). In addition, the KMO test scores for all variables had a range of
0.742 — 0.966, mixed results of middling, meritorious and marvelous (Beavers et al.,
2013, p4; Hair et al., 2010, p104). For Bartlett’s test, the significant p-value indicates
that there are significant correlations between observed variables (Hair et al., 2010).
The results of KMO and Bartlett’s tests ensure that the dataset is suitable for using
factor analysis.

After the outputs of KMO and Bartlett’s tests were examined,
the communalities are reviewed and described.

(2) Communalities

For the total amount of variance an original variable shares
with all others (Hair et al., 2010, p92), the retained observed variables for
telecommunications had ranges of communality values from 0.347 — 0.868. Most of
the variables’ communalities are over the cut-off value of 0.50 for sufficient
explanation (Hair et al., 2010, p119), except three measured items: “Brands are not
different”, “Employees have fewer errors” and “Equipment is more efficient”.
Nevertheless, according to the study’s purpose and the rule of just-identified
constructs (three scale items in the factor) (Hair et al, 2010, p698-699), all of the
aforementioned variables are kept in the structure.

Next, the factor loadings from EFA are reviewed.

(3) Factor Loadings

For factor loading as the correlation between the original
variables and factors (Hair et al., 2010, p92), in telecommunications, there are clean
factor structures for all variables loaded in the single factor. For telecommunications,
the factor loadings of retained variables in the factor structure range in the absolute

values 0.475 — 0.882. There are two factor loadings lower than 0.50, which are



Table 4.4

EFA Results for Telecommunications

Extracted |Eigen- Rotated Factor Loadings®
Communality | value F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6
F1 (Perceived Similarity between New Brand and 1.789 | 0.762
Old Brand)
Brands are identical in character 0.753 0.871
Brands are unidirectional images 0.766 0.846
Brands are not different 0.347 0.570
F2 (Perceived Change in Employee Attitudes and 1.195 -0.738
Behaviors)
Employees are more cheery 0.634 -0.771
Employees are more willing 0.686 -0.812
Employees have more understanding 0.637 -0.737
Employees are eager to serve more 0.632 -0.801
Employees serve more rapidly 0.522 -0.729
Employees have fewer errors 0.446 -0.578
F3 (Perceived Change in Service Systems) 0.923 -0.704
Equipment is more efficient 0.458 -0.484
Equipment is more suitable for use 0.699 -0.773
Overall equipment is better 0.763 -0.857

T.



Table 4.4

EFA Results for Telecommunications (Cont.)

Extracted | Eigen- Rotated Factor Loadings®
Communality | value | F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6
F4 (Change in Brand Partner Quality) 9.716 0.682
New brand is superior to old brand 0.524 0.503
New brand is more superior to other competing brands 0.539 0.521
than old brand
New brand gets more preference than old brand 0.580 0.589
New brand gets more trust than old brand 0.666 0.762
New brand is more reliable than old brand 0.749 0.882
New brand is more believable than old brand 0.669 0.835
F5 (Change in Relationship Strength) 0.464 0.648
More frequent use of current service 0.767 0.752
More money to spend on other types of service 0.729 0.716
More money to spend on upgrade services 0.598 0.475
F6 (Future Share of Wallet) 1.378 -0.704
Buy the service from this brand more than others 0.691 -0.521
Buy additional services from this brand before others 0.868 -0.881
Buy upgrade services from this brand more than others 0.743 -0.710

Note. 2 Average factor loading is on the top of associated column. Only absolute values of loading > 0.30 are shown. The total variance explained is 64.435%.
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO): Measure of sampling adequacy for all variables is 0.930, and for each individual variable is a range of 0.742 to 0.966.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: x* = 7739.683, df = 276, p-value < 0.01

¢l
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“Equipment is more efficient” (-0.484) and “More money to spend on upgrade
services” (0.475).

According to Hair et al. (2010), the level of factor loading is
normally considered significant at the absolute value of 0.50 or greater, and the
absolute value range of 0.30 — 0.40 is considered the minimal level for interpretation.
However based on sample sizes of 350 or greater, the factor loading of 0.30 is
considered significant (p117). Therefore, the factor loadings of the constructs’
structure for telecommunications are statistically significant.

In addition to the factor loadings for each variable, the
average factor loading for each factor also was examined. The results show that the
average factor loadings in the six-factor structure of telecommunications are also
significant, ranging in the absolute values of 0.648 — 0.762. The minimum average
factor loading for telecommunications is factor F5 (CRS) with the absolute value of
0.648; and for finance, also factor F5 (Change in Relationship Strength, CRS) with
the absolute value of 0.655. Two-thirds of factors have average factor loadings greater
than the absolute value of 0.70, indicating high loading.

After investigating the factor loadings, the eigenvalue and
total variance explained are examined in the next part.

(4) Eigenvalue and Total VVariance Explained

Some factors have an eigenvalue less than 1, which is
acceptable (Hair et al., 2010, p111). This is because in the study the number of
factors is predetermined by the research framework, not from the latent criterion of
eigenvalue greater than 1. Factors having an eigenvalue less than 1 are factors F3
(Perceived Change in Service Systems, CIS) and F5 (Change in Relationship
Strength, CRS).

For the variance explained by the factors, the cumulative
variances explained by all six factors is 64.435%, more than the satisfactory criterion
of 60% for total variance explained (Hair et al., 2010, p109).

Next, the EFA results for finance are examined.

4.2.1.2 Finance
The EFA results, including the purified measured items of

each construct with the communalities, eigenvalues, rotated factor loadings, average
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factor loadings, total variance explained, as well as KMO and Bartlett’s test values for
finance, are shown in Table 4.5.
(1) KMO and Bartlett's Tests

The KMO values obtained for all purified observed variables
for finance are also marvelous, over 0.90, whereas those for all individual variables
have mixed results, ranging from 0.727 — 0.959. The results of KMO values ensure
that the sample size for the data set of observed variables is adequate for factor
analysis. There is also a significant p-value from Bartlett’s test, which means the data
set of finance is suitable to use factor analysis.

After the outputs of KMO and Bartlett’s tests were examined,
the communalities are reviewed and described.

(2) Communalities

For finance, the communality’s values range from
0.415 — 0.880. One measured item having communality below the cut-off value of
0.50 is “Brands are not different”; however it is kept in the structure due to the study’s
purpose and the rule of just-identified constructs (three scale items in the factor) (Hair
etal, 2010, p698-699.)

Next, the output of factor loadings is investigated below.

(3) Factor Loadings

For finance, the factor loadings of variables in the factor
structure are in the range of absolute values 0.463 — 0.940. Most of them are greater
than the absolute value of 0.50, except the factor loading of “More money to spend on
upgrade services” (0.463). According to Hair et al. (2010), the factor loadings of
constructs’ structure for finance are also statistically significant.

The results of the average factor loading for all factors show
that the average factor loadings in the six-factor structure of finance also are
statistically significant ranging in the absolute values of 0.655 — 0.796. Same as for
telecommunications, the minimum average factor loading is factor F5 (CRS), and
two-thirds of factors have their average factor loadings greater than the absolute value
of 0.70.

After investigating factor loadings, the eigenvalue and total

variance explained are examined next.



Table 4.5
EFA Results for Finance

Extracted | Eigen- Rotated Factor Loadings®
Communality | value | F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6
F1 (Perceived Similarity between New Brand and 1.870 | 0.796
Old Brand)
Brands are identical in character 0.736 0.862
Brands are unidirectional images 0.863 0.930
Brands are not different 0.415 0.596
F2 (Perceived Change in Employee Attitudes and 1.696 0.788
Behaviors)
Employees are more cheery 0.675 0.809
Employees are more willing 0.707 0.813
Employees have more understanding 0.656 0.767
Employees are eager to serve more 0.644 0.763
Employees serve more rapidly 0.661 0.817
Employees have fewer errors 0.646 0.758
F3 (Perceived Change in Service Systems) 0.873 0.682
Equipment is more efficient 0.528 0.535
Equipment is more suitable for use 0.659 0.571
Overall equipment is better 0.843 0.940

7



Table 4.5
EFA Results for Finance (Cont.)

Extracted | Eigen- Rotated Factor Loadings®
Communality | value | F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6
F4 (Change in Brand Partner Quality) 9.960 0.740
New brand is superior to old brand 0.589 0.628
New brand is more superior to other competing brands 0.560 0.520
than old brand
New brand gets more preference than old brand 0.665 0.721
New brand gets more trust than old brand 0.785 0.871
New brand is more reliable than old brand 0.739 0.886
New brand is more believable than old brand 0.708 0.812
F5 (Change in Relationship Strength) 1.270 -0.655
More frequent use of current service 0.880 -0.924
More money to spend on other types of service 0.576 -0.579
More money to spend on upgrade services 0.598 -0.463
F6 (Future Share of Wallet) 0.632 0.750
Buy the service from this brand more than others 0.622 0.601
Buy additional services from this brand before others 0.772 0.808
Buy upgrade services from this brand more than others 0.772 0.841

Note. 2 Average factor loading is on the top of associated column. Only absolute values of loading > 0.30 are shown. The total variance explained is 67.923%.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO): Measure of sampling adequacy for all variables is 0.928, and each individual variable has a range of 0.727 to 0.959.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: x* = 8351.332, df = 276, p-value < 0.01

9/,
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(4) Eigenvalue and Total Variance Explained

For finance, the factors having an eigenvalue less than 1,
which is acceptable (Hair et al., 2010, p111), are factors F3 (Perceived Change in
Service Systems, CIS) and F6 (Future Share of Wallet, FSW). In addition, the
cumulative variance explained by all six factors is 67.923%. This is a satisfactory
solution, as more than the criterion of 60% of total variance is explained (Hair et al.,
2010, p109).

Next, the retained measured items after purification by
exploratory factor analysis are described and summarized.

4.2.2 Measured Items after Purification

The results of the iterative process of EFA show the same set of 24
retained observed variables for both industries, of which 16 measured items have
been eliminated. The measured items before and after purification in terms of
numbers and details of measures are provided in Table 4.6.

From Table 4.6, the study proposes 40 measured items for nine
dimensions of six constructs. Four dimensions of three constructs have zero
eliminated proposed items. Two dimensions of two constructs have one proposed
item eliminated out of four, whereas two dimensions of two other constructs have
eliminated half of the proposed items (i.e., three out of six items eliminated). In
addition, the one remaining dimension has eliminated all of the proposed items.
Therefore, there are 24 observed variables kept as the proposed constructs in the
model. Table 4.7 provides the final set of measured items as observed variables for
the proposed model.

In summary, the exploratory factor analysis was used to assess and
validate the measurements, of which 24 observed variables are retained in the six-
factor purified structure for both industries. The construct reliability and validity as

well as the overall model fit of the measurement model are examined in the next part.



Table 4.6

Number of Measured ltems before and after Purification

78

Proposed | Purified
Constructs Dimensions ltems [tems

Perceived Similarity
between New Brand and | Brand Similarity 6 3
Old Brand (PBS)
Perceived Change in Change in Employee Attitudes 3 3
Employee Attitudes and
Behaviors (CIE) Change in Employee Behaviors 3 3

Change in System Process
Perceived Change in (Convenience & Confidence) % )
Service Systems (CIS) Change in System Equipment

(Modern & Safety) : 3
Change in Brand Partner | Brand Preference Change 4 3
Quality (CBPQ) Brand Trust Enhancement 3 3
Change in Relationship | Change in Recency, Frequency,
Strength (CRS) Monetary 3 3
Future Share of Wallet

Future Share of Wallet 3 3
(FSW)

Total 40 24




Table 4.7
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The Final Set of Measured ltems

Dimensions

of Construct

Measured Items

Perceived Sim

ilarity between New Brand and Old Brand

Brand
Similarity

The new brand of the company is identical in character with the old

brand of the company.

The new brand of the company is unidirectional image with the old

brand of the company.

The new brand and the old brand of the company are not different

to meet the usage demand.

Perceived Change in Employee Attitudes and Behaviors

Employee Employees of the company are more cheery.

Attitudes Employees of the company are willing to serve you more.
Employees of the company understand your needs better.

Employee Employees at the company are eager to serve you more.

Behaviors Employees of the company serve more rapidly.

Employees of the company have fewer errors in service.

Perceived Change in Service Systems

Change in
System
Equipment
(Modernity
& Safety)

(Telephone signal network / ATM / ADM) of the company is more

efficient.

Equipment of the (telecommunications / finance) systems of the

company is more suitable for use.

Overall, equipment of the (telecommunications / finance) systems

of the company is better.

Change in Brand Partner Quality

Brand
Preference

Change

The new brand of the company is superior to the old brand of the

company.

Comparing between the new brand and the old brand of the
company, you think new brand of the company is more superior to

other competing brands than old brand of the company.

You prefer new brand of the company more than old brand of the

company.




Table 4.7

The Final Set of Measured Items (Cont.)
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Dimensions

of Construct

Measured Items

Change in Brand Partner Quality (Cont.)

Brand Trust

For the company, you trust the new brand more than the old brand.

Enhancement

For the company, you rely on the new brand more than the old
brand.

For the company, you think the new brand is more believable than
the old brand.

Change in Relationship Strength

Change in You expect to buy / use current service more often from the
Frequency company in the future.

Change in You think that you will purchase / use more other types of services
Monetary from the company in the future.

You think that you will upgrade service to be a better one from the

company in the future.

Future Share of Wallet

Future Share
of Wallet

If you use many service brands, you are to spend with this service

brand of the company more than other service brands.

If you would buy an additional service in the future, you would
consider buying that service from the company before other

companies.

If you would buy an upgrade service, you would choose to
purchase that service from the company more than other

companies.

4.3 Measurement Model

The measurement model was analyzed using confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) and the software package AMOS version 21. The baseline of AMOS graphics
of the CFA measurement model for both industries is portrayed in Figure 4.1.
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The Measurement Model
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CFA was conducted to examine the specifications of the measurement
model as shown in Figure 4.1 with the data set of both industries. There are six
factors with 24 purified items in the measurement model.

For the analysis, first CFA is computed using the maximum likelihood
(ML) method to generate the outputs, which provides parameter estimates,
modification indices and a model fit summary. The overall measurement model fits
of both industries are evaluated based on several fit statistics in order to reflect
different aspects of model fit as required for the assessment (Hooper et al., 2008).
Then, if the model does not fit well with the data set, the model can be re-specified to
improve the overall fit. This can be accomplished by using modification indices to
reasonably correlate the observed variables within the same construct (Perry et al.,
2015) or constraining the covariance between factors (i.e., freely estimating the
correlations between constructs) (Sung & Kim, 2010). Re-modification is an iterative
process.

To assess the model fit, this study uses three main groups of fit statistics
as a set of criteria: (1) a group of Chi-square related statistics constituting the Chi-
square (x?) and its associative degree of freedom (df), and relative chi-square (y2/df);
(2) a group of seven fit indices including the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the
Incremental Fit Index (IFI), the Tucker-Lewis Index or Non-Normed Fit Index (TLI
or NNFI), the Normed Fit Index (NFI), the Relative Fit Index (RFI), the Goodness of
Fit Index (GFI), and the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI); and (3) a group of
residual related statistics, including root mean square residual (RMR) and root mean
squared error of approximation (RMSEA).

In the next part, the overall fit of the measurement model as well as the

construct reliability and construct validity are examined and described.

4.3.1 Overall Fit
Table 4.8 shows the fit statistics of the measurement model before

and after model re-specification.
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Eit Telecommunications Finance
Statistics Baseline Re-specified Baseline Re-specified
Model Model Model Model
y° 739.228 648.173 693.817 659.335
df 237 230 237 230
p-value <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
v ldf? 3.119 2.818 2.927 2.867
CFI® 0.934 0.945 0.944 0.948
IFIP 0.934 0.945 0.945 0.948
TLI® 0.923 0.934 0.935 0.937
NFI ¢ 0.906 0.918 0.918 0.922
RFI° 0.891 0.901 0.905 0.907
GFI® 0.880 0.896 0.895 0.901
AGFI ¢ 0.848 0.865 0.867 0.871
RMR ¢ 0.033 0.114 0.028 0.094
RMSEA® 0.065 0.060 0.062 0.061

Note. ? Desirable levels are 2:1 and 3:1, Acceptable level is below 5:1 (Hooper et al., 2008)
® Acceptable level is above 0.92 (Hair et al., 2010; Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996)
¢ Acceptable level is 0.90 or over (Hooper et al., 2008; Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996)

¢ Acceptable level is small value (Hooper et al., 2008)

¢ Acceptable level is less than 0.07, with CFI of 0.92 or higher (based on sample size and

number of observed variables) (Hair et al., 2010)

4.3.1.1 Telecommunications

The baseline measurement model, which has uncorrelated

observed variables, was assessed on overall model fit based on the dataset of observed

variables for telecommunications.

The first evaluation of overall model fit and

parameter estimates was made and the results show that the chi-square is significant

as expected. The chi-square statistics are quite sensitive to sample size (Ye et al.,

2007; Lages et al., 2005), so for the large sample size of 500, a significant chi-square

is expected. The relative chi-squares are close to the desirable level of 3:1. The

group of fit indices also indicates model fit. CFI, IFI, and TLI are greater than 0.92

whereas NFI and RFI are greater than 0.90, except RFI which is very close to 0.90.
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GFI  and AGFI are greater than 0.84, with a range of
0.848 — 0.880. GFI and AGFI are quite sensitive (Hooper et al., 2008) and it may be
difficult to achieve the defined acceptable level. The last group of fit statistics
relating to the residual is also good, within the acceptable levels.
Nevertheless, the correlation between the two constructs of
change in relationship strength (CRS) and future share of wallet (FSW) is quite high
(0.829) which may affect the discriminant validity (Hooper et al., 2008). The
discriminant validity was reviewed and the correlation between these two constructs
violates the discriminant validity. Therefore, constraining the covariance between the
two constructs of CRS and FSW was made to 0.1 as the initial fixed value to limit the
correlations between these two constructs.
The modification indices were also investigated to determine
which observed variables can be correlated reasonably within the same construct to
achieve a better model fit. The following eight pairs of observed variable error terms,
which are correlated include:
“Employees are more cheery” and “Employees are more willing”,

- “Employees are eager to serve more” and “Employees serve more rapidly”,

- “Employees are eager to serve more” and “Employees have fewer errors”,

- “Employees serve more rapidly” and “Employees have fewer errors”,

- “New brand is superior to old brand” and “New brand is more superior to other
competing brands than old brand”,

- “New brand gets more trust than old brand” and “New brand is more reliable than
old brand”,

- “New brand gets more trust than old brand” and “New brand is more believable
than old brand”, and

- “New brand is more reliable than old brand” and “New brand is more believable
than old brand”

In summary, the re-specification of the measurement model
was performed to improve the overall model fit by using the modification indices and
to eliminate the problem of discriminant validity by constraining the covariance
between CRS and FSW. The fit statistics output of re-specified models is also

presented in Table 4.8.
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Compared to the baseline measurement model, the re-
specified measurement model has the better fit. The results of the re-specified model
show that the chi-square is still significant. The relative chi-square is less than 3:1, at
the desirable level. For the group of fit indices, the results indicate a better model fit.
The last group of fit statistics relating to the residual improved a bit on RMSEA but
RMR dropped. Nevertheless, they are still within the acceptable levels.

4.3.1.2 Finance

The baseline measurement model was assessed on overall
model fit based on the finance data set. The first evaluation of overall model fit and
parameter estimates show that the chi-square is significant as expected. The relative
chi-squares are at a desirable level of 3:1. The model fit also is indicated by the group
of fit indices. CFI, IFI, and TLI are greater than 0.92 whereas NFI and RFI are greater
than 0.90. GFI and AGFI are close to 0.90, with a range of 0.867 — 0.895. The fit
statistics of residual group are good, within acceptable levels.

In addition, the correlations between the two constructs were
reviewed and the highest one is between the constructs of Change in Relationship
Strength (CRS) and Future Share of Wallet (FSW) at 0.758; however this did not
violate discriminant validity. Nevertheless, for consistency, the covariance between
the two constructs of CRS and FSW is constrained to 0.1 as the initial fixed value to
limit the correlations between the two constructs.

The modification indices were also investigated to determine
which observed variables can be correlated reasonably within the same construct to
achieve a better model fit. The correlation of error terms of observed variables within
factors was made, comprising eight correlations between error terms of the same pairs
of variables as telecommunications.

In summary, the re-specification of the measurement model
was performed by constraining the covariance between CRS and FSW and using the
modification indices to improve the overall model fit. The fit statistics output of
re-specified models is presented in Table 4.8.

Comparing the overall fit of the baseline measurement model,
the re-specified measurement model has the better fit. The results of the re-specified
model show that the chi-square is still significant for finance. The relative chi-square
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is less than 3:1, at the desirable level. For finance, the same as telecommunications,
the results of the group of fit indices indicate that the model is a better fit after re-
specification.

The assessment of model fit for the measurement model show
good fits of the datasets for both industries. The assessment of reliability using
Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability, as well as validity including convergent
and discriminant validity, are next to be investigated.

4.3.2 Reliability and Validity
The reliability and validity of the re-specified measurement model
was evaluated and results are described for each industry.
4.3.2.1 Telecommunications

The reliability of the telecommunications measurement

model is satisfactory, as explained below.
(1) Reliability

Cronbach’s alpha (a) and composite reliability (CR) is used
for examining the reliability of constructs in the model. According to Remler and
Van Ryzin (2011, p122-123), Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of the internal reliability
of a multi-item scale, an average of all possible split-half correlations. Composite
reliability is the reliability based on each item’s standardized loadings and
measurement error (Shook et al., 2004). Cronbach’s alpha may incorrectly determine
if scale items contribute unequally to reliability; if so, the composite reliability is said
to be the better choice (Shook et al., 2004). Cronbach’s alpha and composite
reliabilities of all observed variables as scale items in each proposed construct was
evaluated and is presented in Table 4.9.

For telecommunications, Cronbach’s alpha for each of the
six factors range from 0.801 to 0.899, which is over 0.700 indicating internal
consistency of the factor structure. The composite reliabilities obtained for all six
factors (range 0.807 — 0.860) are greater than the acceptable level of 0.70 (Shook et
al., 2004), indicating desirable reliabilities.

Next the wvalidity of measurement model for

telecommunications is assessed.
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Table 4.9
Reliability

Telecommunications Finance

Constructs
o’ CR" o’ CR

b

Perceived Similarity between New
Brand and Old Brand (PBS)

Perceived Change in Employee
Attitudes and Behaviors (CIE)

Perceived Change in Service
Systems (CIS)

Change in Brand Partner Quality

0.801 0.811 0.836 0.846

0.892 0.860 0.920 0.902

0.825 0.814 0.837 0.814

0.899 0.857 0.920 0.897

(CBPQ)

Change in Relationship Strength 0.861 0.807 0.843 0.795
(CRS)

Future Share of Wallet (FSW) 0.897 0.848 0.879 0.836

Note. ® Acceptable level is 0.70 or higher (Remler & Van Ryzin, 2011; Hair et al., 2010).
® Acceptable level is 0.70 or higher (Shook et al., 2004).

(2) Validity

Validity is determined by assessing the convergent and
discriminant validities (Peter, 1981). The convergent validity is revealed by the
significant correlations between the items in the same construct. The discriminant
validity determined by insignificant inter-correlations between constructs and the
share variance between two constructs is less than the average variance explained in
the items of the construct (Lages et al., 2005).

To examine the convergent validity, the properties of the
measurement model including factor loadings and average variance extracted (AVE)
computed using SPSS and AMOS statistical software, are provided in Table 4.10.

1. Convergent Validity

For convergent validity, standardized factor loading and
average variance extracted (AVE) were used (Lages et al., 2005; Shook et al., 2004;
Churchill 1979).

The results show that all factor loadings of the 24 observed

variables for telecommunications have a range of 0.542 — 0.896, greater than the
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Telecommunications Finance
Measures AVE °/Factor AVE °/Factor
Loading” Loading "
PBS 0.598 0.653
Brands are identical in character 0.835 0.846
Brands are unidirectional images 0.896 0.933
Brands are not different 0.542 0.610
CIE 0.508 0.605
Employees are more cheery 0.729 0.782
Employees are more willing 0.776 0.799
Employees have more understanding 0.793 0.817
Employees are eager to serve more 0.725 0.760
Employees serve more rapidly 0.626 0.748
Employees have fewer errors 0.605 0.760
CIS 0.596 0.593
Equipment is more efficient 0.653 0.711
Equipment is more suitable for use 0.819 0.824
Overall equipment is better 0.832 0.772
CBPQ 0.500 0.593
New brand is superior to old brand 0.702 0.770
New brand is more superior to other
competing brands than old brand el 0.726
lt:lrz\;]vdbrand gets more preference than old 0.782 0.821
New brand gets more trust than old brand 0.710 0.790
New brand is more reliable than old brand 0.691 0.742
New brand is more believable than old 0.634 0.767
brand
CRS 0.584 0.565
More frequent use of current service 0.745 0.746
Mor_e money to spend on other types of 0.839 0.766
service
More money to spend on upgrade services 0.702 0.742
FSW 0.652 0.632
Buy the service from this brand more than 0.691 0.661
others
Buy additional services from this brand 0.879 0.874
before others
Buy upgrade services from this brand more 0.840 0.834

than others

Note. ® Acceptable level is 0.50 or higher (Hair et al., 2010; Shook et al., 2004; Homburg & Pflesser,

2000). AVE is bold.

> Acceptable level is 0.50 or higher, Ideal level is 0.70 or higher (Hair et al., 2010, p695)
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significant absolute value of 0.50. The results of average variance extracted obtained
range from 0.500 — 0.652, which are at or over the recommended level of 0.50 (Shook
et al., 2004; Homburg & Pflesser, 2000), indicating acceptable convergent validity.

2. Discriminant Validity

Table 4.11 provides correlations, average variance extracted
(AVE), maximum and average shared variances as well as the square root of AVE for

discriminant validity assessment.

Table 4.11
Correlations, AVE and the Related Share Variances of the Constructs for

Telecommunications

AVE | MSV | ASV | PBS | CIE | CIS |CBPQ | CRS | FSW
PBS 0.598 | 0.112 | 0.052 | 0.773
CIE 0.508 | 0.346 | 0.223 | 0.335| 0.713
CIS 0.596 | 0.382 | 0.199 | 0.168 | 0.522 | 0.772
CBPQ | 0.500 | 0.382 | 0.263 | 0.211 | 0.588 | 0.618 | 0.707
CRS 0.584 | 0.214 | 0.145 | 0.218 | 0.463 | 0.315 | 0.456 | 0.764

FSW 0.652 | 0.335| 0.181 | 0.167 | 0.412 | 0.463 | 0.579 | 0.396 | 0.807
Note. MSV = Maximum Shared Variance

ASV = Average Shared Variance; Square root of AVE is bold on the diagonal

Two required conditions of discriminant validity are as follows:

(1) MSV is less than AVE for each individual construct (Hair et al., 2010; Lages et al., 2005;
Shook et al., 2004), and

(2) The square root of AVE of all the constructs is greater than the correlation between any pair
of constructs (Wong et al., 2011; Hair et al., 2010).

The discriminant validity is indicated for the constructs of
telecommunications. As presented in Table 4.11, two required conditions—the
shared variance between two constructs are less than the average variances extracted
for each individual construct, and the square root of AVE of all the constructs are
greater than the correlation between any pair of constructs—are verified.

Following is a discussion on the reliability and validity
assessment for finance.
4.3.2.2 Finance

The reliability of the finance measurement model is shown
in Table 4.9.

(1) Reliability

For finance, Cronbach’s alpha for each of the six factors
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range 0.836 — 0.920, indicating high reliability for internal consistency of the factor
structures. The composite reliabilities for all factors also show desirable reliabilities
with a range of 0.795 — 0.902, greater than the acceptable level.
(2) Validity
The convergent and discriminant validities for finance are
reviewed.

1. Convergent Validity

For convergent validity, the factor loadings of finance shown
in Table 4.10 were investigated and the results show that the range of the factor
loadings is 0.610 — 0.933, greater than the significant absolute value of 0.50. The
results of average variance extracted (range 0.565 — 0.653) also are greater than the
recommended level of 0.50 (Shook et al., 2004; Homburg & Pflesser, 2000). The
aforementioned results indicate the desired level of convergent validity.

2. Discriminant Validity

From the results in Table 4.12, two required conditions of the
discriminant validity for finance have been achieved as well.
Table 4.12
Correlations, AVE and the Related Share Variances of the Constructs for

Finance

AVE | MSV | ASV | PBS | CIE | CIS |CBPQ | CRS | FSW
PBS 0.653 | 0.045 | 0.036 | 0.808
CIE 0.605 | 0.332 | 0.205| 0.213 | 0.778
CIS 0.593 | 0.500 | 0.261 | 0.173 | 0.574 | 0.770
CBPQ | 0.593 | 0.500 | 0.270 | 0.142 | 0.576 | 0.707 | 0.770
CRS 0.565 | 0.236 | 0.163 | 0.206 | 0.434 | 0.454 | 0.486 | 0.751
FSW 0.632 | 0.261 | 0.162 | 0.204 | 0.359 | 0.488 | 0.511 | 0.377 | 0.795

Note. MSV=Maximum Shared Variance
ASV=Average Shared Variance; Square root of AVE is bold on the diagonal
Two required conditions of discriminant validity are as follows.
(1) MSV is less than AVE for each individual construct (Hair et al., 2010; Lages et al., 2005;
Shook et al., 2004), and
(2) The square root of AVE of all the constructs is greater than the correlation between any pair
of constructs (Wong et al., 2011; Hair et al., 2010).

The measurement model was assessed in terms of overall
model fit as well as construct reliability and validity. Satisfactory results are found.
Next, the analysis of the structural model will be conducted.
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4.4 Structural Model

Assessment of the structural model was made using Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM). Figure 4.2 shows the hypothesized structural model of six latent
constructs, simplified by excluding the measures and their error terms.

The SEM structural model is based on the re-specified measurement
model using the AMOS version 21 software package. It was assessed using the
maximum likelihood (ML) method to generate the output, from which parameter
estimates and the model fit summary are obtained. In this section, the overall model

fit of the structural model and hypotheses testing are investigated.

4.4.1 Overall Fit
The overall fit of the structural model developed based on the re-

specified measurement model for both service industries are shown in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13
Fit Statistics of Structural Model
Fit Statistics Telecommunications Finance
v 594.629 672.031
df 236 236
p-value <0.01 <0.01
v2ldf? 2.520 2.848
CFI® 0.953 0.947
IF1° 0.953 0.947
TLIP 0.945 0.938
NFI1°¢ 0.925 0.921
RFI° 0.912 0.908
GFI® 0.911 0.900
AGFI® 0.886 0.873
RMR 0.038 0.043
RMSEA ¢ 0.055 0.061

Note. ? Desirable levels are 2:1 and 3:1, acceptable level is below 5:1 (Hooper et al., 2008)
® Acceptable level is above 0.92 (Hair et al., 2010; Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996)
¢ Acceptable level is 0.90 or over (Hooper et al., 2008; Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996)
¢ Acceptable level is small value (Hooper et al., 2008)
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¢ Acceptable level is less than 0.07, with CFI of 0.92 or higher (based on sample size and
number of observed variables) (Hair et al., 2010)

For the model fit and estimates of the structural model based on the baseline and re-specified
measurement models for both service industries, results are shown in Appendices K and L.

4.4.1.1 Telecommunications

The results of the structural model show that the chi-square is
significant for telecommunications as expected due to the large sample size. The
relative chi-square is less than 3:1, achieving a desirable level. For the group of fit
indices, the results indicate a good model fit. Most of the indices achieve satisfactory
levels (CFI, IFI, and TLI range 0.945 — 0.953, greater than acceptable level of 0.920;
NFI, RFI, and GFI range 0.911 — 0.925, greater than acceptable level of 0.900),
except AGFI (0.886), still very close to the acceptable level. The last group of fit
statistics relating to the residual also is good.

4.4.1.2 Finance

For finance, the chi-square is significant as expected. The
relative chi-square is at a desirable level, less than 3:1. The results from the group of
fit indices indicate a good model fit. Most of the indices achieve satisfactory levels
(CFI, IFI, and TLI range 0.938 — 0.947, greater than 0.920; NFI, RFI, and GFI range
0.900 — 0.921, equal to or greater than 0.900), except AGFI (0.873). The group of
residual fit statistics is also good, less than 0.07.

All of the aforementioned results indicate good fits of the
structural model with the data sets for both industries. Next, hypothesis testing is
examined.

4.4.2 Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis testing was conducted for both industries by separating
the testing into two consecutive parts—the effects from antecedents on change in
brand partner quality, and the effects from change in brand partner quality on
consequences—as displayed in Figure 4.3.

Hypothesis testing uses path analysis to examine hypotheses H1 to
H5, and multi-group analysis to test hypotheses H6 and H7. First, both industries are
separately analyzed for hypotheses H1 to H5 and then together for hypotheses H6 to
H7.
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4.4.2.1 Path Analysis

The effects of antecedents on change in brand partner quality,
and the effects of change in brand partner quality on consequences in each industry
were investigated.

(1) Telecommunications

The effects of antecedents on change in brand partner quality,
and the effects of change in brand partner quality on consequences are assessed by
using parameter estimates obtained from structural equation modeling, as the path
analysis. The results of effects between constructs for telecommunications are shown

in Figure 4.4.

Figure 4.4

Result of Effects between Constructs for Telecommunications
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1. Effects of Antecedents on CBPQ
This study proposes that three core elements of corporate

rebranding—perceived similarity between new brand and old brand, perceived change
in employee attitudes and behaviors, and perceived change in service systems—have
effects on change in brand partner quality. These three hypotheses, H1 to H3, can be
examined by using the relationships between three core elements of corporate
rebranding to change in brand partner quality.

As shown in Figure 4.4 for telecommunications, the

standardized path coefficients in the hypothesized structural model indicate that there
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is a statistically insignificant effect from the perceived similarity between new brand
and old brand to change in brand partner quality (y = 0.045, n.s.). Therefore H1, the
perceived similarity between new brand and old brand has an impact on change in
brand partner quality, is not supported.

For other relationships, there are statistically significant
positive effects from perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors to change
in brand partner quality (y = 0.444, p < 0.01), and from perceived change in the
service systems to change in brand partner quality (y = 0.423, p < 0.01). Hence H2—
perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors has an impact on change in
brand partner quality: the greater the positive level of perceived change in employee
attitudes and behaviors, the higher the expected positive effect of the change in brand
partner quality; and H3—perceived change in service systems has an impact on
change in brand partner quality: the greater the positive level of the perceived change
in service systems, the higher the expected positive effect of change in brand partner
quality—are supported.

In summary, hypothesis H1 is not supported whereas
hypotheses H2 and H3 are supported for telecommunications.

2. Effects of CBPQ on Consequences

Two hypotheses, H4 and H5, propose that change in brand
partner quality affects change in relationship strength and future share of wallet.

As the results show in Figure 4.4 for telecommunications,
there is a statistically significant positive effect from change in brand partner quality
to change in relationship strength (3 = 0.770, p < 0.01). Therefore H4, which
proposes that the greater the positive level of change in brand partner quality, the
higher the expected positive effect of change in relationship strength, is supported.

H5, which proposes that the greater the positive level of
change in brand partner quality, the higher the expected positive effect of future share
of wallet, is supported as well. This is because as the results in Figure 4.4 indicate,
there is a statistically significant positive effect from change in brand relationship
quality to future share of wallet (f = 0.803, p < 0.01). In conclusion, H4 and H5 are

supported for telecommunications.
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Next, the path analysis for finance is examined.
(2) Finance
The results of effects between constructs for finance are

shown in Figure 4.5.

Figure 4.5
Results of Effects between Constructs for Finance
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1. Effects of Antecedents on CBPQ
The hypothesis testing results of finance are similar with

those in telecommunications. Two out of three hypotheses, which propose that three
core elements of corporate rebranding—perceived similarity between new brand and
old brand, perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors, and perceived
change in service systems—have an effect on change in brand partner quality, are

supported.
As shown in Figure 4.5, there is a statistically insignificant

effect from perceived similarity between new brand and old brand to change in brand
relationship quality (y = 0.030, n.s.), therefore H1, perceived similarity between the
new brand and old brand has an impact on change in brand partner quality, is not

supported.
For other relationships, there are statistically significant

positive effects from perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors on change
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in brand partner quality (y = 0.268, p < 0.01) and from perceived change in service
systems on change in brand partner quality (y = 0.607, p < 0.01). Hence H2 and H3—
perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors has an impact on change in
brand partner quality: the greater the positive level of perceived change in employee
attitudes and behaviors, the higher the expected positive effect of the change in brand
relationship quality; and perceived change in service systems has an impact on change
in brand partner quality: the greater the positive level of the perceived change in the
service systems, the higher the expected positive effect of change in brand partner
quality—are supported.

In summary, for finance, same as in telecommunications,
hypothesis H1 is not supported, whereas hypotheses H2 and H3 are supported.

Next, the effects of change in brand partner quality are
examined for hypothesis testing of H4 and H5.

2. Effects of CBPQ on Consequences

For finance, in addition to H2 and H3, H4 and H5 also are
well supported. The results shown in Figure 4.5 indicate a statistically significant
positive effect from change in brand partner quality to change in relationship strength
(B = 0.695, p < 0.01); and a statistically significant positive effect from change in
brand partner quality to future share of wallet (f = 0.701, p < 0.01). Hence, H4 and
H5—which propose that the greater the positive level of change in brand partner
quality, the higher the expected positive effect of change in relationship strength; and
the greater the positive level of change in brand partner quality, the higher the
expected positive effect of future share of wallet—are supported.

The summary results of effects between constructs and
hypothesis testing for H1 to H5 for both industries are provided in Figure 4.6 and
Table 4.14.

Figure 4.6 provides the standardized path coefficients in the
hypothesized structural model for both industries, except the moderating effects of the

service category which will be described more in the upcoming multi-group analysis.
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Figure 4.6
Summary Results of Effects between Constructs

Perceived Similarity
between New Brand
and Old Brand

\_0.045 (n.s.) 0.770**
0.030 (n.s.) 0.695%*

Change in
Relationship Strength

Perceived Change in
Employee Attitudes
and Behaviors

Change in
Brand Partner Quality

0.803**
0.701**

0.423** Future Share of Wallet

0.607**

Perceived Change in
Service Systems

** Significant at 0.01 level
n.s. = not significant
Path coefficients above the line, for telecommunications

Path coefficients below the line, for finance

Table 4.14
Test Results for Hypotheses H1 to H5

Hypothesis Path Telecom. Finance

Perceived Similarity

H1 between New Brand -
and Old Brand

Perceived Change in

Change in Brand Not Not
Partner Quality Supported | Supported

Change in Brand

H2 Employee Attitudes  — 570 2 g, | Supported | Supported
and Behaviors
Perceived Change in Change in Brand

H3 Service Systems —  Partner Quality Supported | Supported

. Change in
H4 g:ratggre (g]uaBIE?nd — Relationship Supported | Supported
y Strength

Change in Brand Future Share of

H5 Partner Quality > Wallet Supported | Supported

Note. ** Significant at 0.01 level

n.s. = not significant

For the overall conclusion, the results as displayed in Table
4.14 show that for both industries hypothesis H1 is not supported whereas hypotheses

H2 to H5 are supported. There are statistically significant standardized positive
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effects from perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors, and perceived

change in service systems to change in brand partner quality; and there are

statistically significant standardized positive effects from change in brand partner
quality to change in relationship strength and future share of wallet. The effects are at
the 0.01 level.

In the next part, hypotheses H6 and H7 are examined using
the multi-group analysis approach.

4.4.2.2 Multi-Group Analysis

To analyze the moderating effects of service category, multi-
group analysis is used to test H6 and H7. For this test, a model of the two datasets
combined is investigated. The following part describes the process of the multi-group
analysis approach.

(1) Process

For moderation assessment, a multi-group analysis of the
structural model is used to compare group models (Hair et al., 2010).

The process of multi-group analysis has ten steps:

1. Initially, the two datasets are combined. Then the samples are split into
subsamples by moderator, which in this case is service category. So the two
subsamples generated are the systems-oriented group (telecommunications) and
the people-oriented group (finance).

2. Then an unconstrained group model, which means all path estimates are free, is
created.

3. Next, a full constrained group model is created by fixing all path coefficients to be
equal between the telecommunications (systems-oriented) and finance (people-
oriented) groups.

4. After the two group models are generated using a software package, a chi-square
(x?) difference test is applied to assess the significances of the differences between
the models and the group path estimates.

5. If the Xz difference test is statistically insignificant for the two nested models
(i.e., full constrained model and unconstrained model), then it is concluded that

the structural paths in both subgroups of telecommunications and finance are not
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statistically different from each other. Hence, there would be statistically no
moderating effects of service category.

If the 2 difference test is statistically significant, it is concluded that the structural
paths in both subgroups of telecommunications and finance are statistically
different from each other. Thus there would be moderating effects of service
category.

If the results of the y? difference test of the two nested models are statistically
significant, then a group model to assess the moderating effects of service
category on the focal path between the constructs is created. That is, the focal
paths are constrained by setting them equal across the two subgroups of
telecommunications and finance.

The y? difference test is applied to assess the significance of the difference
between the two models (full constrained model and focal path constrained
model); and to assess the path estimate difference significance between groups. In
this study, there are two focal paths corresponding to hypotheses H6 and H7:
perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors to change in brand partner
quality (CIE --> CBPQ); and perceived change in service systems to change in
brand partner quality (CIS --> CBPQ).

If the »2 difference test is statistically insignificant for the two models (full
constrained and focal path constrained), it can be concluded that the focal path in
both subgroups of telecommunications and finance are not statistically different
from each other. Therefore there would be statistically no moderating effects of
service category on that specific path.

If the y? difference test is statistically significant, it can be concluded that the
specific path in both subgroups of telecommunications and finance are statistically
different from each other. Therefore there would be moderating effects of service
category on the associated path.

Next, the results from multi-group analysis for the

moderating effects of service category are examined.

(2) Results
For the multi-group analysis, AMOS version 21 software was
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used. Regarding the steps of multi-group analysis, the datasets of both industries are
merged and the service-type variable is set by defining 1 as systems oriented for
telecommunications, and 2 as people oriented for finance. The subgroups of
telecommunications as systems oriented and finance as people oriented are generated.
The unconstrained model and full constrained model are computed and their path

coefficients and fit statistics obtained are compared in Table 4.15.

Table 4.15
Test Results for Moderating Effects of Service Category

Full Constrained Model vs. Unconstrained Model

Model Full Constrained Unconstrained
Path Coefficients Telecc/)m_munications Telecommunications | Finance
Finance (Systems) (People)
PBS --> CBPQ 0.043 0.045 0.030
CIE --> CBPQ OY857 "5 0.444** 0.268**
CIS --> CBPQ 0.518** 0.423** 0.607**
CBPQ --> CRS O34 0.770** 0.695**
CBPQ --> FSW O 355 0.803** 0.701**
Fit Statistics
2 1287.951 1266.660
df 477 472

v2ldf 2.700 2.684

CFI 0.949 0.950

IFI 0.949 0.950

TLI 0.941 0.941

NFI 0.921 0.923

RFI 0.909 0.910

GFI 0.904 0.905

AGFI 0.879 0.879

RMR 0.043 0.041

RMSEA 0.041 0.041

Note. ** p-value < 0.01, * p-value < 0.05

In Table 4.16 the standardized path coefficients and fit
statistics are provided. For both group models, only one path—relationship of

perceived similarity between new brand and old brand, with change in brand partner
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quality (PBS --> CBPQ)—has a statistically insignificant effect. For other paths,
there are statistically significant effects at 0.01 levels. Overall, the fit statistics are at
acceptable levels. The chi-square difference between the two group models are
summarized in Table 4.16.

Table 4.16
Chi-Square Difference for Moderating Effects of Service Category

Full Constrained Model vs. Unconstrained Model

Model ° df Ay? Adf  p-value
Full Constrained 1287.951 477 - - -
Unconstrained 1266.660 472 21.291 5 <0.01

Note. Full Constrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are set equal across groups of
telecommunications (systems oriented) and finance (people oriented)
Unconstrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are free

From the results of chi-square difference shown in Table
4.16, there is a statistically significant chi-square difference between the full
constrained model and unconstrained model (Ay? = 21.291, Adf = 5, p < 0.01). This
indicates that service category moderates the relationships between constructs in the

model.
Before further testing on hypotheses H6 and H7, the

summary results of effects between constructs for the full constrained model are

presented in Figure 4.7.

Figure 4.7
Summary Results of Effects between Constructs for Full Constrained Model

Perceived Similarity
between New Brand
and Old Brand

Change in
Relationship Strength

0.736**

Perceived Change in
Employee Attitudes
and Behaviors

Change in
Brand Partner Quality

Future Share of Wallet

Perceived Change in
Service Systems

** Significant at .01 level
n.s. = not sianificant
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As shown in Figure 4.7, the results indicate that for the
structural model of two datasets, from antecedents to change in brand partner quality,
there are statistically insignificant positive effects from perceived similarity between
new brand and old brand (y = 0.043, n.s.). However, there are statistically significant
standardized positive effects from perceived change in employee attitudes
and behaviors (y = 0.357, p < 0.01), and perceived change in service systems to
change in brand partner quality (y = 0.518, p < 0.01). For change in brand partner
quality to consequences, there are statistically significant standardized positive effects
from change in brand partner quality to change in relationship strength ( = 0.736,
p < 0.01) and from change in brand partner quality to future share of wallet (B =
0.755, p < 0.01).

Then, to test hypothesis H6, the full constrained model and
CIE --> CBPQ constrained model are compared in terms of path coefficients and fit
statistics as shown in Table 4.17.

The results of standardized path coefficients and fit statistics
shown in Table 4.17 are the same as the previous comparison. Only one path—
relationship of perceived similarity between new brand and old brand, with change in
brand partner quality (PBS --> CBPQ), has a statistically insignificant effect, while
the overall model fits are good. The chi-square difference between the two groups of
full constrained and CIE --> CBPQ constrained models are presented in Table 4.18.

The chi-square difference between the full constrained model
and CIE --> CBPQ constrained model are examined and the results show that the chi-
square difference between the two models is statistically significant at 0.01 level
(Ay? = 16.465, Adf = 4, p < 0.01). Hence, the moderating effect of service category is
indicated on the impact between perceived change in employee attitudes and
behaviors, and change in brand partner quality. Thus hypothesis H6—service category
(systems oriented or people oriented) has a moderating effect on the impact to change
in brand partner quality from perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors—
is supported.
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Test Results for Moderating Effects of Service Category
Full Constrained Model vs. CIE --> CBPQ Constrained Model
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Model Full Constrained CIE --> CBPQ Constrained
Path Coefficients Telecommunications Telecommunications | Finance
/ Finance (Systems) (People)
PBS --> CBPQ 0.043 0.066 0.022
CIE --> CBPQ 0.357** 0.372** 0.336**
CIS --> CBPQ 0.518** 0.475** 0.552**
CBPQ --> CRS BN362% 0.767** 0.697**
CBPQ --> FSW NS & 0.802** 0.702**
Fit Statistics
2 1287.951 1271.486
df 477 473
x2ldf 2.700 2.688
CFI 0.949 0.950
IFI 0.949 0.950
TLI 0.941 0.941
NFI 0.921 0.922
RFI 0.909 0.909
GFI 0.904 0.905
AGFI 0.879 0.879
RMR 0.043 0.041
RMSEA 0.041 0.041
Note. ** p-value < 0.01, * p-value < 0.05
Table 4.18
Chi-Square Difference for Moderating Effects of Service Category
Full Constrained Model vs. CIE --> CBPQ Constrained Model
Model y2 df Ay? Adf  p-value
Full Constrained 1287.951 477 - - -
CIE --> CBPQ Constrained 1271.486 473 16.465 4 <0.01

Note. Full Constrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are set equal across groups
CIE --> CBPQ Constrained Model: The path coefficients of relationship between perceived
change in employee attitudes and behaviors, and change in brand partner quality are set equal
across groups of telecommunications (systems oriented) and finance (people oriented)
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Next, to perform the testing of H7, the full constrained model
and CIS --> CBPQ constrained model are compared in terms of path coefficients and

fit statistics as shown in Table 4.19.

Table 4.19
Test Results for Moderating Effects of Service Category
Full Constrained Model vs. CIS --> CBPQ Constrained Model

Model Full Constrained CIS --> CBPQ Constrained
Path Coefficients TeIeC(;m_munications Telecommunications | Finance
Finance (Systems) (People)
PBS --> CBPQ 0.043 0.046 0.038
CIE --> CBPQ 0.357** E6 345 0.348**
CIS --> CBPQ 0.518** 0.514** 0.515**
CBPQ --> CRS 0.736** 0.770** 0.689**
CBPQ --> FSW 017558} 0.804** 0.695**
Fit Statistics
x° 1287.951 1277.738
df 477 473

v2/df 2.700 2.701

CFI 0.949 0.949

IFI 0.949 0.949

{ALl 0.941 0.941

NFI 0.921 0.922

RFI 0.909 0.909

GFI 0.904 0.904

AGFI 0.879 0.879

RMR 0.043 0.042

RMSEA 0.041 0.041

Note. ** p-value < 0.01, * p-value < 0.05

From the results of standardized path coefficients and fit
statistics shown in Table 4.19, all paths but one—perceived similarity between new
brand and old brand quality
(PBS --> CBPQ)—have statistically significant effects at 0.01 levels, while the

brand, and change in partner
overall model fits are good. The chi-square difference between the two groups of the

full constrained model and CIS --> CBPQ constrained model are shown in Table 4.20.
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Table 4.20
Chi-Square Difference for Moderating Effects of Service Category
Full Constrained Model vs. CIS --> CBPQ Constrained Model

Model v df Ay? Adf  p-value
Full Constrained 1287.951 477 - - -
CIS --> CBPQ Constrained 1277.738 473 10.213 4 <0.05

Note. Full Constrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are set equal across groups
CIS --> CBPQ Constrained Model: The path coefficients of relationship between perceived
change in service systems, and change in brand partner quality are set equal across groups of
telecommunications (systems oriented) and finance (people oriented)

As displayed in Table 4.20, the chi-square difference between
the full constrained model and the model constraining the CIS --> CBPQ path
estimate is significant at 0.05 level (Ay? = 10.213, Adf = 4, p < 0.05). This indicates
that service category significantly moderates the relationship between perceived
change in service systems and change in brand partner quality (CIS --> CBPQ). Thus
hypothesis H7—service category (systems oriented or people oriented) has a
moderating effect on the impact to change in brand partner quality from perceived
change in service systems—is supported.

Investigating the standardized path coefficients of the
unconstrained model shown in Table 4.15, as previously mentioned, all paths but
one—perceived similarity between new brand and old brand to change in brand
partner quality—have significant effects. For telecommunications (systems oriented),
the parameter estimate of the relationship between perceived change in employee
attitudes and behaviors, and change in brand partner quality (CIE --> CBPQ) (0.444)
is greater than that (0.268) for finance (people oriented). However, the relationship
between perceived change in service systems and change in brand partner quality
(CIS --> CBPQ) is less for telecommunications (systems oriented) with a standardized
estimate of 0.423, compared to a standardized estimate of 0.607 for finance (people
oriented).

The aforementioned results indicate that service category
significantly moderates the relationships between perceived change in employee
attitudes and behaviors to change in brand partner quality (CIE --> CBPQ), and the
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relationship between perceived change in service systems to change in brand partner
quality (CIS --> CBPQ).

Thus, in conclusion, in testing the moderating effects of
service category, hypotheses H6 and H7 are supported using the combined data sets of
telecommunications and finance, as systems-oriented and people-oriented service
categories, respectively.

In the next part, model robustness is reviewed to gain more

insight about the proposed conceptual model.

4.5 Model Robustness

To gain more insights on model robustness and other moderating effects,
two respondent characteristics, gender and length of relationship, are tested. The
multi-group analysis approach is used with combined datasets of both industries. In

this section, effects of gender and relationship lengths are examined.

4.5.1 Gender

The steps of multi-group analysis in section 4.4.2.2 are followed to
assess model robustness with gender. Groups of male and female are generated. The
full constrained and unconstrained group models are produced, and a chi-square
difference test is performed to assess any significant differences between them.

The results obtained from the AMOS outputs are summarized and
shown in Table 4.21.

Standardized path coefficients and fit statistics are provided in Table
4.21. Between the two group models, only one path—relationship between perceived
similarity between new brand and old brand, and change in brand partner quality
(PBS --> CBPQ)—has a statistically insignificant effect. The fit statistics of CFI, IFI
and TLI all are over their acceptable level of 0.920 (range 0.938 — 0.948). NFI, RFI
and GFI fit statistics also are over their acceptable level of 0.900 (range 0.904 —
0.921). AGFI ranges from 0.878 — 0.879, which is close to the acceptable level of
0.900. The chi-square difference between the group models is summarized in Table
4.22.
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Table 4.21
Test Results for Moderating Effects of Gender

Full Constrained Model vs. Unconstrained Model

Model Full Constrained Unconstrained
Path Coefficients Male / Female Male Female
PBS --> CBPQ 0.043 0.063 0.040
CIE --> CBPQ 0.357** 0.330** 0.374**
CIS --> CBPQ 0.518** 0.540** 0.508**
CBPQ --> CRS 0.736** 0.746** 0.726**
CBPQ --> FSW 4. 1558 0.719** 0.774**
Fit Statistics
2 1319.955 1316.739
df 477 472
x2ldf 2.767 2.790
CFI 0.947 0.947
IFI 0.948 0.948
TLI 0.939 0.938
NFI 0.920 0.921
RFI 0.908 0.907
GFI 0.904 0.904
AGFI 0.879 0.878
RMR 0.041 0.040
RMSEA 0.042 0.042

Note. ** p-value < 0.01, * p-value < 0.05

Table 4.22
Chi-Square Difference for Moderating Effects of Gender

Full Constrained Model vs. Unconstrained Model

Model v df Ay? Adf  p-value
Full Constrained 1319.955 A77 - - -
Unconstrained 1316.739 472 3.217 5 n.s.

Note. Full Constrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are set equal across groups of
male and female
Unconstrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are free
n.s. = not significant
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As shown in Table 4.22, there is a statistically insignificant
chi-square difference between the full constrained model and unconstrained model
(Ay? = 3.217, Adf = 5, n.s.), which indicates that gender does not moderate the
relationships between constructs in the model of the combined datasets.

In conclusion, from the results of multi-group analysis, gender
has insignificant moderating effects on the proposed conceptual model.

Next, the effects of length of relationship are assessed.

4.5.2 Length of Relationship

For the length of relationship, thresholds of three years and six years
are used, and two groups of short- and long-term relationships are examined. The
first group defines short-term customers to be respondents having a relationship of
three years or less; and long-term customers as having a relationship of more than
three years. The second group defines short-term customers to be respondents having
a relationship of six years or less; and long-term customers as having a relationship of
more than six years.

4.5.2.1 Threshold of Three Years

For threshold of three years, groups of short-term relationship
< 3 years and long-term relationship > 3 years are generated. A chi-square test is
applied to assess the significance of the difference between the two group models—
full constrained and unconstrained.

The results obtained from the AMOS outputs including path
coefficients and fit statistics between the two group models are summarized and
shown in Table 4.23.

For the two group models, the relationship of perceived
similarity between new brand and old brand, with change in brand partner quality
(PBS --> CBPQ), is insignificant. All of the fit statistics are at acceptable levels,
except AGFI with a range of 0.876 — 0.877, still close to the 0.900 acceptable level.
The chi-square difference between the two group models is summarized in Table
4.24.
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Table 4.23
Test Results for Moderating Effects of the Length of Relationship

(Threshold of Three Years) Full Constrained Model vs. Unconstrained Model

Model Full Constrained Unconstrained
Path Coefficients Short / Long Short Long
PBS --> CBPQ 0.043 0.084 0.041
CIE --> CBPQ 0.357** 0.232* 0.377**
CIS --> CBPQ 0.518** 0.619** 0.493**
CBPQ --> CRS 0.736** 0.766** 0.717**
CBPQ --> FSW 0 1655 & 0.777** 0.746**
Fit Statistics
2 1328.304 1325.418
df 477 472

y2/df 2.785 2.808

CFlI 0.947 0.947

IFI 0.947 0.947

TLI 0.939 0.938

NFI 0.920 0.920

RFI 0.907 0.907

GFI 0.902 0.903

AGFI 0.877 0.876

RMR 0.043 0.042

RMSEA 0.042 0.043

Note. ** p-value < 0.01, * p-value < 0.05

Table 4.24
Chi-Square Difference for Moderating Effects of the Length of Relationship
(Threshold of Three Years) Full Constrained Model vs. Unconstrained Model

Model v df Ay? Adf  p-value
Full Constrained 1328.304 A77 - - -
Unconstrained 1325.418 472 2.886 5 n.s.

Note. Full Constrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are set equal across groups of
short-term relationship < 3 years and long-term relationship > 3 years
Unconstrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are free
n.s. = not significant
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As can be seen in Table 4.24, there is a statistically
insignificant chi-square difference between the full constrained model and
unconstrained model (Ay? = 2.886, Adf = 5, n.s.), which indicates that the length of
relationship at the threshold of three years insignificantly moderates any relationships
between constructs in the model.

In conclusion, from the results of multi-group analysis, the
length of relationship (short-term relationship < 3 years / long-term relationship > 3
years) has statistically insignificant moderating effects on the proposed conceptual
model.

Next, the effects of length of relationship at threshold six
years for the combined datasets are examined.

4.5.2.2 Threshold of Six Years

For length of relationship at the six-year threshold, groups of
short-term relationship < 6 years and long-term relationship > 6 years are generated.
Similar to other multi-group analysis, full constrained and unconstrained group
models are produced, and a chi-square difference test is applied to assess the
significance of differences between the models. The results obtained are shown in
Table 4.25.

As seen in Table 4.25, the two group models have significant
effects between constructs, except the impact from perceived similarity between new
brand and old brand, to change in brand partner quality (PBS --> CBPQ). Most of the
fit statistics are at acceptable levels, except AGFI at 0.885, which is close to 0.900,
the acceptable level. The chi-square difference between the two group models are
summarized in Table 4.26.

The results in Table 4.26 show that the chi-square difference
between the full constrained model and unconstrained model is insignificant
(Ax2 = 8.743, Adf = 5, n.s.). This indicates that length of relationship at the threshold
of six years does not moderate significantly the relationships in the model.

From the aforementioned findings, model robustness is
achieved for gender and length of relationship. An interesting aspect is highlighted by
the insignificant direct effect of perceived similarity between new brand and old brand

on change in brand partner quality. A discussion is provided in the next section.
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Table 4.25
Testing Results for Moderating Effects of the Length of Relationship
(Threshold of Six Years) Full Constrained Model vs. Unconstrained Model

Model Full Constrained Unconstrained
Path Coefficients Short / Long Short Long
PBS --> CBPQ 0.043 0.011 0.072
CIE --> CBPQ 0.357** 0.333** 0.401**
CIS --> CBPQ 0.518** 0.572** 0.440**
CBPQ --> CRS 0.736** 0.771** 0.685**
CBPQ --> FSW 4. 1558 0.786** 0.710**
Fit Statistics
x° 1231.743 1223.000
df 477 472

v2/df 2.582 2.501

CFlI 0.953 0.953

IFI 0.953 0.953

TLI 0.945 0.945

NFI 0.926 0.926

RFI 0.914 0.914

GFI 0.909 0.909

AGFI 0.885 0.885

RMR 0.041 0.040

RMSEA 0.040 0.040

Note. ** p-value < 0.01, * p-value < 0.05

Table 4.26
Chi-Square Difference for Moderating Effects of the Length of Relationship
(Threshold of Six Years) Full Constrained Model vs. Unconstrained Model

Model v df Ay? Adf  p-value
Full Constrained 1231.743 477 - - -
Unconstrained 1223.000 472 8.743 5 n.s.

Note. Full Constrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are set equal across groups of
short-term relationship < 6 years and long-term relationship > 6 years
Unconstrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are free
n.s. = not significant

4.6 Discussion
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This discussion focuses on the findings of hypothesis testing and model
robustness. In the overall conclusion of hypothesis testing, hypotheses H2 to H7 are
well supported for both industries, telecommunications and finance. Only hypothesis
H1 is not supported. The summary of hypothesis testing is presented in Table 4.27.

Table 4.27
Summary Results of Hypothesis Testing

. g Results
Hypothesis Description Telecom. | Finance
Perceived similarity between new brand and Not Not
H1l old brand has an impact on change in brand

partner quality Supported | Supported

Perceived change in employee attitudes and
behaviors has an impact on change in brand
partner quality: the greater the positive level of
perceived change in employee attitudes and
behaviors, the higher the expected positive
effect of the change in brand partner quality

H2 Supported | Supported

Perceived change in service systems has an
impact on change in brand partner quality: the
greater the positive level of the perceived
change in service systems, the higher the
expected positive effect of change in brand
partner quality

H3 Supported | Supported

The greater the positive level of change in
brand partner quality, the higher the expected
positive effect of change in relationship
strength

H4 Supported | Supported

The greater the positive level of change in
H5 brand partner quality, the higher the expected Supported | Supported
positive effect of future share of wallet

Service category (systems oriented / people
oriented) has a moderating effect on the impact

H6 from perceived change in employee attitudes Supported | Supported
and behaviors to change in brand partner
quality

Service category (systems oriented / people
oriented) has a moderating effect on the impact
from perceived change in service systems to
change in brand partner quality

H7 Supported | Supported
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The findings of hypothesis testing indicate that for the proposed
conceptual model, most of the results are as predicted. This model includes
antecedents by incorporating perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors,
as well as perceived change in service systems, to perceived similarity between new
brand and old brand—as core elements of corporate rebranding in the service industry
context, the mediator of change in brand partner quality and the consequences of
change in relationship strength and future share of wallet. The following five parts
will discuss the path effects between constructs, moderating effects and model
robustness; i.e., effects of antecedents on change in brand partner quality, effects of
change in brand partner quality on consequences, moderating effects of service
category, model robustness, and potential effects of perceived similarity between new
brand and old brand.

4.6.1 Effects of Antecedents on CBPQ

There are three paths from the antecedents to change in brand
partner quality in the model. The first path relating to the effects of perceived
similarity between new brand and old brand on change in brand partner quality is
found to be statistically insignificant for both telecommunications and finance. For
the other two paths, between perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors,
and change in brand partner quality; as well as between perceived change in service
systems, and change in brand partner quality; there are statistically significant positive
effects at 0.01 levels for both industries. The positive effect from perceived change in
employee attitudes and behaviors to change in brand partner quality in
telecommunications is greater than the same path’s effect in finance. However, the
positive effect from perceived change in service systems to change in brand partner
quality in telecommunications is less than the corresponding effect of the same path in
finance.

From the aforementioned results, when a customer perceives the
change in employee attitudes and behaviors after corporate rebranding as positive, the
perception of brand partner quality of telecommunications tends to increase more than
that for finance. In contrast, when a customer perceives the change in service systems

after corporate rebranding positively, the perception of brand partner quality for



116

telecommunications tends to increase less than that for finance. There are positive
impacts of both perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors, and perceived
change in service systems on change in brand partner quality for both industries.
However, when comparing these two effects in each industry, the positive effect of
perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors on change in brand partner
quality is at the same level as the positive effect of perceived change in service
systems, for telecommunications. This is different from finance—the positive effect
of perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors on change in brand partner
quality is lower than that of perceived change in service systems. The findings
indicate that customers give equal importance to telecommunications employees and
service systems, while in finance, employees are less a focus than the service systems.

A possible explanation is that the telecommunications industry
involves state-of-the-art technology, and includes equipment that customers would
like to get and become more efficient and capable using. This needs well-trained and
friendly employees to interface with customers who have a diversity of requirements.
For finance, in recent years, services have been upgraded which require more systems
and technology; therefore a change in service systems may have an effect on brand
partner quality more than the effect of change in employee attitudes and behaviors.
The change in brand partner quality involves both brand preference change and brand
trust enhancement dimensions, which means that customers will show more
preference and perceive higher reliability of the new brand versus the old brand, due
to positive impacts of antecedents in terms of employees and service systems.

In this era, the world is connected via rapidly changing technology.
Corporate rebranding of telecommunications and finance companies requires changes
in employees and service systems to drive a positive impact on customer-brand
partner quality so that profit from cross- and up-selling and increased customer share
of wallet can be realized.

Hence, two out of three hypotheses, H2 and H3, are in line with the
results for the effects of antecedents on the change in brand partner quality. Next, the

potential effects of perceived change between new brand and old brand are discussed.
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4.6.2 Potential Effects of PBS

The findings from the model indicate that hypothesis H1 is not
supported. The effect of perceived similarity between new brand and old brand on
change in brand partner quality is found to be insignificant. Prior literature relating to
this finding was then further reviewed. Park, Kim and Kim (2002), regarding brand
extensions, mentioned that there are interactive influences of product category
similarity (the similarity between extension category and original brand category)
with other constructs, including typicality of claimed benefits, and brand relationship
quality on the extent to the proposed extensions’ acceptance by customers. Therefore
a multi-group analysis to test the moderating effect of perceived similarity between
new brand and old brand was undertaken.

The directing effect from perceived similarity between new brand
and old brand to change in brand partner quality changes due to the moderating
effects on the relationships between perceived change in employee attitudes and
behaviors, and change in brand partner quality; as well as between perceived change
in service systems, and change in brand partner quality in the customized structural
model, as shown in Figure 4.8. The data group of perceived similarity between new
brand and old brand was split based on the median score (Park, Kim and Kim, 2002).
The respective means for perceived low similarity and perceived high similarity in
combined datasets of both industries are 2.242 and 3.740. The multi-group analysis
process is followed by generating the subsamples of perceived low similarity and
perceived high similarity. Then the full constrained and unconstrained group models
are created. The software package of AMOS version 21 is executed and the output of
chi-square difference between full constrained and unconstrained models is examined.
The path coefficients and fit statistics of the two group models are summarized and
shown in Table 4.28.

For the two group models, all paths have statistically significant
effects. Most of the fit statistics are at acceptable levels, except AGFI at 0.886, which
is close to 0.900, the acceptable level. The chi-square difference between the two

group models is summarized in Table 4.29.
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The Customized Structural Model
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Table 4.28

Test Results for Moderating Effects of Perceived Similarity
between New Brand and Old Brand

Full Constrained Model vs. Unconstrained Model

Model Full Constrained Unconstrained
Per_cei_ved_ Low . Perceived
Similarity Similarity
CIE --> CBPQ 0.369** 0.289** 0.549**
CIS --> CBPQ 5208 = 0.578** 0.382**
CBPQ --> CRS 0.734** 0.704** 0.806**
CBPQ --> FSW 0.753** 0.734** 0.780**
Fit Statistics
2 1043.390 1032.038
df 356 552
y2/df 2.931 2.808
CFlI 0.952 0.953
IFI 0.952 0.953
TLI 0.944 0.944
NFI 0.930 0.930
RFI 0.917 0.917
GFlI 0.912 0.913
AGFI 0.886 0.886
RMR 0.044 0.040
RMSEA 0.044 0.044
Note. ** p-value < 0.01, * p-value < 0.05
Table 4.29

Chi-Square Difference for Moderating Effects of Perceived Similarity between
New Brand and Old Brand

Full Constrained Model vs. Unconstrained Model

Model y2 df Ay? Adf  p-value
Full Constrained 1043.390 356 - - -
Unconstrained 1032.038 352 11.352 4 <0.05

Note. Full Constrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are set equal across groups of
perceived low similarity and perceived high similarity
Unconstrained Model: All the relationships between constructs are free
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As the results in Table 4.29 show, the chi-square difference between
the full constrained model and unconstrained model is significant (Ax* = 11.352,
Adf =4, p <0.05). This indicates that the perceived similarity between new brand and
old brand moderates the relationships in the model significantly.

In summary, from the results of multi-group analysis, the perceived
similarity between new brand and old brand (perceived low similarity / perceived high
similarity) has statistically significant moderating effects.

Next, the effects of change in brand partner quality on consequences
are discussed.

4.6.3 Effects of CBPQ on Consequences

For the effects of change in brand partner quality on consequences,
there are two paths: between the change in brand partner quality and change in
relationship strength, and between the change in brand partner quality and future
share of wallet. Both paths have statistically significant positive effects at 0.01 levels
in both industries. Change in brand partner quality is a multi-faceted construct,
comprising the dimensions of brand preference change and brand trust enhancement,
and impacts both change in relationship strength and future share of wallet. When
comparing between the two industries, the effects of both paths in
telecommunications are a little bit greater than those in finance.

The findings demonstrate that when brand partner quality increases
due to the antecedents’ effects of perceived change in employee attitudes and
behaviors, and perceived change in service systems, the positive impacts of change in
brand partner quality are to the consequences of change in relationship strength and
future share of wallet.

This can be described that when customers have more preference
and give more trust to the new rebrand, the customers then intend to buy or use the
service more in terms of both frequency and money spent. And in consequence
regarding future share of wallet, the customers will tend to spend and plan to buy
additional or upgrade services from the associated service brand more than others.

Thus, two hypotheses, H4 and H5, are well supported from the
results of change in brand partner quality effects on consequences.
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4.6.4 Moderating Effects of Service Category

The combined industry data are used to assess the moderating
effects of service category. The results summarized in Table 4.15 show that service
category in terms of systems oriented and people oriented does moderate relationships
between constructs in the proposed conceptual model. From the chi-square difference
test summarized in Table 4.18 and Table 4.20, there are statistically significant
moderating effects of service category on two focal relationships in the model—
impact from perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors to change in brand
partner quality, and the impact of perceived change in service systems on change in
brand partner quality—at the significance levels of 0.01 and 0.05, respectively.

The moderating effects of the telecommunications service category
increases the level of positive impact of perceived change in employee attitudes and
behaviors on change in brand partner quality, but decreases the level of positive
impact of perceived change in service systems on change in brand partner quality.
This may be the effects of digitization trends of telecommunications as the world is
increasingly connected using state-of-the-art technology. The digital environment of
telecommunications requires higher competency of frontline employees interacting
with customers, to help them get adept at using this innovative technology.

In the opposite way, the moderating effects of the financial services
category decreases the level of positive impact of perceived change in employee
attitudes and behaviors on change in brand partner quality, but increases the level of
positive impact of perceived change in service systems on change in brand partner
quality. The explanation may be that as the change in customer behavior due to
digitization takes hold, finance customers become less dependent on finance company
employee presence or assistance. They can self-serve with more personalization and
more privacy from online devices and mobile applications. More efficiency,
suitability of use, and improved service systems are greater concerns than the change
in employee attitudes and behaviors for finance customers.

Therefore, hypotheses H6 and H7 are supported by the results.
After the hypotheses testing, the model was assessed on its robustness across gender

and length of relationship.
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4.6.5 Model Robustness

Tables 4.21 to 4.26 present the multi-group analysis for model
robustness using combined datasets of the two industries. The results show that the
proposed model has a good fit with the data, and is robust across gender and length of
relationship. Therefore, the impacts between constructs are not moderated by gender
or length of relationship.

For the overall conclusion, the research findings are quite
successful. Hypotheses H2 to H7 are well supported for both industries. The path
analysis using datasets of each industry, and multi-group analysis using the combined
datasets of the two industries, both give good results. Model robustness across gender
and length of relationship is indicated as well. However, one hypothesis, H1, is not
supported because of the insignificant effect found of perceived similarity between
new brand and old brand. Further investigation and testing was made on other
potential effects of perceived similarity between new brand and old brand, in terms of
brand similarity and brand difference. The results show that there are moderating
effects of perceived similarity between new brand and old brand, in terms of
perceived low similarity and perceived high similarity, in the customized model. This
factor should be studied further. It is explained more in the next chapter of

conclusions and recommendations.
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CHAPTER S
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter provides conclusions and recommendations, including
theoretical contributions, managerial implications, limitations and suggestions for

future research.

5.1 Conclusions

This research presents results of the proposed conceptual model using the
datasets in various ways. The six-construct measurement model has a good overall fit
for both the telecommunications and finance industries. Construct reliability and
validity also have been indicated. The findings of the structural equation modeling
show good fit statistics and six out of seven hypotheses are well supported.
Robustness of the model across gender and length of relationship is also found.

In this concluding section, theoretical contributions and managerial
implications are presented.

5.1.1 Theoretical Contributions

This research, which incorporates together the notions of
relationship theory and systems theory, studies corporate rebranding in the service
industry context. The quantitative study focuses on this area because there are only a
few empirical studies in rebranding (Tevi & Otubanjo, 2013; Muzellec & Lambkin,
2006), and thus is under-researched. Academics and practitioners can apply the
knowledge obtained from this study when a service company is rebranded. In terms
of academics, the research findings highlight essential elements for success of
corporate rebranding, which relate not only to the brand itself but also to employees
and the service systems. The findings present statistically positive effects from two
elements of service company rebranding—impacts from perceived change in
employee attitudes and behaviors, and from perceived change in service systems—on

change in brand partner quality. In addition, as expected, change in brand partner
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quality affects both change in relationship strength and future share of wallet. The
effect from perceived similarity between new brand and old brand to change in brand
partner quality was determined to be statistically insignificant.

The findings indicate that for telecommunications, the impact
between perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors, and change in brand
partner quality; as well as the impact between perceived change in service systems,
and change in brand partner quality; are close to equal. The findings of
telecommunications have both differences and similarities with finance. In finance,
the impact between perceived change in service systems, and change in brand partner
quality, is about double the effect between perceived change in employee attitudes
and behaviors, and change in brand relationship quality; for telecommunications, the
impacts are about equal. The effect from the perceived similarity between new brand
and old brand, and change in brand partner quality, are found to be statistically
insignificant for both industries.

As determined from multi-group analysis, the reasons for the
different impacts between constructs in telecommunications and finance are the
moderating effects of service category. Telecommunications is considered a systems-
oriented service. The moderating effects from the systems-oriented service category
increase the impact between perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors,
and change in brand partner quality; while they decrease the impacts between
perceived change in service systems, and change in brand relationship quality.
Finance is classified as a people-oriented service category (Crosby et al., 1990). The
moderating effects from people-oriented services decrease the impacts between
perceived change in employee attitudes and behaviors, and change in brand partner
quality; but increase the impacts between perceived change in service systems, and
change in brand partner quality.

The reason for the consistent insignificant effect of perceived
similarity between the new brand and old brand on change in brand partner quality in
both industries may be due to other effects induced by perceived brand similarity
between new and old. An assumption was made by referring to prior literature of
brand extension (Park, Kim & Kim, 2002) that there may be other, non-direct effects,

such as moderating effects of perceived similarity between new brand and old brand.
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The insignificant effect path was removed from the customized model. Then the
moderating effects of perceived similarity between the new brand and old brand were
tested. The additional findings show statistically significant moderating effects across
groups of perceived low similarity and perceived high similarity as a nested model of
the customized model.

The measures in the study have been purified and the model shows
good reliability and validity. The scale items are considered to be appropriate to use
in further study, particularly the newly-developed measures of perceived change in
service systems and future share of wallet.

5.1.2 Managerial Implications

It’s been said that use of digital marketing in Asia is skyrocketing
(Chen, Durairaj, HV. & Lam, 2014). This is because of the significant internet usage
via computers, mobile, smartphones, and other connected devices. Young, digitally
savvy generations have taken to online technology in a big way, and are driving
trends, shifting buying behavior from traditional style to online style. Customer
behavior has changed or shifted to using online channels for seeking information on
and purchasing products and services. Social networking, online researching and peer
reviewing are common influences on purchase considerations. Traditional companies
have to make changes or transformations to deal with this digital disruption; otherwise
they will be threatened by the digital trend. Telecommunications companies play an
essential role in building and supporting infrastructure of these e-commerce
businesses. Finance companies can also use automated services to optimize operating
costs and provide competitive prices for customers. Frontline and multichannel
productivity of customer interactions have to be managed. For example, aggregated
data can be used to improve customer value. According to European practices, a
company can increase customer share of wallet by offering integrated and seamless
experiences to customers across multi-channels (Chen, Durairaj, HV. & Lam, 2014).
The digital disruption requires the collaboration of both industries,
telecommunications and finance. As determined by this research, managerial
implications are as follows.

First, a service company should be aware of other key elements of
rebranding including employees and service systems, not just the brand itself. When
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implementing corporate rebranding, a service firm should concentrate on retaining
their current customers. A service firm needs to focus mostly on changes in their
employees and service systems. Concrete plans should be made to incorporate these
two components to align with the new brand concepts.

Practitioners of telecommunications companies should make sure
that their employees have better attitudes and improved behaviors to perform their
tasks in a rebranding environment. In telecommunications, service systems in terms
of new equipment that better meet customer requirements need to be focused on as
well. These implications reflect the competitive environment of the
telecommunications market. In order to serve the modern life styles of customers,
new mobile applications and technologies are launched and updated frequently.
Service systems need to be developed along with the improvement of employees in an
efficient way to cope with this competitive situation. For telecommunications,
companies require improvement of services capability in terms of mobile networks,
high-speed broadband, and digital services. High quality, state-of-the-art and reliable
communications services are essential in this industry, along with being customer
friendly, in terms of online billing, troubleshooting, scheduling, and account support
(Friedrich, Hall & Darwiche, 2015). Improved network performance with new
technologies such as software-defined networking and network-function virtualization
can be considered necessary to meet digitization demands of the core business
(Friedrich, Hall & Darwiche, 2015). Speed and coverage areas of mobile broadband
to serve changing customer demands and lifestyles are required. The popularity
trends of over the top (OTT) players including video, audio, and other services also
drive digitization trends (Friedrich, Hall & Darwiche, 2015). Employees are human
capital that the company needs to acquire, develop and retain for securing the business
in this digital-disrupted generation.

For practitioners of finance companies, the most prominent element
of corporate rebranding is to focus on changes in service systems. Somewhat less
important is change in employee attitudes and behaviors. These implications also
reflect the present environment of finance companies. Nowadays, financial
transactions can be conducted via electronic channels such as internet banking, e-

applications, mobile applications, etc. The finance industry must be concerned with
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its service systems, particularly equipment and technology. Financial products and
services can be launched in electronic versions to serve the changing lifestyles of
customers. According to Chen, Durairaj, HV. and Lam (2014), customer segments in
the digital-disrupted generation can be classified into four groups: digital rich, digital
middle, Generation Y, and digital subject matter experts (SMESs) (p7). Because there
are different characteristics in these groups, the focal company has to strategically
consider which products to offer each customer segment (Chen, Durairaj, HV. &
Lam, 2014). Based on where a company’s market is in the digital-development curve,
and its vulnerability to competitive pressures, product positioning can be implemented
with one of the following strategies: branch-centric, product-focused model (a
follower—not leader—digital strategy); multichannel client-centric model (a leader
digital strategy); or self-directed digital-centric model (a shaper digital strategy)
(Chen, Durairaj, HV. & Lam, 2014, p9). From the results of this study, the focal
company should consider implementing a multichannel client-centric model. This
intermediate implementation is still branch-centric, but it offers innovative solutions
for complicated services using online or mobile banking to get a higher market share
from digital-friendly customer segments. Cross- and up-selling using a social and
mobile-centric dimension such as financial information and online banking can be
used to get higher share of wallet (Chen, Durairaj, HV. & Lam, 2014). Nevertheless,
finance firms should not ignore their employees because their performance is still
important for customers’ perceptions, especially in the creation of a multichannel
seamless customer experience (Chen, Durairaj, HV. & Lam, 2014). The productivity
of frontline staff can be managed by digital devices and communications such as
interactive sales tools as well (Chen, Durairaj, HV. & Lam, 2014; Avasarala & Tripathi,
2014). Development programs to induce better employee attitudes and behaviors
should be implemented.

Second, to improve customer-brand partner quality, the
aforementioned important elements of service company rebranding should be
improved or changed in a positive way. Customer-brand partner quality can be
measured in terms of brand preference change and brand trust enhancement. From
positive changes in service company rebranding, customers will have more

confidence in the new brand, as well as more preference compared to the old brand
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and other brands as well. This will help guarantee the successful outcome of
corporate rebranding in terms of change in relationship strength and future share of
wallet. The two dimensions of change in brand partner quality—brand preference
change and brand trust enhancement—should be considered as essential factors for
relationship marketing, not just in the rebranding area.

Third, rebranding should result in better outcomes for firms if the
key rebranding elements are implemented effectively. Positive outcomes include
greater relationship strength and future share of wallet; also more frequent use by
customers of current services, additional services, and upgrade services, which will
increase overall money spent. Firms need to have the skills to create services that
meet customers’ requirements and demands in changing competitive environments
(Chen, Durairaj, HV. & Lam, 2014). They should update market segmentation and
customer targeting wisely. However, as determined in this study, gender and length
of relationship may not be appropriate factors to separate groups of customers in the
rebranding of telecommunications and finance firms. The four groups of digital-
savvy customer segments—digital rich, digital middle, Generation Y, and digital
SMEs—should be considered instead (Chen, Durairaj, HV. & Lam, 2014).
Incremental sales or cross-sales amounts and customer share of wallet can be used as
key performance indicators when determining the outcome of corporate rebranding
(Chen & Chon, 2014).

Fourth, from the moderating effects of service category, the results
show that the systems-oriented moderating effect increases the impact of change in
employee attitudes and behaviors but decreases the impact of change in service
systems. However, the people-oriented moderating effect decreases the impact of
change in employee attitudes and behaviors but increases the impact of change in
service systems. The implications suggest that from the customers’ point of view a
telecommunications or finance company should focus on the opposite factor of their
service category. They should learn not only the core competency of their service
orientation, but also the new things that they might not yet be familiar with. The
customers of telecommunications firms seem to have integrated requirements by
giving equal weight to effects of change in employees and impacts of change in

service systems. The finance customers seem to have integrated requirements by
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giving less weight to effects of change in employees and more weight to impacts of
change in service systems. The focal companies may apply these results to their
businesses. Finance companies can enhance their digital services with using such
tools as self-service kiosks and mobile applications for financial information or online
banking services. These may reduce need for interaction with front-line employees.
Telecommunications firms, however, are required to emphasize both the physical
presence of staff and online service solutions.

Other service firms can utilize the conceptual model to study the
direct effects and moderating effects in their industry. The recommendations will be

made in the next section.

5.2 Recommendations

The limitations of the study are described and future research is suggested

in this section.

5.2.1 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

The measured items of all constructs, including future share of
wallet, are based only on the perception of customers collected by surveys.
Knowledge would be extended if the actual amount of customers’ spending related to
rebranding is collected and used in future research.

From the findings, perceived similarity between the new brand and
old brand has a statistically insignificant effect in the proposed conceptual model,
while having a statistically significant moderating effect in the customized model.
Studying why this occurs could lead to development of better models.

This research focuses only on telecommunications and finance
industries. Future research could be to replicate the proposed conceptual model in
other service industries such as hotel, hospital or transportation, so that the effects

between constructs and other moderating effects can be examined.
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APPENDIX A
REBRANDED SERVICE COMPANIES

The service companies rebranded recently include:
1) Krung Thai Public Company Limited (KTB)

On 14 March 2011, KTB has taken an opportunity of its 45 year old
anniversary to change its logo, color and letters fonts to have new modern look in
order to satisfy the customer whose life style has been changed and attracts prospects
to be new customers. The rebranding involves changes of services, its branches, and
appearances as follow in order to serve its vision “The Convenience Bank with best
care and best service”, which later in 2014 was changed to “Growing Together”:

“Vayupaksa Bird: Vayupaksa Bird is set free from limited frame to
fly freely with greater agility.

Color Sky Blue: Sky Blue refreshing to modernity, unlimited freedom,
power of enthusiasm and strong determination to fly away to farther advancement all
over the Thai air space while the color “Sky Blue” signifies feeling of convenience,
comfort and friendliness that all the customers will get from Krungthai Bank.

Letter Type Stable and Firm: Stable and Firm with up-straight
letters. Modern & Chic with the letter lines of sharpness combine with gentle curves
showing friendliness and nice gesture.”

Before (March 2011) After

@, 8 suMsnsYINel

; KRUNGTHAI BANK
(More details at http://www.ktb.co.th/ktb/th/about-corporate-identity.aspx)
2) AIS (ADVANCED INFO SERVICE PLC)
Rebranding to INTOUCH, the new brand name of its parent

we SLIAISNSOINY

A" - ——

company—shin corporation public company limited, in September 2011, Advanced
Info Services Public Company Limited (AIS) as the leading Thai mobile
telecommunication service company applied the concept of "Your World Your Way"

by changing its logo from blue globe to green leaf-smile, and its slogan from "By
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Your Side" to "Your World Your Way". Nong Aunjai as its icon was changed the
color from blue to green as well. As of December 2012, AIS with mobile network
covering 97% of the country had 54% of revenue market share and serving 44% of

subscriber market share (nearly 36 million subscribers).

Before (September 2011) After
B >4
FAIS ~AIS
0§/I/ﬁv"z/w‘7’)@ﬂ£ #dmlunuuna
Slogan: By Your Side Slogan: Your World Your Way
@ 2
Icon: SR Icon: 30

(More details at http://investor.ais.co.th/en/Corporate-Overviewl.html)
3) AP (AP (Thailand) Public Company Limited)
Formerly known as Asian Property Development, its corporate identity

had been re-launched after two years of restructuring and image development to
support its mission to build homes for all kinds of customers with the slogan "To be
the dynamic creator providing quality in living satisfaction”. It didn't just rebrand
only the logo but also all of its functions to serve its new corporate brand concept.
This means AP promise customers that they will get all that they need from AP. The
challenge for the management team was what to do to get customers to know and trust
both its corporate and products brands. The heart of its rebranding concept is
customer satisfaction with its product designs, customer service and after-sales
service.

The new logo comes in six colors representing the firm's ideals. Blue is
for "adept" in all of its products, or functionality to fulfill customer requirements. Red
is "agile", or quick response to customer demands. Purple is “creative"”, or innovative
designs and services to appeal to customers. White is "collaboration™, or cooperation
of all business units to do anything for customers. Orange is "passion” or doing
anything with all one's heart and full attention. And the last is green, meaning

"challenge", or initiating products for customers.
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The real-estate market has changed since the company was started 17
years ago. Instead of just building homes for sale, now developers have to design
them to meet the desires of customers not only for a place to stay but also a place to
facilitate their lifestyle. A budget of THB150 million has been set aside for the rest of
the year to advertise what Asian Property Development is all about and what
customers can expect when buying its residential projects.

Before (August 2012) After

Aspiring ﬁ

to City Living

Asian Property Development AP (Thailand) Public Company Limited
Public Company Limited Slogan: You are our Inspiration
Slogan: Aspiring to City Living

(More details at http://www.nationmultimedia.com/business/Asian-Property-

Development-relaunches-corporate-id-30188863.html)
4) Allianz Ayudhya Life Pcl.
Established in 1951, Allianz Ayudhya is one of Thailand’s leading life

insurers with the Allianz Group as one of the major shareholders. This makes Allianz

Ayudhya a truly international life insurance firm with strong local expertise in the

Thai market (61 years of experience in life and health insurance).

Before (August 2012) After
AYUDHYA )
Allianz (i) C.P. bt
Ayudhya Allianz C.P. Life Insurance Allianz Ayudhya Life
Public Company Limited Public Company Limited
Slogan: Ayudhya Allianz C.P: Slogan: Allianz Ayudhya:
for the rhythm of your life for the rhythm of your life

5) ITALTHAI Group
Following the spin-off of construction giant Italian-Thai Development,
Italthai Group, one of the most well known conglomerates in Thailand, plans to
pursue four business lines and tap the Asian Economic Community (AEC) market.
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The four core businesses are: distribution of construction machinery and equipment;
engineering services for the four core businesses, including energy, electricity and
factory systems; industrial services, property/real estate, equity stakes in hotels/hotel
management; and restaurants and retail businesses, distribution of imported wine and
other beverages, and high-end tea shops (TWG Tea) from Singapore. Italthai Group
pursues the rebranding of which aims to redefine and modernise the group’s image
and infrastructure. Apart from a logo change, the company shifted its management
from family-style to professional. Corporate regulations will be revised; and clear
benchmarks, directions and performance evaluations will be set. The group has set up
a strategic planning office to analyse all business units and promote internal
communication. Italthai predicts overall business to be worth at least 15 billion baht
by 2015, up from 10 billion baht this year. The construction business makes up half
of all revenue, while hospitality and real estate accounts for 40% and restaurants and
retail for 10%.

Before (November 2012) After
italthai ITALTHALI

SINCE 1955

ITALTHAI group
Slogan: Racing to New Heights.
Construction Equipment:

ITALTHAI

NDUSTRIAL

ITALTHAI Industrial
Engineering Contractor:

] ‘
. ITALTHAI
[ | ENGINEERING
.

italthai

ITALTHAI Engineering
Hospitality & Real Estate:
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AMARI

‘ ,NYX AMARI| ESTATES

ONY X Hospitality Group; Amari Estates
Restaurants & Retails:

ITALTHAI
HOSPITALITY

ITALTHAI Hospitality
(More details at http://www.bangkokbusinessbrief.com/2012/10/31/italthai-plots-
rebrand-expects-b15bn-by-2015/#ixzz2X8in0rkZ,
http://www.bangkokbusinessbrief.com/2013/05/29/italthai-focuses-on-4-core-

lines-aec/)
6) RHB OSK Securities (Thailand) PCL

Formerly known as OSK Securities (Thailand) PCL, RHB OSK is a
subsidiary of OSK Investment Bank Berhad (OSKIB). OSKIB was subsequently
acquired by RHB Capital Berhad in November 2012. Prior to this, the company had
been established as BFIT Securities Company Limited since year 2000 and is today,
one of the fastest growing brokerage firms in Thailand. RHB OSK offers a
comprehensive range of financial products and services—i.e., Securities Brokerage
and Derivative, Securities underwriting/Securities, Securities Trading, and Financial
Advisory—to suit the needs of local and foreign retail investors, as well as local and
foreign institutional investors.

Before (November 2012) After

RHB® OsK

OSK Securities (Thailand) PCL RHB OSK Securities (Thailand) PCL

(More details at http://www.rhb.com.my/business_banking/investment-bank/regional-

presence-thailand.html)
7) TCEB (Thailand Convention & Exhibition Bureau)
For 2013, TCEB's strategy for Thailand continues to focus on

maintaining existing markets as well as expanding new target markets, particularly

the ASEAN+6 market by rebranding its own organization in order to drive growth


http://www.bangkokbusinessbrief.com/2012/10/31/italthai-plots-rebrand-expects-b15bn-by-2015/#ixzz2X8in0rkZ
http://www.bangkokbusinessbrief.com/2012/10/31/italthai-plots-rebrand-expects-b15bn-by-2015/#ixzz2X8in0rkZ
http://www.bangkokbusinessbrief.com/2013/05/29/italthai-focuses-on-4-core-lines-aec/
http://www.bangkokbusinessbrief.com/2013/05/29/italthai-focuses-on-4-core-lines-aec/
http://www.rhb.com.my/business_banking/investment-bank/regional-presence-thailand.html
http://www.rhb.com.my/business_banking/investment-bank/regional-presence-thailand.html
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and development of Thailand's meetings and trade show. The TCEB logo was
modernized to reflect a new working paradigm that fosters creativity and innovation.
TCEB believes that this repositioning and rebranding do help drive and develop the
MICE industry, create new economic value and generate revenues for the country
business. TCEB expects that the new organizational identity will help boost MICE
industry growth by at least 10 percent per year. TCEB expects over 792,000 MICE
visitors to Thailand in 2013, generating revenues of over US$ 2.1 billion, or 63.2
billion Baht (TCEB had exceeded the annual target of 750,000 MICE visitors in 2012
with an increase of 19 percent above target to 895,224 MICE visitors, earning
US$2.66 billion, or 79.8 billion baht).

Note. ASEAN+6 = Brunei, Burma, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia,
Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Vietnam, China, South Korea, Japan, Australia,

India, New Zealand

MICE = Meetings, Incentives, Conferences, and Exhibitions
Before (January 2013) After
VY | 2.
THATLAND TCEB

convention & exhibition bureau THAILAND CONVENTION
& EXHIBITION BUREAL

(More details at http://www.tceb.or.th/about-us/index.html)
8) JobsDB

Rebranding campaign “Let’s Explore”! unveils jobsDB’s new look and

its vision to provide job seekers the best opportunities and deliver exceptional value
to employers. By launching the new brand, jobsDB shows its commitment to be an
online job portal that offers job seekers a window to an open world full of endless
possibilities and opportunities. The new brand stands for fulfilling potential, and not
just filling vacancies. To cope with technology advancement, the plans for refresh of
website, mobile site and app to meet the needs of job seekers and employers are
outlined. “At jobsDB, we believe in an open and inclusive world for all. Here,
opportunities and possibilities are plenty. Let's Explore jobsDB.com. There’s better

out there. Here’s where you find it.”


http://www.tceb.or.th/about-us/index.html
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Before (February 2013) After

Lef's explore

Slogan: Let’s Explore

(More details at
HTTP://HK.JOBSDB.COM/HK/EN/RESOURCES/EMPLOYERARTIC
LE/LETS-EXPLORE-THE-ALL-NEW-JOBSDB?ID=1436)
9) CTH (CTH Public Company Limited)
Formerly known as Cable Thai Holding Public Company Limited,

CTH pursues the rebranding plans of 30,000 million baht to reposition itself as a
broadband cable operator and platform management, distributing variety of
customized digital data such as Cable TV Broadcasting, Broadband Internet, and
others related products & services for individuals and business customers provides

multiple channels that air high-quality programming exclusively for its members.

Before (May 2013) After
ClT/H CTH
Cable Thai Holding Plc. CTH Public Company Limited
An aggregator of high-quality A broadband cable operator and platform
copyrighted content on a single platform management

for cable TV operators
(More details at http://irdeto.com/cth-goes-digital-with-irdeto-media-protection.html)
10) dtac TriNet co., Itd.
Formerly known as DTAC Network Co., Ltd.; dtac TriNet co., Itd. is
DTAC’s subsidiary which holds its 2100MHz spectrum, which its “TriNet’ signifies
the tri-band capabilities of its 1800MHz, 850MHz and soon-to-be-launched 2100MHz

infrastructure, with the full marketing banner reading ‘TriNet 3 Smart Networks in
One’. DTAC plans to invest THB12.5 billion (USD424 million) in CAPEX this year
as part of a three-year THB34 billion CAPEX budget. It has rolled out around 1,000
3G 2100MHz base stations so far, a number which it intends to increase to 5,000 this

year, thus raising its total 3G base stations to more than 10,000, including around


http://hk.jobsdb.com/HK/EN/Resources/EmployerArticle/lets-explore-the-all-new-jobsdb?ID=1436
http://hk.jobsdb.com/HK/EN/Resources/EmployerArticle/lets-explore-the-all-new-jobsdb?ID=1436
http://irdeto.com/cth-goes-digital-with-irdeto-media-protection.html
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5,200 850MHz 3G cell sites. The company previously announced that it was seeking
to cover at least 30% of the population with the 2100MHz network by the end of
2013, and 80% by the end of 2015, one year earlier than its licence coverage
requirement stipulation. DTAC is aiming for ten million TriNet 3G subscribers by
end-December 2013, and expects that by the end of the third quarter at least 30% of
its 3G subscribers will be utilising its 2200MHz network, rising to around 50% by the
end of the year. The ten million TriNet project total users includes three million
existing 1800MHz 2G network users upgrading their services, around 3.8 million
existing and new users of the 850MHz 3G service and 3.2 million new subscribers.
DTAC currently has more than 26 million 2G and 3.5 million 3G 850MHz
subscribers. The operator, part of the Telenor group, is also preparing to roll out 4G
LTE services by reframing 1800MHz spectrum.
Before (May 2013)

NA

DTAC Network Co., Ltd. dtac TriNet co., Itd.
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APPENDIX B
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TELECOMMUNICATIONS
THAI AND ENGLISH VERSIONS (PRETEST)
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Survey: Place..........coooveiiiiiinnn. Date.......covvvvviiiinianns Time.........ccccceennne.Surveyor

Questionnaire

Corporate Rebranding in Service Context:
Its Effects on Relationship Strength and Future Share of Wallet

This research is a part of dissertation of the student who studies in the Joint Doctoral Program
of Business Administration (JDBA): Thammasat University, Chulalongkorn University and
The National Institute of Development Administration. Please truly answer all questions of
the research which will take 15-20 minutes to complete. Your data will be kept
confidentially and used for academic purpose only.

Company: AIS No. of Questionnaire FS [T T T ]

Please fill vin [ ] according to your truly desired response
Part 1: Awareness on Corporate Rebranding of AIS

1. Are you a current customer of AIS?

[ ]1Yes [S] L NON. . SN SRR S 0 A (Thank & End the Conversation)
2. When have you been the customer of AIS? Since.....

[ ] Before September 2011 [ ] After September 2011.....(Thank & End the Conversation)
3. What is the Corporate Rebranding of AIS?

v AlS SIS

L] 4
[] 0? /ﬂ‘VJMJ@M HaalunuuATY
B
< _ﬁIS GAIS
FamlunuUATU Of;"/ir‘VJV‘;J@M

[ 1]
.................................................. (Thank & End the Conversation)
[ 1DOn’tknow .....ooovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiienn, (Thank & End the Conversation)
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No. of QuestionnaireFS [ [ [ [ |

Please fill v'in the space after the associating statement according to your truly response

based on the following Likert Scales

1. Strongly Disagree 4. Agree

2. Disagree 5. Strongly Agree

3. Neutral / Nearly the Same

Part 2: Corporate Rebranding of AIS

(Focus on Service Use at the Telephone Signal Network / Service Center of AlS)

Statement

Your Opinion

21314

Perceived Similarity between New Brand and Old Brand

1 | The new brand of AIS is a good fit with the old brand of AIS.

5 The new brand of AIS is inconsistent with the old brand of
AlS.

3 | The new brand of AIS is similar to the old brand of AlS.

4 The new brand of AIS is not representative of the old brand of

AIS.

Perceived Change in Employee Attitudes and Behaviors

5 | You can count on Employees at AlS being friendlier.

6 Employees of AIS demonstrate their willingness to help you
more.

7 Employees of AIS show that they better understand your
needs.

8 You can count on Employees at AlS taking actions to address
your needs more.

9 | Employees of AIS respond quicker to your needs.

10 Employees of AIS indicate that they better understand your

needs.

Perceived Change in Service Systems

You can more easily determine whether AIS will offer what

11
you need.
12 | You are able to get to the service of AIS more easily
13 | The service you want at AIS can be served more quickly.
14 | AIS make it easier for you to conclude your transactions.
15 | It is easier to take care of any service problems at AlS.
16 | New service process of AlS is easier for you to understand.
17 | New service process of AIS can meet your requirements more.
18 New service process of AIS makes its service system’s

capability increased.




160

Statement

Your Opinion

2

3

4

19 | New equipment of AIS can better meet your service demands.

20 New equipment of AIS makes its service system’s capability
increased.

21 | New equipment of AIS responds quicker to your needs.

22 | New equipment of AIS is more safety for use.

23 | New equipment of AIS has better ergonomic design.

24 | New equipment of AIS reduces health risks.

Perceived Change in Brand Partner Quality

25 | New brand of AIS is superior to old brand of AlS.
Comparing between new brand and old brand of AIS, you

26 | think new brand of AIS is more superior to other competing
brands than old brand of AlS.

27 | You prefer new brand of AIS more than old brand of AlS.

28 | For AIS, you trust the new brand more than the old brand.

29 | For AIS, you rely on the new brand more than the old brand.

30 For AIS, you think the new brand is more believable than the
old brand.

Response Likelihood (as a result of Corporate Rebranding)

31 You expect to buy / use current service more often from AIS
in the future.
You think that you will purchase / use more other types of

32 . y
services from AIS in the future.

33 You reckon that you will upgrade service to be a better one
with AIS in the future.

34 If you use many service brands, you tend to spend with this
service brand of AIS more than other service brands.
If you were planning to buy an additional service in the future,

35 | you would consider buying that service from AIS before other
firms.
If you were planning to buy an upgrade service, you would

36 | choose to purchase that service from AIS more than other
firms.

Part 3: Any other Opinions or Suggestions




Please tick ¥'in the [ 1 according to the information that truly identify yourself

Part 4: Personal Information

1. Gender

[ 11. Male [ 12. Female

2. Age (Year)

[ ]11. Lessthan 21 [12.21-30
[13.31-40 [ 14.41-50

[ 15.51-60 [ ]16.0Over 60

3. Highest Level of Education

[ ] 1. Under Bachelor’s Degree [ ]2.Bachelor’s Degree
[ ]13. Master’s Degree [ 14. Doctoral Degree
4. Personal Monthly Income (THB)

[ 11. Not over 20,000 [ 12.20,001 - 40,000

[ 13.40,001 - 60,000 [ 14.60,001- 80,000

[ 15.80,001 - 100,000 [ ]16. More than 100,000
5. Household Monthly Income (THB)

[ 11. Not over 40,000 [ ]2.40,001- 80,000

[ 13.80,001- 120,000 [ 14.120,001 - 160,000
[ 15.160,001 —200,000 [ ]16. More than 200,000
6. How long that you have used the service of AIS (Year)

[ 11. Notover 3 [12.4-6

[13.7-9 [ 14.Over9

Thank you for your cooperation

161
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APPENDIX C
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR FINANCE
THAI AND ENGLISH VERSIONS (PRETEST)
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Survey: Place..........coooveiiiininnn. Date.......covvvvviiiinnanns Time......o.oeviveereeee e SUTVEYOT . e

Questionnaire

Corporate Rebranding in Service Context:
Its Effects on Relationship Strength and Future Share of Wallet

This research is a part of dissertation of the student who studies in the Joint Doctoral Program
of Business Administration (JDBA): Thammasat University, Chulalongkorn University and
The National Institute of Development Administration. Please truly answer all questions of
the research which will take 15-20 minutes to complete. Your data will be kept
confidentially and used for academic purpose only.

Company: KTB No. of Questionnaire FS [ T [ [ ]

Please fill vin [ ] according to your truly desired response
Part 1: Awareness on Corporate Rebranding of KTB

1. Are you a current customer of KTB?

[ ]1Yes (5] NON. . S SRR S 0 S (Thank & End the Conversation)
2. When have you been the customer of KTB? Since.....
[ ] Before March 2011 [ ] After March 2011..........( Thank & End the Conversation)
3. What is the Corporate Rebranding of KTB?
@ sunMsnsYINne
/| umsnsolny KRUNGTHAI BANK

sSuNMSNSYINE

KRUNGTHAI BANK

@;

/| weBUIMISNSOINY

...................................................................... (Thank & End the Conversation)
[ 1DON tKNOW ..voviiitii e (Thank & End the Conversation)



No. of Questionnaire FS

based on the following Likert Scales

1. Strongly Disagree 4. Agree

2. Disagree 5. Strongly Agree

3. Neutral / Nearly the Same

Part 2: Corporate Rebranding of KTB

(Focus on Service Use at the Branch of Bank / ATM Kiosk of KTB)

168

[T T 1]

Please fill v'in the space after the associating statement according to your truly response

Statement

Your Opinion

2

3

4

Perceived Similarity between New Brand and Old Brand

The new brand of KTB is a good fit with the old brand of

1 KTB.
The new brand of KTB is inconsistent with the old brand of
2
KTB.
3 | The new brand of KTB is similar to the old brand of KTB.
4 The new brand of KTB is not representative of the old brand

of KTB.

Perceived Change in Employee Attitudes and Behaviors

5 | You can count on Employees at KTB being friendlier.

5 Employees of KTB demonstrate their willingness to help you
more.

7 Employees of KTB show that they better understand your
needs.

8 You can count on Employees at KTB taking actions to address
your needs more.

9 | Employees of KTB respond quicker to your needs.

10 Employees of KTB indicate that they better understand your

needs.

Perceived Change in Service Systems

You can more easily determine whether KTB will offer what

11
you need.
12 | You are able to get to the service of KTB more easily
13 | The service you want at KTB can be served more quickly.
14 | KTB make it easier for you to conclude your transactions.
15 | It is easier to take care of any service problems at KTB.
16 | New service process of KTB is easier for you to understand.
17 New service process of KTB can meet your requirements

more.
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Statement

Your Opinion

2

3

4

New service process of KTB makes its service system’s

18 capability increased.

19 New equipment of KTB can better meet your service
demands.

20 New equipment of KTB makes its service system’s capability
increased.

21 | New equipment of KTB responds quicker to your needs.

22 | New equipment of KTB is more safety for use.

23 | New equipment of KTB has better ergonomic design.

24 | New equipment of KTB reduces health risks.

Perceived Change in Brand Partner Quality

25 | New brand of KTB is superior to old brand of KTB.
Comparing between new brand and old brand of KTB, you

26 | think new brand of KTB is more superior to other competing
brands than old brand of KTB.

27 | You prefer new brand of KTB more than old brand of KTB.

28 | For KTB, you trust the new brand more than the old brand.

29 | For KTB, you rely on the new brand more than the old brand.

30 For KTB, you think the new brand is more believable than the
old brand.

Response Likelihood (as a result of Corporate Rebranding)

31 You expect to buy / use current service more often from KTB
in the future.

39 You think that you will purchase / use more other types of
services from KTB in the future.

33 You reckon that you will upgrade service to be a better one
with KTB in the future.

34 If you use many service brands, you tend to spend with this
service brand of KTB more than other service brands.
If you were planning to buy an additional service in the future,

35 | you would consider buying that service from KTB before
other banks.
If you were planning to buy an upgrade service, you would

36 | choose to purchase that service from KTB more than other
banks.

Part 3: Any other Opinions or Suggestions




Please tick ¥'in the [ 1 according to the information that truly identify yourself

Part 4: Personal Information

1. Gender

[ 11. Male [ 12. Female

2. Age (Year)

[ ]11. Lessthan 21 [12.21-30
[13.31-40 [ 14.41-50

[ 15.51-60 [ ]16.0Over 60

3. Highest Level of Education

[ ] 1. Under Bachelor’s Degree [ ]2.Bachelor’s Degree
[ ]13. Master’s Degree [ 14. Doctoral Degree
4. Personal Monthly Income (THB)

[ 11. Not over 20,000 [ 12.20,001 - 40,000

[ 13.40,001 - 60,000 [ 14.60,001 - 80,000

[ 15.80,001 - 100,000 [ ]16. More than 100,000
5. Household Monthly Income (THB)

[ 11. Not over 40,000 [ ]2.40,001- 80,000

[ 13.80,001- 120,000 [ 14.120,001 - 160,000
[ 15.160,001 —200,000 [ ]16. More than 200,000
6. How long that you have used the service of KTB (Year)

[ 11. Notover3 [12.4-6

[13.7-9 [ 14.Over9

Thank you for your cooperation

170



171

APPENDIX D
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TELECOMMUNICATIONS
THAI AND ENGLISH VERSIONS (FORMAL TEST)
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Survey: Place..........coooveiiiininnn. Date.......covvvvviiiinnanns Time.........ccccceennn.Surveyor

Questionnaire

Corporate Rebranding in Service Context:

Its Effects on Relationship Strength and Future Share of Wallet

This research is a part of dissertation of the student who studies in the Joint Doctoral Program
of Business Administration (JDBA): Thammasat University, Chulalongkorn University and
The National Institute of Development Administration. Please truly answer all questions of
the research which will take 15-20 minutes to complete. Your data will be kept confidentially
and used for academic purpose only.

Company: AlS No. of Questionnaire FR T T 1]

Please fill ¥'in [ ]according to your truly desired response

Part 1: Awareness on Corporate Rebranding of AIS

1. Are you a current customer of AIS?

[ ]Yes [B] NoX. . SIS S E . (Thank & End the Conversation)
2. When have you been the customer of AIS? Since.....

[ ] Before September 2011 [ ] After September 2011.( Thank & End the Conversation)
3. What is the Corporate Rebranding of AIS?

k’; —
TAIS =7AlS

LY v
[] 0‘? /ﬁ‘VJM)@M HalUnuUAT
B
<"AlS SAIS
Faalunuunany 0,7'/4;'%!’;)@“

[1]
............................................................... (Thank & End the Conversation)
[T Don’tKnow ......ocovivviiiiiiiiie i, (Thank & End the Conversation)
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No. of Questionnaire FR [T [ 1]

Corporate Rebranding of AIS

o >
&FAIS <"AlS

e U
oy v HamlunuUAn

Please fill ¥'in the space after the associating statement according to your truly response

based on the following Likert Scales

1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Neutral / Nearly the Same
4, Agree 5. Strongly Agree

Part 2: Corporate Rebranding of AIS

(Focus on Service Use at the Telephone Signal Network / Service Center of AlS)

Your Opinion

Statement
51413 |2

Perceived Change between New Brand and Old Brand

The new brand of AIS is identical character with the old brand

1 of AIS.

) The new brand of AIS is unidirectional image with the old
brand of AlS.

3 The new brand and the old brand of AIS are not different to
meet the usage demand.

4 The new brand of AIS and the old brand of AIS have the same
value.

5 The new brand of AIS is a good fit with the old brand of AIS
in delivering a good experience to customer.

6 The new brand of AIS is not representative of the old brand of

AlS.

Perceived Change in Employee Attitudes and Behaviors

7 | Employees of AIS are more cheery.

8 | Employees of AIS are willing to serve you more.

9 | Employees of AIS understand your needs better.

10 | Employees at AlS are eager to serve you more.

11 | Employees of AIS serve more rapidly.

12 | Employees of AIS have fewer errors in service.

Perceived Change in Service Systems

13 | Service of AIS resonates with you more.

14 | Accessibility to service of AIS is easier.

15 | Service of AIS is quicker.

16 | In overall, employees of AIS are better.

17 | Problems solving for customers at AlS is faster.
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Your Opinion

Statement

5| 4

3

2

18

The new service process of AlS is easier to understand.

19

The new step of service process of AIS is better.

20

In overall, service process of AlS is better.

21

Equipment of the telecommunications system of AIS is more
modern.

22

Telephone signal network of AIS is more efficient.

23

Equipment of the telecommunications system of AIS serves
the customers quicker.

24

Equipment of the telecommunications system of AIS is more
secure.

25

Equipment of the telecommunications system of AIS is more
suitable for use.

26

In overall, equipment of the telecommunications system of
AIS is better.

Perceived Change in Brand Partner Quality

27

The new brand of AIS is superior to the old brand of AlS.

28

Comparing between the new brand and the old brand of AIS,
you think the new brand of AIS is more superior to other
competing brands than the old brand of AlS.

29

You prefer the new brand of AIS more than the old brand of
AlS.

30

For AIS, you trust the new brand more than the old brand.

31

For AIS, you rely on the new brand more than the old brand.

32

For AIS, you think the new brand is more believable than the
old brand.

33

The new brand of AIS is worse than the old brand of AlS.

Fut

ure Consumptions (Telephone / Internet / SMS / Mobile App / WI

FI /MMS)

34

Comparing from previous time until now, you expect that the
time from now until next time of purchase / use service of AIS
will be reduced.

35

You expect to buy / use current service more often from AIS
in the future.

36

You think that you will purchase / use more other types of
services from AIS in the future.

37

You think that you will upgrade service to be a better one
from AIS in the future.

38

If you use many service company brands, you are to spend
with this service brand of AIS more than other service
company brands.

39

If you would buy an additional service in the future, you
would consider buying that service from AIS before other
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Your Opinion
Statement
51413 12|1
companies.
40 If you would buy an upgrade service, you would choose to
purchase that service from AIS more than other companies.
Part 3: Any other Opinions or Suggestions
Part 4: Personal Information
1. Gender
[ 11 Male [ 12. Female
2. Age (Year)
[ 11 Lessthan 21 [12.21-30
[13.31-40 [ 14.41-50
[ 15.51-60 [ 16.Over 60
3. Highest level of education that graduated or studying
[ ] 1. Under Bachelor’s Degree [ ]2.Bachelor’s Degree
[ ]13. Master’s Degree [ 14. Doctoral Degree
4. Personal monthly income (THB)
[ 11. Not over 20,000 [ 12.20,001 - 40,000
[ 13.40,001- 60,000 [ 14.60,001- 80,000
[ 15.80,001- 100,000 [ 16. Over 100,000
5. Household monthly income (THB)
[ 11. Not over 40,000 [ ]2.40,001- 80,000
[ 13.80,001- 120,000 [ 14.120,001 - 160,000
[ 15.160,001 — 200,000 [ 6. Over 200,000
6. How long that you have used the service of AIS (Year)
[ 11. Notover 3 [12.4-6
[13.7-9 [ 14.Over9

Thank you for your cooperation
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APPENDIX E
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR FINANCE
THAI AND ENGLISH VERSIONS (FORMAL TEST)
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15 | N191AN13994 KTB HAMNAZAINIIAEINIAN

16 | IpsuWINeIuLes KTB AIUN9LAN

17 | maufitleymliignAnaes KTB azaangaidandiiau




183

v
AAAIHN

ANAALIALIRYINL

4

3
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TUMRUNNTLTATIMNe9 KTB Wi lalidned

18
19 | dumaunisuinisivdaes KTB Andniau
20 | IAEsANTTULNN9LINNTYR9 KTB Adundniu
21 | gunsalszuunisRunissunnisaes KTB gilasiaiu
22 | §iidn (ATM) / §iamidn (ADM) 989 KTB Hilsz@nsnnunniu
23 | gunsnlszuun1IRuN19sWIANI989 KTB 13n19gnAn tisoniiaau
24 | gunsnfszuunisiuaes KTB guaaniedu
25 | ginsalszuunnsRunissunAngaes KTB wisnzAunslfeunnniy
2
26 | TnasangnaniszuunisliuniIsuIAnInes KTB AT
o v ¢ ]

MSFUSUUTUA [Us]
27 | uususvisans KTB And1uusuALau

> = . R 3 =

WelFauieusesnanuusus A UL uALANT a9 KTB vinuAndn
28 .

UWUIUA Y289 KTB ANUUsusAINa W RN uLsusimN
29 | MNUTUTALUWLTUS Wai1ed KTB M1nnanuuLsumian
30 | nuflAnuiTeTuAaLLTUA lWa1es KTB 81nn9uususmian
31 | inullaanagantilasusus lndaes KTB 81nndiuususias
32 | MuARd LU wsaas KTB Jaanuiidaiiaunnnduususias
33 | WLTUA INTY KTB WENINLUTUs AN
woanssnluauiAmigINuNs14usn1g (Suehn/Aude/suinssiannseiad/iznis laukuaiznising)
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35 | vinumnadnazae/ldEnnstlaqiiuain KTB dasauluauian

k2 T 7
36 | iuAndrarae/ldEnisUstinnanain KTB wanlulusuian
2

37 | MudAndazawinsatinsliiiluuuuatuiy KTB lueunan
38 | fviuldisnisegnatuswinng vinwarld KTB tinndisunasau
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Survey: Place...........coovieiinininins Date.....coovevviniiiinnnn. Time......ovieviieeeeeee e SUTVEYOT e

Questionnaire

Corporate Rebranding in Service Context:

Its Effects on Relationship Strength and Future Share of Wallet

This research is a part of dissertation of the student who studies in the Joint Doctoral Program
of Business Administration (JDBA): Thammasat University, Chulalongkorn University and
The National Institute of Development Administration. Please truly answer all questions of
the research which will take 15-20 minutes to complete. Your data will be kept confidentially
and used for academic purpose only.

Company: KTB No. of Questionnaire FR (T T 1]

Please fill v'in [ ]according to your truly desired response

Part 1: Awareness on Corporate Rebranding of KTB

1. Are you a current customer of KTB?

[ ]1Yes [SliNozmEmttaS, ... Wl (Thank & End the Conversation)
2. When have you been the customer of KTB? Since.....
[ ] Before March 2011 [ ] After March 2011........ (Thank & End the Conversation)

3. What is the Corporate Rebranding of KTB?

suNMSNSVINE

/| wstimsngolny KRUNGTHAI BANK

suIMSNSVINe
KRUNGTHAI BANK | setnmsnsolny

[] e
.................................................................. (Thank & End the Conversation)
................................................... (Thank & End the Conversation)
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No. of Questionnaire FR [T [ 1]

Corporate Rebranding of KTB

suMSNSvINE

/| wBtIMISNgOINY KRUNGTHAI BANK

Please fill [1in the space after the associating statement according to your truly response based
on the following Likert Scales

1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Neutral / Nearly the Same

4. Agree 5. Strongly Agree

Part 2: Corporate Rebranding of KTB

(Focus on Service Use at the Branch of Bank / ATM Kiosk / ADM Kiosk of KTB)

Your Opinion

Statement
514131211

Perceived Change between New Brand and Old Brand
The new brand of KTB is identical character with the old

1 brand of KTB.

5 The new brand of KTB is unidirectional image with the old
brand of KTB.

3 The new brand and the old brand of KTB are not different to
meet the usage demand.

4 The new brand of KTB and the old brand of KTB have the
same value.

5 The new brand of KTB is a good fit with the old brand of
KTB in delivering a good experience to customer.

6 The new brand of KTB is not representative of the old brand

of KTB.

Perceived Change in Employee Attitudes and Behaviors
7 | Employees of KTB are more cheery.

8 | Employees of KTB are willing to serve you more.
9 | Employees of KTB understand your needs better.
10 | Employees at KTB are eager to serve you more.
11 | Employees of KTB serve more rapidly.

12 | Employees of KTB have fewer errors in service.

Perceived Change in Service Systems

13 | Service of KTB resonates with you more.

14 | Accessibility to service of KTB is easier.

15 | Service of KTB is quicker.

16 | In overall, employees of KTB are better.

17 | Problems solving for customers at KTB is faster.

18 | The new service process of KTB is easier to understand.
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Statement

Your Opinion

4132

19 | The new step of service process of KTB is better.

20 | In overall, service process of KTB is better.

21 | Equipment of the finance system of KTB is more modern.

22 | ATM / ADM of KTB are more efficient.

23 Equipment of the finance system of KTB serves the customers
quicker.

24 | Equipment of the finance system of KTB is more secure.

o5 Equipment of the finance system of KTB is more suitable for
use.

26 | In overall, equipment of the finance system of KTB is better.

Perceived Change in Brand Partner Quality

27 | The new brand of KTB is superior to the old brand of KTB.
Comparing between the new brand and the old brand of KTB,
28 | you think the new brand of KTB is more superior to other
competing brands than the old brand of KTB.
You prefer the new brand of KTB more than the old brand of
29
KTB.
30 | For KTB, you trust the new brand more than the old brand.
31 | For KTB, you rely on the new brand more than the old brand.
39 For KTB, you think the new brand is more believable than the
old brand.
33 | The new brand of KTB is worse than the old brand of KTB.
Future Consumptions (Deposit / Credit / Electronic Banking / Remittance Transfer / Cards Services

Comparing from previous time until now, you expect that the

34 | time from now until next time of purchase / use service of
KTB will be reduced.

35 You expect to buy / use current service more often from KTB
in the future.

36 You think that you will purchase / use more other types of
services from KTB in the future.

37 You think that you will upgrade service to be a better one
from KTB in the future.

38 If you use many service brands, you are to spend with this
service brand of KTB more than other service brands.
If you would buy an additional service in the future, you

39 | would consider buying that service from KTB before other
banks.

40 If you would buy an upgrade service, you would choose to

purchase that service from KTB more than other banks.
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Part 3: Any other Opinions or Suggestions

Part 4: Personal Information

1. Gender

[ 11. Male [ ]12. Female

2. Age (Year)

[ ]11. Lessthan 21 []12.21-30
[]13.31-40 [ 14.41-50

[ 15.51-60 [ ]16.Over 60

3. Highest level of education that graduated or studying

[ ] 1. Under Bachelor’s Degree [ ]2.Bachelor’s Degree
[ ]13. Master’s Degree [ 14. Doctoral Degree
4. Personal monthly income (THB)

[ 11. Not over 20,000 [ 12.20,001 - 40,000

[ 13.40,001 - 60,000 [ 14.60,001 - 80,000

[ 15.80,001 - 100,000 [ 16. Over 100,000

5. Household monthly income (THB)

[ 11. Not over 40,000 [ ]2.40,001- 80,000

[ 13.80,001- 120,000 [ 14.120,001 - 160,000
[ 15.160,001 - 200,000 [ 6. Over 200,000

6. How long that you have used the service of KTB (Year)

[ 11. Notover 3 [12.4-6

[13.7-9 [ 14.Over9

Thank you for your cooperation



APPENDIX F
PLACES AND NUMBER OF SAMPLES COLLECTED
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Table F.1
Places and Number of Samples Collected
Number of Samples Collected
Places (500 Each)
Telecommunications Finance
1 | Department or Shopping Stores 92 86
1.1 | CentralWorld 6 2
1.2 | Central Plaza Ladprao 16 7
1.3 | Fashion Island 28 59
1.4 | JJ Green 20 -
1.5 | Siam Paragon 22 18
2 | Educational Institutes 193 163
2.1 | Satriwitthaya 2 School 4 -
2.2 | Chulalongkorn University 73 67
2.3 | Kasetsart University - 16
2.4 | Thammasat University 37 24
(Rangsit)
2.5 | Thammasat University 79 56
(Tha Prachan)
3 | Mass Rapid Transit Systems 64 76
3.1 | BTS Ari station 22 21
3.2 | BTS Asok station 27 30
3.3 | BTS Chong Nonsi station 15 14
3.4 | BTS Mo Chit station - 11
4 | Office Buildings 99 119
4.1 | BKK City tower 6 11
4.2 | Empire Tower 16 18
4.3 | KTB PTT branch - 15
4.4 | Petroleum Authority Building 66 53
4.5 | Sathorn Square 11 6
4.6 | Metropolitan Electricity - 16
Authority
5 | Public Streets 52 56
5.1 | Chatuchak - 20
5.2 | Sathorn 20 22
5.3 | Siam 18 14
5.4 | Victory Monument 14 -




Table G.1

APPENDIX G
ITEM CODES, MEASURES AND CONSTRUCTS

Item Codes of Proposed Measured Items for Constructs

190

No. of
Constructs Dimensions Proposed ftem Codes of
items Measures

Perceived Similarity Brand Similarity 6 X1 B, X2_B, X3 B,

between New Brand X4 B, X5 B, X6R_B

and Old Brand (PBS)

Perceived Change in Change in Employee 3 X7 _Ea, X8 Ea,

Employee Attitudes Attitudes X9 Ea

and Behaviors (CIE) | Change in Employee 3 X10_Eb, X11_Eb,
Behaviors X12 _Eb

Perceived Change in Change in Systems’ 8 X13 Scn, X14_Scn,

Service Systems (CIS) | Process X15 Scn, X16_Scn,
(Convenience & X17_Scn, X18_Scf,
Confidence) X19 Scf, X20_Scf
Change in Systems’ 6 X21 Sme, X22_Sme,
Equipment X23 _Sme, X24_Sse,
(Modern & Safety) X25_Sse, X26_Sse

Change in Brand Brand Preference 4 Y1 RQP, Y2_RQP,

Partner Quality Change Y3 RQP, Y7R_RQP

(CBPQ) Brand Trust 3 Y4 RQT, Y5 _RQT,
Enhancement Y6_RQT

Change in Change in Recency, 4 Y8 RS, Y9 RS,

Relationship Strength | Frequency, Monetary Y10 RS, Y11 RS

(CRS)

Future Share of Wallet | Future Share of Wallet 3 Y12_SW, Y13 SW,

(FSW)

Y14 SW




Table G.2

Item Codes, Items Shortenings and Measures

Item Codes Item Shortenings Measures

X1 B Brands are identical in character The new brand of the company is identical character with the old brand of the
company.

X2 B Brands are unidirectional image The new brand of the company is unidirectional image with the old brand of the
company.

X3 B Brands are not different The new brand and old brand of the company are not different to meet the usage
demand.

X4 B Brands are same value The new brand of the company and old brand of the company have the same value.

X5 B Brands are good fit in delivering | The new brand of the company is a good fit with the old brand of the company in

experience delivering a good experience to customer.

X6 _B Brands are not representative The new brand of the company is not representative of the old brand of the
company. (R)

X7_Ea Employees are more cheery Employees of the company are more cheery.

X8 Ea Employees are more willing Employees of the company are willing to serve you more.

X9 Ea Employees have more understanding Employees of the company understand your needs better.

X10_Eb Employees are eager to serve more Employees at the company are eager to serve you more.

X11 Eb Employees serve more rapidly Employees of the company serve more rapidly.

X12 _Eb Employees have fewer errors Employees of the company have fewer errors in service.

X13_Scn Service is more resonate Service of the company resonates with you more.

X14 Scn Service can be accessed easier Accessibility to service of the company is easier.

X15 Scn Service is quicker Service of the company is quicker.

X16_Scn Overall service has better employees In overall, employees of the company are better.

X17_Scn Problem solving is faster Problems solving for customers at the company is faster.

X18_Scf Service process is easier to understand The new service process of the company is easier to understand.

X19_Scf Step of service process is better The new step of service process of the company is better.

167



Table G.2

Item Codes, Items Shortenings and Measures (Cont.)

Item Codes Item Shortenings Measures

X20_Scf Overall service process is better In overall, service process of the company is better.

X21 Sme Equipment is more modern Equipment of (telecommunications / finance) system of the company is more
modern.

X22_Sme Equipment is more efficient (Telephone signal network / ATM or ADM) of the company is more efficient.

X23 Sme Equipment serves quicker Equipment of the (telecommunications / finance) system of the company serves the
customers quicker.

X24 _Sse Equipment is more secure Equipment of the (telecommunications / finance) system of the company is more
secure.

X25_Sse Equipment is more suitable for use Equipment of the (telecommunications / finance) system of the company is more
suitable for use.

X26_Sse Overall equipment is better In overall, equipment of the (telecommunications / finance) system of the company
is better.

Y1l RQP New brand is superior to old brand The new brand of the company is superior to the old brand of the company.

Y2_RQP New brand is more superior to other | Comparing between new brand and old brand of the company, you think the new

competing brands than old brand brand of the company is more superior to other competing brands than the old brand

of the company.

Y3_RQP lt:lr:lvr:/ dbrand gets more preference IaRLoiC You prefer the new brand of the company more than the old brand of the company.

Y4 RQT New brand gets more trust than old brand For the company, you trust the new brand more than the old brand.

Y5 RQT New brand is more reliable than old brand | For the company, you rely on the new brand more than the old brand.

Y6_RQT Drzvrrd brand is more believable than old For the company, you think the new brand is more believable than the old brand.

Y7_RQP New brand is worse than old brand New brand of the company is worse than old brand of the company. (R)

¢6T



Table G.2

Item Codes, Items Shortenings and Measures (Cont.)

Item Codes

Item Shortenings

Measures

Y8 RS

Time of next purchase is reduced more
recency

Comparing from previous time until now, you expect that the time from now until
next time of purchase / use service of the company will be reduced.

than others

Y9 RS More frequent use of current service You expect to buy / use current service more often from the company in the future.

Y10_RS More money to spend on other types of | You think that you will purchase / use more other types of services from the
service company in the future.

Y11 _RS More money to spend on upgrade services | You think that you will upgrade service to be a better one from the company in the

future.

Y12 SW Buy the service from this brand more than | If you use many service company brands, you are to spend with this service company
others brand more than other service company brands.

Y13 SW Buy additional services from this brand | If you would buy an additional service in the future, you would consider buying that
before others service from the company before other companies.

Y14 _SW Buy upgrade services from this brand more | If you would buy an upgrade service, you would choose to purchase that service from

the company more than other companies.

Note. X6 B and Y7_RQP are reversed by X6R_B and Y7R_RQP, respectively

€61
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APPENDIX H
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR
ALL PROPOSED MEASURED ITEMS



Table H.1

Descriptive Statistics for All Proposed Measured Item

N Min | Max Mean SD Skewness S’ Kurtosis K’

Item Codes Item Shortenings SE SE

TIF | TIF | TIF T F T F T F TIF T F TIF
X1 B Brands are identical character 500 1 5 324 | 331 | 1.022 | 1.014 | -.313 | -.377 | .109 | -.609 | -.585 | .218
X2_B Brands are unidirectional image 500 1 5 331|332 | 938 | 995 | -.376 | -421 | .109 | -375 | -.338 | .218
X3_B Brands are not different 500 i 5 343 | 347 | 923 | 959 | -.130 | -453 | .109 | -418 | -.013 | .218
X4 B Brands are same value 500 1 5 3.46 | 349 | 952 | 940 | -.185 | -.221 | .109 | -.541 | -.463 | .218
X5_B Brands are good fit in delivering experience 500 1 5 359 | 354 | 946 | .898 | -.310 | -.291 | .109 | -390 | -.106 | .218
X6_B Brands are not representative 500 il 5 3.75 | 3.61 | .975 903 | -.584 | -.446 | .109 | -.020 | .133 | .218
X7_Ea Employees are more cheery 500 1 5 353 | 342 | .773 | .806 | .108 | .112 | .109 | -.133 | .128 | .218
X8 _Ea Employees are more willing 500 1 5 3.61 | 3.44 | .802 822 | -.086 | -.022 | .109 | -.103 | .418 | .218
X9 _Ea Employees have more understanding 500 i 5 3.64 | 344 | 772 | 805 | -.036 | -.075 | .109 | -.001 | .422 | .218
X10_Eb Employees are eager to serve more 500 1 5 3.61 | 3.44 | .879 874 | -210 | -.144 | .109 | -392 | -.070 | .218
X11_Eb Employees serve more rapidly 500 il 5 350 | 332 | 919 | 949 | -.261 | -.066 | .109 | -.406 | -.415 | .218
X12_Eb Employees have fewer errors 500 1 5 351 | 339 | .83 | .857 | .022 | .025 | .109 | -.169 | -.032 | .218
X13 Scn Service is more resonate 500 il 5 3.64 | 341 | .781 .802 | -.144 | -.049 | .109 .028 429 218
X14 Scn Service can be accessed easier 500 1 5 3.75 | 3.563 | .789 .816 | -.050 | -.090 | .109 | -.454 | .052 218
X15_Scn Service is quicker 500 1 5 3.64 | 341 | 858 | .871 | -.389 | -.242 | .109 | .095 | -.046 | .218
X16_Scn Overall service has better employees 500 1 5 3.67 | 350 | .801 | .824 | -.162 | -.196 | .109 | -.066 | .318 | .218
X17_Scn Problem solving is faster 500 1 5 354 | 339 | 873 | .865 | -.226 | -.165 | .109 | -.059 | -.169 | .218
X18_Scf Service process is easier to understand 500 il; 5 3.62 | 353 | .762 | .796 | -.281 | -.105 | .109 | .363 | -.191 | .218
X19_Scf Step of service process is better 500 1 5 3.64 | 354 | 753 | .804 | -.272 | -.292 | .109 | .276 | .280 | .218
X20_Scf Overall service process is better 500 1 5 3.76 | 3.60 | .788 | .804 | -.482 | -.257 | .109 | .747 | .091 | .218
X21_Sme Equipment is more modern 500 1 5 381 | 3.75 | 822 | 860 | -.441 | -.266 | .109 | .118 | -.377 | .218
X22_Sme Equipment is more efficient 500 1 5 3.73 | 3.61 | 902 | .889 | -.449 | -.382 | .109 | .083 | .043 | .218
X23_Sme Equipment serves quicker 500 1 5 3.70 | 3.45 | .853 943 | -.330 | -.258 | .109 | -.177 | -.220 | .218
X24_Sse Equipment is more secure 500 1 5 364 | 349 | 826 | .817 | -.156 | -.012 | .109 | -.081 | .038 | .218
X25_Sse Equipment is more suitable for use 500 1 5 3.70 | 357 | 854 | .838 | -.324 | -.161 | .109 | .180 | -.141 | .218
X26_Sse Overall equipment is better 500 1 5 393 | 3.75 | 828 | .827 | -.286 | -.194 | .109 | -.441 | -.320 | .218
Y1 RQP New brand is superior to old brand 500 1 5 3.76 | 358 | .790 | .800 | -.331 | -.211 | .109 | .283 | .200 | .218

S61



Table H.1

Descriptive Statistics for All Proposed Measured Item (Cont.)

N Min | Max Mean SD Skewness S’ Kurtosis K’
Item Codes Item Shortenings SE SE
TIF | TIF | TIF T F T F T F TIF T F TIF
New brand is more superior to other competing brands 500 1 5 3.66 | 3.39 | .801 | .792 | -.250 | -.273 | .109 | .127 | .610 | .218

Y2_RQP

than old brand

Y3 _RQP New brand gets more preference than old brand 500 il 5 3.75 | 358 | 834 | .854 | -506 | -.150 | .109 | .429 | -.036 | .218
Y4 RQT New brand gets more trust than old brand 500 1 5 3.69 | 351 | .841 | .831 | -.365 | -.074 | .109 | .209 | .063 | .218
Y5 _RQT New brand is more reliable than old brand 500 1 5 3.66 | 347 | 853 | .828 | -.387 | -.093 | .109 | .041 | .369 | .218
Y6_RQT New brand is more believable than old brand 500 il 5 359 | 346 | 831 | .852 | -252 | -.184 | .109 | .144 | .270 | .218
Y7_RQP New brand is worse than old brand 500 1 5 238 | 239 | 1.063 | 1.004 | .613 | .376 | .109 | -.157 | -.371 | .218
Y8 RS Time of next purchase is reduced more recency 500 1 5 3.04 | 294 | 968 | 940 | -.032 | -.015 | .109 | -.192 | -.371 | .218
Y9 RS More frequency to use current service 500 s 5 341 | 3.22 | .779 832 | -.024 | -.196 | .109 .357 517 218
Y10_RS More monetary to use other type of service 500 1 5 344 | 331 | .78 | .795 | -.057 | -.071 | .109 .200 | .467 218
Y11 RS More monetary to use upgrade service 500 il 5 357 | 336 | 821 | .814 | -.184 | -.267 | .109 | .064 | .570 | .218
Y12_SW Buy the service from this brand more than others 500 il 5 360 | 335 | .884 | .843 | -.326 | -.119 | .109 | .112 | .220 | .218
Y13 _SW Buy additional service from this brand before others 500 il 5 359 | 3.38 | 903 | .863 | -.299 | -.179 | .109 | -.102 | -.013 | .218
Y14_SW Buy upgrade service from this brand more than others 500 1 5 359 | 335 | 925 | .860 | -.209 | -.015 | .109 | -.386 | -.025 | .218
X6R_B Brands are representative 500 1 5 225|239 | 975 | .903 | 584 | 446 | .109 | -.020 | .133 | .218
Y7R_RQP | New brand is better (than old brand) 500 il 5 3.62 | 3.61 | 1.063 | 1.004 | -.613 | -.376 | .109 | -.157 | -.371 | .218

Note. T = Telecommunications
F = Finance
SD = Standard Deviation
S’SE = Standard Error of Skewness
K’SE = Standard Error of Kurtosis

96T



APPENDIX |
RESULTS OF MEASUREMENT MODEL
(TELECOMMUNICATIONS)

Figure I.1

Baseline Measurement Model (Telecommunications)
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Table 1.1

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model

(Telecommunications)

Model Fit Summary

CMIN
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 63  739.228 237 .000 3.119
Saturated model 300 .000 0
Independence model 24 7879.160 276 .000 28.548
RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFlI  AGFI PGFI
Default model 033  .880 848 695
Saturated model .000 1.000
Independence model | .282  .204 3135 R 1188
Baseline Comparisons
NFI  RFI IFI  TLI
Mode Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 =
Default model 906 .891 934 923 934
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI
Default model 859  .778  .802
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
NCP
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90
Default model 502.228  424.039  588.031
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 7603.160 7316.906 7895.768
FMIN
Model FMIN FO LO9 HI9%
Default model 1481  1.006 850 1.178
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 15.790 15.237 14.663 15.823
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LO9 HI9 PCLOSE
Default model .065 .060 071 .000
Independence model 235 230 239 .000
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Table 1.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

AIC
Model AlIC BCC BIC CAIC
Default model 865.228  871.874 1130.748 1193.748
Saturated model 600.000 631.646 1864.382 2164.382
Independence model | 7927.160 7929.692 8028.311 8052.311
ECVI
Model ECVI LO9 HI9 MECVI
Default model 1.734 1577  1.906 1.747
Saturated model 1202 1.202 1.202 1.266
Independence model | 15.886 15.312 16.472  15.891
HOELTER
Model HOELTER HOELTER
.05 .01
Default model 185 197
Independence model 20 22

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)

Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label

X2 B  <— PBS 982 061 16205 *** par 1
X1 B  <—-- PBS 1.000

X12 Eb <— CIE 921 061 15145 *** par 2
X11 Eb <— CIE 1.068 .066 16.062 *** par 3
X10 Eb <— CIE 1130 .062 18169 *** par 4
X9 Ea < CIE 999 053 18.716 *** par 5
X8 Ea < CIE 1.085 .053 20549 *** par 6
X7 Ea <— CIE 1.000

X22_Sme < CIS 871 056 15.693 *** par 7
X25 Sse < CIS 1.014 .050 20.287 *** par 8
X26_Sse <-— CIS 1.000

Y6_RQT <-- CBPQ 1103 .068 16.221 *** par 9
Y5 RQT <-- CBPQ 1204 070 17.171 *** par_10
Y4 RQT <-- CBPQ 1.163 .068 17.016 *** par 11

Y14 SW < FSW 1.088 .047 23292 *** par 12
Y13 SW < FSW 1.082 045 23993 *** par 13
Y12 SW <— FSW 1.000

Y11 RS <-— CRS 971 050 19.309 *** par 14

Y10 RS <--- CRS 1.013 .044 22759 *** par_15
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Table 1.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
Y9 RS <--- CRS 1.000
Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 1.000
Y2 RQP <--- CBPQ 1.039 .062 16.720 *** par_31l
Y3 RQP <--- CBPQ 1132 .066 17.261 *** par_32
X3 B <--- PBS 590  .047 12417 ***  par_33
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate
X2 B <--- PBS .899
X1 B <--- PBS .840
X12 Eb <-- CIE 672
X11 Eb <-- CIE .709
X10 Eb <-- CIE .784
X9 Ea <-- CIE .789
X8 Ea <-- CIE .825
X7 Ea <-- CIE .789
X22 Sme <--- CIS .680
X25 Sse <--- CIS .836
X26 Sse <--- CIS .850
Y6_RQT <-- CBPQ .766
Y5 RQT <-- CBPQ .815
Y4 RQT <-- CBPQ 799
Y14 SW <--- FSW 871
Y13 SW <-- FSW .886
Y12 SW <--- FSW .837
Y1l RS <--- CRS 779
Y10 RS <-- CRS .849
Y9 RS <-- CRS .845
Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 731
Y2 RQP <--- CBPQ 748
Y3 RQP <--- CBPQ .783
X3 B <--- PBS .549

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
CIE <--> CIS 244 026 9.283 *** par_16
PBS <--> CIS 136 .032 4.239 ***  par 17
PBS <--> CIE 196 .029 6.709 *** par 18
PBS <--> CBPQ 126 .026 4.779 ***  par_19
PBS <--> CRS 165 .030 5434 *** par 20
PBS <--> FSW 175 034 5191 *** par 21




Table 1.1

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
CIE <--> CBPQ 219 .023  9.345 *** par 22
CIE <-> CRS 244 025 9.616 *** par_23
CIE <--> FSW 261 .028 9.356 *** par_24
CIS <--> CBPQ 258 .027 9549 ***  par 25
CIS <-> CRS 235 .027 8.626 *** par_26
CIS <-> FSW 300 .032 9.436 *** par_ 27
CBRQ <--> CRS 250 .025 9.876 *** par_28
CBRQ <--> FSW 300 .029 10.238 *** par_29
FSW <--> CRS 403 .034 11.748 *** par_30
Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
CIE <--> CIS 2 1.
PBS <--> CIS 226
PBS <--> CIE 376
PBS <--> CBPQ .254
PBS <--> CRS 293
PBS <--> FSW 215
CIE <--> CBPQ .624
CIE <--> CRS .609
CIE <> FSW 579
CIS <--> CBPQ .636
CIS <--> CRS 507
CIS <--> FSW 577
CBRQ <--> CRS .660
CBRQ <--> FSW .705
FSW <--> CRS .829
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label

PBS 736 .074 9.974 *** par 34
CIE 371 .037 10.162 *** par_35
CIS 494 045 10976 *** par_36
CBPQ 332 .036 9.120 *** par_37
FSW 546 .049 11.195 *** par 38
CRS 433 .039 11.216 *** par_39
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Table 1.1

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
e2 168 .038 4404 *** par_40
el 307 .043 7.154 ***  par 41
el2 383 .027 14302 *** par_42
ell 419 .030 13.913 *** par_43
el0 297 .023 12.834 *** par_44
e9 224 017 13.067 *** par_45
e8 206 .017 11.835 *** par_46
e’ 226 .018 12.719 *** par_47
e22 437 .033 13.429 *** par_48
e25 210,022 9.778 *** par_49
e26 190 .021 9.071 *** par_50
e29 269 .020 G20 7 Pileol
e28 282021 350 1F & S D52
e27 290 .021 13.693 *** par_53
e33 285 .022 13.232 *** par_54
e32 244 020 25200 wet*=s Dl IS5
e3l 255 .020 12.961 *** par_56
e40 206 .019 i1 OSEMFAT fpdn=5./
e39 APSr Q17 10.230 *** par_58
e38 234 .019 12.002 *** par_59
e37 205€ & 0P iZe0 128 3% "% Spar 460
e36 171 .016 10.701 *** par_61
e35 174 016 10.856 *** par_62
e3 594 041 14.605 *** par_63

Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
X3 B 301
Y9 RS 713
Y10 RS 122
Y11 RS .606
Y12 SW .700
Y13 SW .785
Y14 SW .758
Y4 RQT 638
Y5 RQT 664
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Table 1.1

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate
Y6 _RQT 587
Y1 RQP 534
Y2 _RQP .560
Y3 RQP .613
X26_Sse 122
X25 Sse .699
X22 _Sme 462
X7 Ea 622
X8 Ea .680
X9 Ea .623
X10 _Eb .615
X11 Eb 503
X12 Eb 452
X1 B .706
X2 B .808
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Figure 1.2

Re-specified Measurement Model (Telecommunications)
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Table 1.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model

(Telecommunications)

Model Fit Summary

CMIN
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 70 648.173 230 .000 2.818
Saturated model 300 .000 0
Independence model 24 7879.160 276 .000 28.548
RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFlI AGFl PGFI
Default model 114 .896 .865  .687
Saturated model .000 1.000
Independence model 282 204 135  .188

Baseline Comparisons

NFI  RFI IFI  TLI
Mocgl Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 o
Default model 918 .901 945 934 .945
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000  .000

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI
Default model 833 765 .788
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
NCP
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90
Default model 418.173 345996  497.992
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 7603.160 7316.906 7895.768
FMIN
Model FMIN FO LO9 HI9%
Default model 1.299 .838 .693 .998
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 15.790 15.237 14.663 15.823
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LO90 HI9 PCLOSE
Default model .060 .055 .066 .001

Independence model 235 .230 239 .000




206

Table 1.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

AIC
Model AlIC BCC BIC CAIC
Default model 788.173  795.557 1083.195 1153.195
Saturated model 600.000 631.646 1864.382 2164.382
Independence model | 7927.160 7929.692 8028.311 8052.311
ECVI
Model ECVI LO90 HI9 MECVI
Default model 1580 1435 1.739 1.594
Saturated model 1.202 1.202 1.202 1.266
Independence model | 15.886 15.312 16.472  15.891
HOELTER
Model HOELTER HOELTER
.05 .01
Default model 206 218
Independence model 20 22

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
X2 B <--- PBS 982 .061 16.164 *** par 1
X1 B <--- PBS 1.000
X12 Eb <-- CIE 911 .068 13.402 *** par 2
X11 Eb <-- CIE 1.033 .074 13.945 *** par 3
X10 Eb <-- CIE 1.131 .070 16.158 *** par 4
X9 Ea <-- CIE 1.077 .062 17.480 *** par 5
X8 Ea <-- CIE 1.097 .049 22439 *** par 6
X7 Ea <-- CIE 1.000
X22 Sme <--- CIS 871 .055 15717 ***  par_7
X25 Sse <--- CIS 1.017 .050 20.392 *** par_8
X26 Sse <--- CIS 1.000
Y6_RQT <-- CBPQ 961 .068 14.210 *** par 9
Y5 RQT <--- CBPQ 1.065 .070 15274 *** par_10
Y4 RQT <-- CBPQ 1.075 .069 15560 *** par 11
Y14 SW <--- FSW 1.330 .082 16.132 *** par_12
Y13 SW <--- FSW 1.345 081 16.641 *** par_13
Y12 SW <--- FSW 1.000




Table 1.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
Y11 RS <--- CRS 1.074 074 14550 *** par_14
Y10 RS <--- CRS 1185 .073 16.234 *** par_15
Y9 RS <--- CRS 1.000
Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 1.000
Y2 RQP <--- CBPQ 1.033 .053 19.498 *** par_30
Y3 RQP <--- CBPQ 1.160 .067 17.444 *** par_31
X3 B <--- PBS 590  .048 12411 ***  par_32
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate
X2 B <--- PBS .896
X1 B <--- PBS .835
X12 Eb <-- CIE .605
X11 Eb <-- CIE .626
X10 Eb <-- CIE 725
X9 Ea <-- CIE .793
X8 Ea <-- CIE 776
X7 Ea <-- CIE .729
X22 Sme <--- CIS .653
X25 Sse <--- CIS .819
X26 Sse <--- CIS .832
Y6 RQT <--- CBPQ .634
Y5 RQT <--- CBPQ .691
Y4 RQT <--- CBPQ .710
Y14 SW <--- FSW .840
Y13 SW <--- FSW .879
Y12 SW <--- FSW .691
Y11 RS <-- CRS .702
Y10 RS <-- CRS .839
Y9 RS <-- CRS 745
Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 702
Y2 RQP <-- CBPQ 717
Y3_RQP <--- CBPQ 782
X3 B < PBS 542
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
CIE <-> CIS 183 .020 9.096 *** par_16
PBS <--> CIS 093 .028 3.303 *** par 17
PBS <--> CIE JA51 025 6.157  ***  par_18
PBS <--> CBPQ 093 .022 4.161 *** par_19
PBS <--> CRS 090 .021 4.194 ***  par_20
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Table 1.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
PBS <--> FSW 072 .021 3370 *** par 21
CIE <--> CBPQ 164  .017 9.415 *** par 22
CIE <--> CRS 122 015 7.873 *** par_23
CIE <--> FSW 114 015 7.614 ***  par 24
CIS <--> CBPQ 211 .021 9.944 *** par 25
CIS <--> CRS 101 016 6.317 *** par_26
CIS <--> FSW 156 .020 7.851 *** par 27
CBRQ <--> CRS 116 .014 8421 *** par_28
CBRQ <--> FSW 155 017 9.128 ***  par_29
FSW <--> CRS .100
e32 <--> e31 109 .020 5510 *** par_33
e33 <--> 32 176 .022 8.059 *** par_34
e28 <--> @27 079 .017 4.684 *** par 35
e8 <--> e7 .089 .017 5.347 *** par_36
ell <--> ¢l0 129 .023 5537 *** par_37
el2 <--> ell 116 .024 4.806 *** par_38
e33 <--> e31 090 .020 4.557 *** par 39
el2 <--> ¢l0 076 .021 3.610 *** par_40
Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
CIE <--> CIS 522
PBS <--> CIS .168
PBS <--> CIE 385
PBS <--> CBPQ 211
PBS <--> CRS 218
PBS <--> FSW 167
CIE <-> CBPQ .588
CIE <--> CRS 463
CIE <--> FSW 412
CIS <--> CBPQ .618
CIS <--> CRS 315
CIS <--> FSW 463
CBRQ <--> CRS 456
CBRQ <> FSW 579
FSW <--> CRS .396
e32 <--> 31 .338
e33 <--> e32 498
e28 <--> e27 .287
e8 <--> e7 .368
ell <--> el0 .326
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Table 1.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate
el2 <--> ell .261
e33 <--> g3l .264
el2 <--> el .205

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label

PBS 709 .071  9.953 *** par 41
CIE 287 030 9.648 *** par_42
CIS 2429 _ %039 BRI 2y B 2 Bpar-43
CBPQ 271 029 9457 ***  par_ 44
FSW 265" (85K 7.62F § 7 Jfpamd5
CRS 240 .030 7.932 ***  par_46
e2 168 .038  4.382 *** par_47
el 307  .043  7.139 ***  par_48
el2 413 030 13.898 *** par_49
ell 476 035 13.737 *** par_50
el0 332 026 12521 *** par_51
e9 197 018 11.081 *** par_52
e8 229 .020 11.262 *** par_53
e7 254.4°.020 W1 251 6B B2 bar 54,
e22 4381 03253 TE B SERle NS5
e25 217 022 9.775 *** par_56
e26 192 024, SFCR20] Feerer oo, 57
e29 232 .020 11.383 *** par_58
e28 274 022 12549 *** par 59
e27 279 .022 12,705 *** par_60
e33 1872, W02 EN131508 B FR a6l
e32 336 .026 12,905 *** par_62
e3l 308 .024 12.628 *** par_63
e40 195 020 9.714  ***  par_64
e39 141 .018 7971  ***  par_65
e38 291 024 12.294 ***  par_66
e37 285 .023 12.170 *** par_67
e36 142 018  7.966 *** par_68
e35 192 020 9.840 *** par_69
e3 594 041 14.606 *** par_70
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
X3 B 293
Y9 RS 555
Y10_RS .704




Table 1.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate
Y11 RS 493
Y12 _SW AT7
Y13 SW 773
Y14 SW .706
Y4 RQT 504
Y5 RQT AT7
Y6 RQT 402
Y1 RQP 493
Y2_RQP 514
Y3 _RQP 611
X26_Sse .691
X25 Sse 671
X22 Sme 427
X7 _Ea 531
X8 Ea .602
X9 Ea .629
X10 _Eb 526
X11 Eb .392
X12 _Eb .366
X1 B .698
X2 B .803
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APPENDIX J
RESULTS OF MEASUREMENT MODEL
(FINANCE)

Figure J.1

Baseline Measurement Model (Finance)
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Table J.1

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model (Finance)

Model Fit Summary

CMIN
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 63  693.817 237 .000 2.927
Saturated model 300 .000 0
Independence model 24 8501.832 276 .000 30.804
RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFlI  AGFl PGFI
Default model 028  .895 867  .707
Saturated model .000 1.000
Independence model 291 196 126 .180
Baseline Comparisons
NFI  RFI IFI TLI
Model Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 A,
Default model 918  .905 945 935 944
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI
Default model 859 789 811
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
NCP
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90
Default model 456.817  381.690  539.575
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 8225.832 7928.159 8529.853
FMIN
Model FMIN FO LO90 HI9%
Default model 1.390 915 765 1.081
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 17.038 16.485 15.888 17.094
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LO9 HI9 PCLOSE
Default model .062 .057 .068 .000
Independence model 244 240 249 .000
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Table J.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model (Finance)
(Cont.)

AIC
Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC
Default model 819.817  826.463 1085.337 1148.337
Saturated model 600.000 631.646 1864.382 2164.382
Independence model | 8549.832 8552.364 8650.983 8674.983
ECVI
Model ECVI LO9 HI9 MECVI
Default model 1.643 1492  1.809 1.656
Saturated model 12074 T 2028 Sill. 202 1.266
Independence model | 17.134 16.537 17.743  17.139
HOELTER
Model HOELTER HOELTER
.05 .01
Default model 197 209
Independence model 19 20

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)

Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label

X2 B <— PBS 1.079 053 20.398 *** par_1
X1 B < PBS 1.000

X12 Eb < CIE 1.033 .052 20.031 *** par 2
X11 Eb < CIE 1.154 057 20.349 *** par 3
X10 Eb < CIE 1.058 .053 20.136 *** par 4
X9 Ea < CIE 989 047 21.021 *** par5
X8 Ea < CIE 1.040 046 22412 *** par_6
X7 Ea < CIE 1.000

X22_Sme <-- CIS 1.000 .059 17.001 *** par_7
X25 Sse <-- CIS 1.075 .056 19.036 *** par_8
X26 Sse < CIS 1.000

Y6_RQT <-- CBPQ 1145 056 20.314 *** par 9
Y5 RQT <-- CBPQ 1112 056 20.031 *** par_10
Y4 RQT <-- CBPQ 1.164 .055 21.064 *** par 11

Y14 SW < FSW 1.107 054 20.613 *** par 12
Y13 SW <-- FSW 1141 054 21137 *** par_13
Y12 SW < FSW 1.000

Y11 RS <-- CRS 961 053 18.134 *** par 14

Y10 RS <-— CRS 930 .049 19.083 *** par 15
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Table J.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model (Finance)
(Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label

Y9 RS <-- CRS 1.000

Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 1.000

Y2 _RQP <--- CBPQ 930 .054 17.368 *** par_31

Y3 _RQP <--- CBPQ 1135 .056 20.173 *** par_32

X3 B <-- PBS 686 .046 14.768 *** par_33

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate

X2 B <--- PBS 935

X1 B <--- PBS .850

X12 Eb <-- CIE .795

X11 Eb <-- CIE .803

X10 Eb <-- CIE .799

X9 Ea <-- CIE 811

X8 Ea <-- CIE .835

X7 Ea <-- CIE .819

X22 Sme <--- CIS .740

X25 Sse <--- CIS .844

X26 Sse <--- CIS .796

Y6 RQT <--- CBPQ .835

Y5 RQT <--- CBPQ .833

Y4 RQT <--- CBPQ .869

Y14 SW <--- FSW .859

Y13 SW <--- FSW .882

Y12 SW <--- FSW 792

Y11 RS <-- CRS .799

Y10 RS <-- CRS 792

Y9 RS <-- CRS .814

Y1 RQP <-- CBPQ 776

Y2 RQP <--- CBPQ 730

Y3 RQP <--- CBPQ .826

X3 B <--- PBS 617

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
CIE <--> CIS 266 .027 9.762 *** par_16
PBS <--> CIS A28  .030 4.286 ***  par_17
PBS <--> CIE 145 029 4912 ***  par_18
PBS <--> CBPQ 109 .027 4.008 *** par_19
PBS <--> CRS 166 .032 5.248 ***  par_20
PBS <--> FSW 163 .031 5.337 ***  par 21
CIE <--> CBPQ 249 026 9.715 ***  par 22
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Table J.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model (Finance)
(Cont.)

Estimate S.E. CR. P Label
CIE <--> CRS 241 027  8.894 *** par 23
CIE <> FSW 217 .026 8.415 *** par 24
CIS <-> CBPQ 298 .028 10.476 *** par_25
CIS <> CRS 269 .028  9.433 *** par 26
CIS <--> FSW 271 .029 9451 ***  par_27
CBRQ <--> CRS 258 .027 9.587 *** par_28
CBRQ <--> FSW .260 .027 9.704 *** par_29
FSW <--> CRS 341 032 10.716  ***  par_30
Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
CIE <--> CIS .615
PBS <--> CIS 227
PBS <--> CIE .255
PBS <--> CBPQ .203
PBS <--> CRS .285
PBS <--> FSW .284
CIE <> CBPQ .609
CIE <--> CRS 541
CIE <> FSW 494
CIS <-> CBPQ 730
CIS <--> CRS .604
CIS <--> FSW .620
CBRQ <> CRS 614
CBRQ <--> FSW 630
FSW <--> CRS .758
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label

PBS 742 069 10.828 *** par_34
CIE 435 .040 10.893 *** par_35
CIS 432 .043 10.031 *** par_36
CBPQ 385 .038 10.093 *** par_37
FSW 444 044 10.209 ***  par_38
CRS 457 .044 10.356 *** par_39
e2 125 034 3.672 *** par_40
el 285 .033 8508 *** par 41
el? 270 .020 13.432 ***  par_42
ell 320 .024 13.258 *** par_43
e10 275 021 13.336 *** par_44
e9 221 017 13.270 *** par_45
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Table J.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model (Finance)
(Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
e8 204 016 12496 *** par_46
e7 213 017 12.835 *** par 47
e22 357 .029 12452 ***  par_48
e25 201 .021 9409 *** par_49
e26 250 .022 11.295 *** par 50
e29 231 .017 13226 *** par bl
e28 293 .020 14.350 *** par_ 52
e27 254 018 13.905 *** par 53
e33 220  .017 13.084 *** par 54
e32 209 .016 12,997 *** par_ 55
e3l 168  .014 11992 ***  par_56
e40 194 018 10.794 ***  par_57
e39 Hli65, 01T NISE5 A58
e38 264 .021 12582 *** par_59
e37 239 .022 11.086 *** par_60
e36 236 .021 11462 *** par_61
e35 233 .022 10.698 *** par_62
e3 569 .039 14.604 *** par_63
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
X3 B .380
Y9 RS .662
Y10 RS .627
Y11 RS .639
Y12 _SW .627
Y13 SW 778
Y14 SW .738
Y4 RQT 756
Y5 RQT .695
Y6_RQT 697
Y1 RQP 602
Y2_RQP 532
Y3 RQP 682
X26_Sse 633
X25_Sse 713
X22_Sme .548
X7 _Ea 671
X8 Ea .698
X9 Ea .659
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Table J.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Measurement Model (Finance)
(Cont.)

Estimate
X10 _Eb .639
X11 Eb .644
X12 _Eb .632
X1 B 123
X2 B .873
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Figure J.2

Re-specified Measurement Model (Finance)
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Table J.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model

(Finance)

Model Fit Summary

CMIN
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 70  659.335 230 .000 2.867
Saturated model 300 .000 0
Independence model 24 8501.832 276 .000 30.804
RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFlI  AGFI PGFI
Default model 094 901 871 691
Saturated model .000 1.000
Independence model 291 196 126 .180
Baseline Comparisons
NFI  RFI IFI  TLI
Mode Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 =
Default model 922 .907 948 937  .948
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI
Default model 833 769  .790
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
NCP
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90
Default model 429.335  356.366  509.942
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 8225.832 7928.159 8529.853
FMIN
Model FMIN FO LO9 HI9%
Default model 1.321 .860 714 1.022
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 17.038 16.485 15.888 17.094
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LO9 HI9 PCLOSE
Default model .061 .056 .067 .000
Independence model 244 240 249 .000




220

Table J.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model
(Finance) (Cont.)

AIC
Model AlIC BCC BIC CAIC
Default model 799.335  806.719 1094.357 1164.357
Saturated model 600.000 631.646 1864.382 2164.382
Independence model | 8549.832 8552.364 8650.983 8674.983
ECVI
Model ECVI LO9 HI9 MECVI
Default model 1.602 == .156) &l 768 1.617
Saturated model 1202 1.202 1.202 1.266
Independence model | 17.134 16.537 17.743  17.139
HOELTER
Model HOELTER HOELTER
.05 .01
Default model 202 215
Independence model 19 20

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)

Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label

X2 B  <— PBS 1.080 053 20.380 *** par 1
X1 B  <—-- PBS 1.000

X12 Eb <— CIE 1.037 .058 17.891 *** par 2
X11 Eb <— CIE 1130 .063 17.824 *** par 3
X10 Eb <— CIE 1.057 .059 17.881 *** par 4
X9 Ea < CIE 1.041 .052 20159 *** par 5
X8 Ea < CIE 1.041 .042 24.826 *** par 6
X7 Ea <— CIE 1.000

X22_Sme < CIS 998 059 17.010 *** par 7
X25 Sse < CIS 1.075 .056 19.103 *** par 8
X26_Sse <-— CIS 1.000

Y6_RQT <-- CBPQ 1.060 .056 19.044 *** par 9
Y5 RQT <-- CBPQ 1.001 .055 18.081 *** par_10
Y4 RQT <-- CBPQ 1.063 .055 19.313 *** par 11

Y14 SW < FSW 1337 .088 15217 *** par 12
Y13 SW <-- FSW 1392 .091 15237 *** par_13
Y12 SW < FSW 1.000

Y11 RS <-- CRS 1.028 075 13.772 *** par_14

Y10 RS <-— CRS 1.031 .068 15266 *** par 15
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Table J.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model
(Finance) (Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
Y9 RS <-- CRS 1.000
Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 1.000
Y2 _RQP <--- CBPQ 937 .050 18.741 *** par_30
Y3 _RQP <--- CBPQ 1129 .055 20.614 *** par_31
X3 B <-- PBS 686 .046 14.766 *** par_32
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate
X2 B <--- PBS 933
X1 B <--- PBS .846
X12 Eb <-- CIE .760
X11 Eb <-- CIE .748
X10 Eb <-- CIE .760
X9 Ea <-- CIE 817
X8 Ea <-- CIE .799
X7 Ea <-- CIE 782
X22 Sme <--- CIS 711
X25 Sse <--- CIS .824
X26 Sse <--- CIS 2
Y6 RQT <--- CBPQ 767
Y5 RQT <--- CBPQ 142
Y4 RQT <--- CBPQ .790
Y14 SW <--- FSW .834
Y13 SW <--- FSW 874
Y12 SW <--- FSW .661
Y11 RS <-- CRS 742
Y10 RS <-- CRS .766
Y9 RS <-- CRS 746
Y1 RQP <-- CBPQ 770
Y2 RQP <--- CBPQ 726
Y3_RQP <--- CBPQ 821
X3 B <--- PBS .610
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate S.E. C.R. P  Label
CIE <-> CIS 211 021 9.830 *** par_16
PBS <--> CIS .089 .026 3.469 *** par_17
PBS <--> CIE 109 026 4.262 *** par_18
PBS <--> CBPQ 070 .024 2983 .003 par_19
PBS <--> CRS 095 .024 3994 *** par 20
PBS <--> FSW .084 .021 4109 *** par_21
CIE <--> CBPQ 203 .020 9.965 *** par_22




Table J.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model

(Finance) (Cont.)

Estimate S.E. CR. P Label
CIE <--> CRS 143 019 7.682 ***  par_23
CIE <> FSW 106 .015  7.070 ***  par_24
CIS <--> CBPQ 250  .022 11.152  ***  par_25
CIS <--> CRS 150 .018 8378 ***  par_26
CIS <> FSW 144 017 8366  ***  par_27
CBRQ <--> CRS 154 017  9.002 *** par_28
CBRQ <--> FSW 145 016  9.046  *** par_29
FSW <--> CRS .100
e33 <> €32 078 Y0T6 “T136" S o paiog
e32 <> e3l 104 017  6.288  ***  par_34
e28 <> e27 .015 .014 1.040 .298 par_35
e8 <--> e7 .080 .016 5186 *** par_36
el2 <> ell 076 .020 3.740 *** par_37
ell <--> el0 090 %020, | 418382F >N peik38
e33 <> e3l 066 .016 4.216 *** par_39
el2 <--> el0 037 .018 2.041 .041 par_40
Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
CIE <--> CIS 574
PBS <--> CIS 173
PBS <--> CIE 213
PBS <--> CBPQ 142
PBS <--> CRS .206
PBS <--> FSW .204
CIE <-> CBPQ 576
CIE <--> CRS 434
CIE <--> FSW .359
CIS <--> CBPQ 707
CIS <--> CRS 454
CIS <> FSW 488
CBRQ <--> CRS .486
CBRQ <--> FSW 511
FSW <--> CRS 377
e33 <--> e32 .269
e32 <--> 31 410
e28 <--> e27 .060
e8 <--> e7 .350
el2 <> ell 231
ell <--> el0 270
e33 <> e3l .266
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Table J.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model

(Finance) (Cont.)

Estimate
el? <--> el0 125
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label

PBS 717 066 10.929 *** par 41
CIE 368 .035 10.553 *** par_42
CIS 368 .036 10.323 *** par_43
CBPQ 339 031 10.818 *** par_ 44
FSW £288 _ w032 B 0400 W< Bpar-ds
CRS 296 .038  7.798 *** par_46
e2 124 034  3.634 ***  par_47
el 286 .033 8529 *** par_48
el2 289  .024 12250 *** par_49
ell [3ILDY, O30 NLZ2522 NOSEEd mar 50
el0 S00F 024 12263 M B passl
e9 1985 017 s Te552 B # par 52
e8 226 .019 11.730 *** par_53
e’ 234 .020 12.007 *** par_54
e22 358 .029MYIZB20 W Psl Bpar_bo
e25 201 021 9459 ***  par_56
e26 2501 0225801 1308 TS Db 7
e29 209 .018 11.684 *** par_58
e28 268 .021 13.051 *** par_59
e27 233 .019 12491 *** par_60
e33 267 .021 12520 *** par_61
e32 278 .022 12.836 *** par_62
e3l 230 010 LRI ¥915 B iR nas63
e40 186 .020 9.334  ***  par 64
e39 143 019  7.393  ***  par_65
e38 307 .024 12789 ***  par_66
e37 255 .024 10.506 *** par_67
e36 222 .022 10.258 *** par_68
e35 235 025 9.407 *** par_69
e3 569 .039 14.602 *** par_70
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
X3 B 372
Y9 RS 557
Y10_RS .586
Y11 RS 551
Y12_SW 437




Table J.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Measurement Model

(Finance) (Cont.)

Estimate
Y13 _SW 763
Y14 SW .696
Y4 RQT .624
Y5 RQT 551
Y6 _RQT .588
Y1 RQP .593
Y2 _RQP 527
Y3 _RQP .674
X26_Sse .596
X25 Sse .679
X22_Sme .506
X7 _Ea 611
X8 Ea .639
X9 Ea .667
X10 _Eb 577
X11 _Eb .559
X12_Eb 578
X1 B 715
X2 B 871

224



225

APPENDIX K
RESULTS OF STRUCTURAL MODEL
(TELECOMMUNICATIONS)



Figure K.1

Baseline Structural Model with Measures (Telecommunications)
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Table K.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Structural Model
(Telecommunications)

Model Fit Summary

CMIN
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 56  930.422 244 .000 3.813
Saturated model 300 .000 0
Independence model 24 7879.160 276 .000 28.548
RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFlI  AGFl PGFI
Default model 048  .860 827  .699
Saturated model .000 1.000
Independence model | .282  .204 135 188
Baseline Comparisons
NFI  RFI IFI TLI
Modg Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 e
Default model .882 .866 910 .898  .910
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI
Default model .884 780  .804
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
NCP
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90
Default model 686.422  596.629  783.774
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 7603.160 7316.906 7895.768
FMIN
Model FMIN FO LO9 HI9%
Default model 1865 1376 1196 1571
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 15.790 15.237 14.663 15.823
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LO9 HI9 PCLOSE
Default model 075 .070 .080 .000
Independence model 235 230 239 .000
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Table K.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Structural Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

AIC
Model AlIC BCC BIC CAIC
Default model 1042.422 1048.329 1278.440 1334.440
Saturated model 600.000 631.646 1864.382 2164.382
Independence model | 7927.160 7929.692 8028.311 8052.311
ECVI
Model ECVI LO9 HI9 MECVI
Default model 2.089 1909 2284 2.101
Saturated model 1202 1.202 1.202 1.266
Independence model | 15.886 15.312 16.472  15.891
HOELTER
Model HOELTER HOELTER
.05 .01
Default model 151 160
Independence model 20 22

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
CBPQ <--- CIS 344 044 7.743  ***  par_17
CBPQ <--- CIE .388 .052 7.464  ***  par 22
CBPQ <--- PBS 021 .027 J73 439  par_26
CRS <--- CBPQ 833 .061 13.714 *** par_18
FSw <--- CBPQ 954  .069 13.907 *** par 21
X11 Eb <-- CIE 1.068 .067 16.006 *** par_1
X10 Eb <--- CIE 1136 .062 18.183 *** par 2
X8 Ea <-- CIE 1.084 .053 20435 *** par_3
X7 Ea <-- CIE 1.000
X12 Eb <--- CIE 923 .061 15111 *** par 4
X9 Ea <--- CIE 1.003 .054 18705 *** par 5
Y11 RS <--- CRS 953 .051 18.733 *** par_6
Y10 RS <--- CRS 1.022 .046 22242 *** par_7
Y9 RS <-- CRS 1.000
Y3 _RQP <--- CBPQ 1129 066 17.187 *** par_8
Y2_RQP <--- CBPQ 1.036 .062 16.603 *** par 9
Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 1.000
X2 B <--- PBS 982 .061 16.227 *** par_10
X1 B <--- PBS 1.000




Table K.1

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Structural Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
X3 B <--- PBS 591 047 12441 *** par_11
X26 Sse <--- CIS 1.000
X25 Sse <--- CIS 1.022 .050 20.280 *** par_12
X22_Sme <--- CIS 872 .056 15.661 *** par_13
Y13 SW <--- FSW 1.130 .048 23559 *** par 19
Y14 SW <--- FSW 1117 .049 22660 *** par_20
Y12 SW <--- FSW 1.000
Y4 RQT <--- CBPQ 1.145 068 16.893 *** par 23
Y5 RQT <--- CBPQ 1.187 .069 17.172 *** par 24
Y6 RQT <--- CBPQ 1.088 .067 16.173 *** par_25
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate
CBPQ <--- CIS 420
CBPQ <--- CIE 411
CBPQ <--- PBS .032
CRS <--- CBPQ 725
FSW <--- CBPQ .760
X11 Eb <-- CIE .708
X10 Eb <-- CIE 787
X8 Ea <-- CIE .823
X7 Ea <-- CIE 787
X12 Eb <-- CIE 672
X9 Ea <-- CIE 791
Y11 RS <-- CRS .766
Y10 RS <-- CRS .859
Y9 RS <-- CRS .846
Y3 RQP <--- CBPQ 778
Y2 RQP <--- CBPQ 743
Y1 RQP <-- CBPQ 728
X2 B <--- PBS .899
X1 B <--- PBS 840
X3 B <--- PBS 550
X26_Sse <--- CIS .847
X25 Sse <--- CIS .840
X22_Sme <--- CIS .678
Y13 SW <--- FSW .903
Y14 SW <--- FSW 873
Y12 SW <-- FSW 816
Y4 RQT <-- CBPQ 783
Y5 RQT <--- CBPQ .800
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Table K.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Structural Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate

Y6 _RQT <-- CBPQ 752
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
PBS <--> CIS 136 .032 4241 ***  par_l14
CIE <--> PBS 196 .029 6.701 *** par_15
CIE <--> CIS 244 026 9.274 *** par_16
Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
PBS <--> CIS 226
CIE <--> PBS 376
CIE <--> CIS 571

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
CIE 370 .037 10.132 ***  par_27
PBS 735 074  9.981 *** par_28
CIS 491 045 10.930 *** par_29
e4l 145 .017  8.452 *** par_30
e42 1206 _ 0224 M40 55 Mpar 31
e43 22088 023" SRS S ENars32
ell 420 .030 13910 *** par_33
el0 294 023 12755 ***  par_34
e8 208 .018 11.855 *** par_35
e’ 227 .018 12.707 *** par_36
el2 383 .027 14.295 ***  par_37
e9 e UIT R HS.007  FiENpay 38
e37 278 022 12521 ***  par_39
e40 204 019 10.757 *** par_40
e36 161 .017  9.657 *** par_41
e39 151 .017  8.876 *** par_42
e35 172 .017 10.308 *** par_43
e38 260 .021 12546 *** par_44
e33 299 022 13.717 ***  par_45
e32 261 .020 12,941 *** par_46
e3l 273 .020 13.455 ***  par_ 47
e29 274 020 13.604 *** par_48
e28 287 .021 13917 *** par_49
e27 293  .021 14.045 *** par_50
e2 169 .038 4420 *** par 51
el 307 .043 7.176  *** par_52
e3 593  .041 14594 ***  par_53
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Table K.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Structural Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
e26 193 021 9.214 ***  par 54
e25 215 .022 9.587 *** par 55
e22 439 .033 13.446 *** par_56
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate
CBPQ 559
FSW iSTal
CRS 526
X22_Sme 459
X25_Sse 705
X26_Sse /A7
X3 B .302
X1 B .706
X2 B .808
Y1 RQP 530
Y2_RQP 553
Y3 _RQP .605
Y4 RQT 613
Y5 RQT .640
Y6_RQT .566
Y12_SW .666
Y9 RS 716
Y13_SW .815
Y10_RS .738
Y14 _SW 761
Y11 RS 587
X9 _Ea .625
X12_Eb 451
X7 _Ea .620
X8 Ea 677
X10_Eb 619
X11_Eb 502




Figure K.2

Re-specified Structural Model with Measures (Telecommunications)
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Table K.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model
(Telecommunications)

Model Fit Summary

CMIN
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 64  594.629 236 .000 2.520
Saturated model 300 .000 0
Independence model 24 7879.160 276 .000 28.548
RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFlI  AGFl PGFI
Default model 038 911 886  .716
Saturated model .000 1.000
Independence model | .282  .204 135 188
Baseline Comparisons
NFI  RFI IFI TLI
Mode Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 o
Default model 925 912 953 945 953
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI
Default model 855 791  .815
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
NCP
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90
Default model 358.629  290.612  434.326
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 7603.160 7316.906 7895.768
FMIN
Model FMIN FO LO9 HI9%
Default model 1.192 719 582 870
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 15.790 15.237 14.663 15.823
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LO9 HI9 PCLOSE
Default model .055 .050 .061 .061
Independence model 235 230 239 .000
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Table K.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

AIC
Model AlIC BCC BIC CAIC
Default model 722.629  729.380 992.364 1056.364
Saturated model 600.000 631.646 1864.382 2164.382
Independence model | 7927.160 7929.692 8028.311 8052.311
ECVI
Model ECVI LO9 HI9 MECVI
Default model 1448 1.312  1.600 1.462
Saturated model 1202 1.202 1.202 1.266
Independence model | 15.886 15.312 16.472  15.891
HOELTER
Model HOELTER HOELTER
.05 .01
Default model 229 243
Independence model 20 22

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
CBPQ <--- CIS 339 .045 7527  ***  par_17
CBPQ <--- CIE 427 057 7509 *** par 22
CBPQ <--- PBS .030 .027 1.111 .267 par_26
CRS <--- CBPQ 903 .067 13560 *** par_18
FSw <--- CBPQ 1.035 .076 13.614 *** par 21
X11 Eb <-- CIE 1.033 .074 13.895 *** par 1
X10 Eb <--- CIE 1136 .070 16.170 *** par 2
X8 Ea <-- CIE 1.097 .049 22389 *** par 3
X7 Ea <-- CIE 1.000
X12 Eb <--- CIE 912 .068 13372 *** par 4
X9 Ea <--- CIE 1.081 .062 17.466 *** par 5
Y11 RS <--- CRS 955 051 18.832 *** par 6
Y10 RS <--- CRS 1.020 .046 22.394 *** par_7
Y9 RS <-- CRS 1.000
Y3 _RQP <--- CBPQ 1.153 .070 16.442 *** par_8
Y2_RQP <--- CBPQ 1.033 .054 19.004 *** par 9
Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 1.000
X2 B <--- PBS 984 061 16.184 *** par_10
X1 B <--- PBS 1.000




Table K.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
X3 B <--- PBS 591 .048 12432  ***  par_11
X26 Sse <--- CIS 1.000
X25 Sse <--- CIS 1.023 .050 20.406 *** par_12
X22_Sme <--- CIS 874 056 15.705 *** par_13
Y13 SW <--- FSW 1.121 .047 23.666 *** par_19
Y14 SW <--- FSW 1.113 .049 22794 *** par_20
Y12 SW <--- FSW 1.000
Y4 RQT <--- CBPQ 1.087 .072 15.107 *** par_23
Y5 RQT <--- CBPQ 1.099 .073 15.056 *** par_24
Y6 RQT <--- CBPQ 994 071 14.029 *** par_25
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate
CBPQ <--- CIS 423
CBPQ <--- CIE 444
CBPQ <--- PBS .045
CRS <--- CBPQ 770
FSW <--- CBPQ .803
X11 Eb <-- CIE .658
X10 Eb <-- CIE 5L
X8 Ea <-- CIE .800
X7 Ea <-- CIE 757
X12 Eb <-- CIE .638
X9 Ea <-- CIE .820
Y11 RS <-- CRS .768
Y10 RS <-- CRS .858
Y9 RS <-- CRS .847
Y3 RQP <--- CBPQ 778
Y2 RQP <--- CBPQ 725
Y1 RQP <-- CBPQ 712
X2 B <--- PBS .900
X1 B <--- PBS .839
X3 B <--- PBS .549
X26_Sse <--- CIS .846
X25 Sse <--- CIS .839
X22_Sme <--- CIS .679
Y13 SW <--- FSW .900
Y14 SW <--- FSW 873
Y12 SW <--- FSW .820
Y4 RQT <--- CBPQ 727
Y5 RQT <--- CBPQ 725
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Table K.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate
Y6 _RQT <--- CBPQ .673

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
PBS <--> CIS 136 .032 4.246 ***  par_14
CIE <--> PBS 189  .029 6.520 *** par_15
CIE <--> CIS 244 026 9.301 ***  par_16
e8 <> e7 090 .017 5.435 *** par 27
e28 <--> e27 108 .018 6.118 *** par_28
ell <--> el2 117 024 4842 ***  par_29
ell <--> el0 M2981023 A5I581 **FENpar.ao
e32 <--> 31l 125 020 6.359 ***  par_31
e33 <--> e32 183 .021 8.569 *** par_32
e33 <--> e31 103 .020 5.275 ***  par_33
el0 <--> el2 075 .021 3588 *** par_34
Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
PBS <--> CIS .226
CIE <--> PBS 377
CIE <--> CIS .596
e8 <> g7 372
e28 <--> e27 .355
ell <--> el2 .263
ell <--> el0 .326
e32 <--> g3l 370
e33 <--> e32 .507
e33 <--> g3l .292
el0 <--> el2 .204

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
CIE 342 037 9326 *** par_35
PBS 734 074 9960 *** par_36
CIS 490 .045 10.935 *** par_37
e4l 118 016  7.601 *** par_38
e4? A77 021 8336 ***  par_39
e43 186 .022 8.483 *** par_40
ell A77 035 13.744  ***  par_41
el0 330 .026 12473 ***  par_42
e8 231 .020 11.325 *** par_43
e’ 255 .021 12.204 ***  par_44




Table K.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
el? 414 030 13.898 *** par_45
e9 195 .018 11.009 *** par_46
e37 276 .022 12560 *** par_47
e40 203 .019 10.825 *** par_48
e36 162 016 9.856 *** par_49
e39 155 017 9.216 *** par_50
e35 172 016 10.413 *** par_ 51
e38 2865 0 21F 8 12075 3k 218 Bar 452
e33 378 .027 14.042 *** par_53
e32 344 026 13,505 *** par_54
e3l 332 .025 13.394 ***  par 55
e29 275 .022 12571 ***  par_56
e28 1S 0EL M, 023"l (N Y 57
e27 V023, 181526 M ¥ If [ndr 58
e2 167 .038 4361 *** par_59
el 308 .043  7.191 ***  par_60
e3 1598 WOAT™=14"590 Ml eSS =6 T
e26 Lo 0218 MO8 33N S e 62
e25 1215 _.022™% 101682 | “EiiF Jdnf 63
e22 BTN 183 AT 1200 e Binars6d
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
CBPQ 625
FSW .645
CRS 592
X22_Sme 461
X25_Sse .704
X26_Sse 716
X3 B 302
X1 B .704
X2 B .809
Y1_RQP 507
Y2_RQP 526
Y3_RQP .605
Y4 RQT 529
Y5_RQT 525
Y6_RQT 452
Y12_SW 672
Y9 RS 717
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Table K.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model

(Telecommunications) (Cont.)

Estimate
Y13 _SW .809
Y10 RS .736
Y14 SW 762
Y11 RS .589
X9 Ea 672
X12 _Eb 407
X7 _Ea 573
X8 Ea .640
X10 _Eb 572
X11 Eb 433
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APPENDIX L
RESULTS OF STRUCTURAL MODEL
(FINANCE)



Figure L.1

Baseline Structural Model with Measures (Finance)
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Table L.1

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Structural Model (Finance)

Model Fit Summary

CMIN
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 56  863.666 244 .000 3.540
Saturated model 300 .000 0
Independence model 24 8501.832 276 .000 30.804
RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFl  AGFl PGFI
Default model 049 872 842 709
Saturated model .000 1.000
Independence model 291 196 126 .180
Baseline Comparisons
NFI  RFI IFI TLI
Model Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 “i
Default model .898 .885 925 915 925
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI
Default model 884 794 817
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
NCP
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90
Default model 619.666  533.829  713.081
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 8225.832 7928.159 8529.853
FMIN
Model FMIN FO LO90 HI9%
Default model 1731 1242 1070 1.429
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 17.038 16.485 15.888 17.094
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LO9 HI9 PCLOSE
Default model 071 .066 077 .000
Independence model 244 240 249 .000
AIC
Model AlC BCC BIC CAIC
Default model 975.666 981.573 1211.684 1267.684
Saturated model | 600.000 631.646 1864.382 2164.382
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Table L.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Structural Model (Finance)
(Cont.)

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC

Independence model | 8549.832 8552.364 8650.983 8674.983
ECVI

Model ECVI LO90 HI90 MECVI

Default model 1955 1.783 2142 1.967

Saturated model 1.202 1.202  1.202 1.266

Independence model | 17.134 16.537 17.743  17.139
HOELTER

Model HOELTER HOELTER

.05 .01
Default model 163 173
Independence model 19 20

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
CBPQ <-- CIS 15528 MOL5MEE OFaRI1 S e Dalf 17
CBPQ <--- CIE 246 046 5295 *** par 22
CBPQ <--- PBS .019 .026 728 .467 par_26
CRS <--- CBPQ W24y |06 R3I085% ™ 2 _par. 118
FSw <--- CBPQ 702 .055 12.780 *** par_21
X11 Eb <--- CIE 1152 .057 20.302 *** par_l
X10 Eb <-- CIE 5,050 %053 ¢ 20,1388 & _Jpna’2
X8 Ea <-- CIE 1.040 .046 22400 *** par_3
X7 Ea < CIE 1.000
X12_Eb <--- CIE 1.035 .052 20.061 *** par 4
X9 Ea <--- CIE 990 .047 21.017 *** par 5
Y1l RS <--- CRS 907 .051 17.749 *** par_6
Y10 RS <--- CRS 920 .048 19.006 *** par_7
Y9 RS <-- CRS 1.000
Y3 _RQP <--- CBPQ 1131 .056 20.149 *** par 8
Y2 _RQP <--- CBPQ 941 053 17.642 *** par 9
Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 1.000
X2 B <--- PBS 1.075 .054 20.059 *** par_10
X1 B <--- PBS 1.000
X3 B <--- PBS 684 .046 14.736 *** par_11
X26 Sse <--- CIS 1.000
X25 Sse <--- CIS 1.073 .056 18.994 *** par 12




Table L.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Structural Model (Finance)
(Cont.)
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
X22 Sme <--- CIS 1.000 .059 16.990 *** par 13
Y13 SW < FSW 1.181 .057 20558 *** par 19
Y14 SW < FSW 1.144 057 20.126 *** par_20
Y12 SW <--- FSW 1.000
Y4 RQT <--- CBPQ 1.150 .055 20.913 *** par 23
Y5 RQT <-- CBPQ 1.099 .055 19.871 *** par 24
Y6 _RQT <-- CBPQ 1.135 .056 20.168 *** par 25
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate
CBPQ <--- CIS .586
CBPQ <--- CIE .261
CBPQ <--- PBS .026
CRS <--- CBPQ .656
FSW <--- CBPQ .670
X11 Eb <--- CIE .801
X10 Eb <--- CIE .799
X8 Ea <-- CIE .835
X7 _Ea <--- CIE .819
X12 Eb <-- CIE .796
X9 Ea <--- CIE .812
Y11 RS <-- CRS 72
Y10 RS <--- CRS .802
Y9 RS <-- CRS .833
Y3 RQP <--- CBPQ 823
Y2 RQP <--- CBPQ 738
Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 776
X2 B <--- PBS .933
X1 B < PBS 852
X3 B < PBS 616
X26_Sse <--- CIS 797
X25 Sse <--- CIS .843
X22 Sme <--- CIS 741
Y13 SW < FSW 891
Y14 SW <--- FSW .865
Y12 SW <--- FSW 72
Y4 RQT <-- CBPQ .859
Y5 RQT <-- CBPQ 824
Y6_RQT <--- CBPQ 827
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Table L.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Structural Model (Finance)
(Cont.)

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. CR. P Label
PBS <--> CIS 129 030 4.276 ***  par_14
CIE <--> PBS 145 030 4.914 ***  par_15
CIE <-> CIS 267 .027 9.762 *** par_16
Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
PBS <--> CIS 226
CIE <--> PBS .255
CIE <--> CIS 614

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
CIE 435 .040 10.889 *** par 27
PBS 744 069 10.796 *** par_ 28
CIS 433 .043 10.040 *** par_29
e4l 150 .017 8.884 *** par 30
e4?2 273 .030 9.169 *** par 31
e43 233 .025 9.238 *** par 32
ell 322 .024 13.284 *** par 33
el0 275 .021 13326 *** par_ 34
e8 204 016 12496 *** par 35
e’ 213 .017 12825 *** par 36
el2 268 .020 13.403 *** par_37
e9 221 017 13.261 *** par_38
e37 267 .023 11.601 *** par_39
e40 186 .019  9.939 ***  par 40
e36 225 .021 10.900 *** par_41
e39 154 018 8.455 *** par_42
e35 211 022  9.674 ***  par_43
e38 286 .022 13.014 *** par_ 44
e33 229 017 13.324 *** par_45
e32 220 .017 13.265 *** par_46
e3l 181 .015 12436 ***  par_47
e29 234 017 13.427 *** par_48
e28 284 020 14.366 *** par_49
e27 254 .018 14.036 *** par_50
e2 127 035  3.652 *** par 51
el 282 .034 8256 *** par_52
e3 569 .039 14.613 *** par_53
e26 249 022 11.233 ***  par_54
e25 203 .022  9.398 ***  par_55
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Table L.1
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Baseline Structural Model (Finance)
(Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label

e22 356 .029 12396 *** par_56
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate
CBPQ 611
FSW 449
CRS 430
X22_Sme .549
X25 Sse Jq11
X26_Sse 635
X3 B .380
X1 B 725
X2 B 871
Y1 RQP .602
Y2_RQP 545
Y3_RQP 678
Y4 RQT 738
Y5 _RQT 679
Y6_RQT .684
Y12_SW 597
Y9 RS .695
Y13 _SW 793
Y10_RS .644
Y14 _SW .749
Y11 RS 597
X9 Ea .659
X12_Eb 634
X7_Ea 671
X8 Ea 697
X10_Eb 639
X11_Eb 642




Figure L.2

Re-specified Structural Model with Measures (Finance)
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Table L.2

Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model (Finance)

Model Fit Summary

CMIN
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 64  672.031 236 .000 2.848
Saturated model 300 .000 0
Independence model 24 8501.832 276 .000 30.804
RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFl  AGFl PGFI
Default model 043 .900 873  .708
Saturated model .000 1.000
Independence model 291 196 126 .180

Baseline Comparisons

NFI  RFI IFI  TLI
Model Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 o5
Default model 921  .908 947 938 947
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000
Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI
Default model 855 787  .810
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model 1.000 .000 .000
NCP
Model NCP LO 90 HI 90
Default model 436.031  362.381  517.320
Saturated model .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 8225.832 7928.159 8529.853
FMIN
Model FMIN FO LO90 HI9%
Default model 1.347 874 726 1.037
Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000
Independence model | 17.038 16.485 15.888 17.094
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LO9 HI9 PCLOSE
Default model .061 .055 .066 .001
Independence model 244 240 249 .000
AIC
Model AlC BCC BIC CAIC

Default model 800.031 806.782 1069.766 1133.766
Saturated model | 600.000 631.646 1864.382 2164.382
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Table L.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model (Finance)
(Cont.)

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC

Independence model | 8549.832 8552.364 8650.983 8674.983
ECVI

Model ECVI LO90 HI90 MECVI

Default model 1.603 1456  1.766 1.617

Saturated model 1.202 1.202  1.202 1.266

Independence model | 17.134 16.537 17.743  17.139
HOELTER

Model HOELTER HOELTER

.05 .01
Default model 203 215
Independence model 19 20

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
CBPQ <-- CIS I57EY MOH7RU ONlB2 S e bal 17
CBPQ <--- CIE 262 .050 5217 *** par 22
CBPQ <--- PBS 022 .026 826 .409 par_26
CRS <--- CBPQ MIEEU  OR6 RISV 3 _par. 118
FSw <--- CBPQ 727 056 13.034 *** par 21
X11 Eb <--- CIE 1129 .064 17.765 *** par_1l
X10 Eb <-- CIE 5,058 "059 & il 8MONE & _Jpa’2
X8 Ea <-- CIE 1.041 .042 24806 *** par_3
X7 Ea < CIE 1.000
X12_Eb <--- CIE 1.040 .058 17.899 *** par 4
X9 Ea <-- CIE 1.042 052 20.145 *** par 5
Y1l RS <--- CRS 917 051 17.817 *** par_6
Y10 RS <--- CRS 923 .048 19.073 *** par 7
Y9 RS <-- CRS 1.000
Y3 _RQP <--- CBPQ 1.124 056 20.029 *** par 8
Y2 _RQP <--- CBPQ 956 .051 18.733 *** par_ 9
Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 1.000
X2 B <--- PBS 1.076 .054 20.062 *** par_10
X1 B <--- PBS 1.000
X3 B <--- PBS 684 .046 14.738 ***  par_11
X26 Sse <--- CIS 1.000
X25 Sse <--- CIS 1.075 .056 19.121 *** par_12
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Table L.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model (Finance)
(Cont.)
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
X22_Sme < CIS 997 059 17.009 *** par 13
Y13 SW <--- FSW 1.183 .057 20.622 *** par_19
Y14 SW <--- FSW 1.139 .057 20.159 *** par 20
Y12 SW <--- FSW 1.000
Y4 RQT <--- CBPQ 1.062 .056 19.041 *** par 23
Y5 RQT <-- CBPQ 1.003 .056 17.847 *** par 24
Y6_RQT <--- CBPQ 1.059 .057 18.643 *** par 25
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate
CBPQ < CIS 607
CBPQ < CIE 268
CBPQ  <-- PBS .030
CRS <--- CBPQ 695
FSW <--- CBPQ .701
X11 Eb <-- CIE 765
X10 Eb <--- CIE 779
X8 Ea < CIE 815
X7 _Ea <--- CIE .798
X12 Eb <-- CIE .780
X9 Ea <--- CIE .833
Y11 RS <-- CRS 77
Y10 RS <--- CRS .801
Y9 RS <-- CRS .830
Y3 RQP <--- CBPQ 827
Y2 RQP <--- CBPQ 758
Y1 RQP <--- CBPQ 785
X2 B <--- PBS 934
X1 B < PBS 851
X3 B < PBS 616
X26_Sse <--- CIS 797
X25 Sse <--- CIS 845
X22 Sme <--- CIS .739
Y13 SW <--- FSW 893
Y14 SW <--- FSW 863
Y12 SW <--- FSW 773
Y4 RQT <-- CBPQ .803
Y5 RQT <-- CBPQ 760
Y6 _RQT <-- CBPQ 781
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Table L.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model (Finance)
(Cont.)
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. CR. P Label
PBS <--> CIS 129  .030 4.284 ***  par_14
CIE <--> PBS 143 029 4.883 *** par_15
CIE <--> CIS 266 .027 9.727 *** par_16
e8 <> e7 .081 .016 5214 *** par 27
ell <--> el0 091 .021 4.358 *** par_28
ell <--> el2 076 .020 3.741 *** par_29
e32 <--> e31 107 .G 78 B7 1070 B S i=par 30
e33 <--> e32 08T M0L 208 'pardsl
e28 <--> 27 020 .014 1.406 .160 par_32
e33 <--> e3l .081 .016 5.126 *** par_33
el0 <--> el2 036 .018 1977 .048 par_34
Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
PBS <--> CIS 227
CIE <--> PBS .258
CIE <--> CIS 629
e8 <> e7 351
ell <--> el0 W72
ell <--> el2 231
e32 <--> e3l 439
e33 <--> e32 .303
e28 <--> e27 .078
e33 <--> e3l .308
el0 <--> el? 122
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label

CIE 413 040 10.252 ***  par_35
PBS 744 069 10.793 *** par_36
CIS 433 .043 10.056 *** par_37
e4l 135 .016 8.203 *** par_38
e4? 246 .028 8.684 *** par_39
e43 216 .024  8.991 *** par_40
ell 373 .030 12551 *** par 41
el0 300 .024 12236 *** par_42
e8 226 .019 11.749 *** par_43
e7 235 .020 12.008 *** par_44
el2 287 .024 12202 *** par_45
e9 198  .017 11.529 *** par_46
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Table L.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model (Finance)
(Cont.)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
e37 262 .023  11.477 *** par_47
e40 189 .019 10.184 *** par_48
e36 227 .021  11.002 *** par_49
e39 151 .018 8422 *** par 50
e35 215 .022  9.903 *** par 51
e38 285 .022 13.010 *** par 52
e33 283 .022 13.068 *** par 53
e32 289 .022 13.329 *** par 54
e3l 245 019 12629 *** par 55
e29 230 019 12377 ***  par_56
e28 266 .020 13.364 *** par 57
e27 245 019 13.014 *** par_58
e2 127 .035 3.638 *** par_59
el 283 .034 8.272 *** par_60
e3 569 039 14.612 *** par 61
e26 249 022 11.304 ***  par_62
e25 201 .021 9472 *** par_63
e22 358 029 12515 ***  par 64
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
CBPQ .658
FSW 491
CRS 483
X22_Sme .546
X25 Sse 713
X26_Sse .635
X3 B .380
X1 B 725
X2 B 872
Y1 RQP 616
Y2_RQP 575
Y3_RQP 684
Y4 RQT 644
Y5 RQT 578
Y6 _RQT 610
Y12 _SW .598
Y9 _RS .688
Y13 SW 797
Y10 RS .641
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Table L.2
Model Fit Summary and Estimates of Re-specified Structural Model (Finance)
(Cont.)

Estimate
Y14 SW 744
Y11 RS .604
X9 Ea .693
X12 _Eb .609
X7 _Ea .637
X8 Ea .664
X10 _Eb .607
X11 Eb .585
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