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Abstract 
This study investigated the effect of employee brand commitment on brand citizenship 
behavior from the employees’ perspective. This study also examined the differences in 
employees’ perspectives of employee brand commitment and brand citizenship behavior 
depend on their years of experience, monthly income, and contact with customers. This 
study selected a convenience sample that includes ten banks in Palestine. This study 
used a quantitative empirical causal research design, through a self-administered 
structured questionnaire, and used descriptive statistics tests, One-way Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA), post-hoc multiple comparisons, two-step SEM process, and the 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Moreover, the data was analyzed using the 
“Analysis of Moment Structure” AMOS 20 program. The findings revealed a strong 
effect of employee brand commitment on brand citizenship behavior. Also, the study 
found differences in employees’ perspectives on employee brand commitment and 
brand citizenship behavior depend on their years of experience, monthly income, and 
contact with customers. Therefore, this research study provides practical implications 
related to enhancing employee brand commitment and brand supporting behavior. 
Keywords: Employee Brand Commitment, Brand Citizenship Behavior, Years of 
Experience, Monthly Income, Contact with Customers.  

 

ÇALIŞAN MARKA BAĞLILIĞININ MARKA 
VATANDAŞLIĞI DAVRANIŞI ÜZERİNDEKİ ETKİSİ: 
YILLARA GÖRE DENEYİMİN, AYLIK GELİRİN VE 

MÜŞTERİLERLE İLETİŞİMİN ROLÜ 
 
Özet  
Bu çalışmada, çalışanların marka bağlılığının marka vatandaşlığı davranışına etkisi 
çalışanların bakış açısından incelenmiştir. Bu çalışma aynı zamanda çalışanların, 
çalışanların marka bağlılığı ve marka vatandaşlığı davranışına ilişkin bakış açılarındaki 
farklılıkları, onların yıllara göre deneyimine, aylık gelirlerine ve müşterilerle 
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iletişimlerine bağlı olarak incelemiştir. Bu çalışmada, Filistin'deki on bankayı içeren bir 
uygunluk örneği seçilmiştir. Bu çalışmada, kendi kendine uygulanan yapılandırılmış bir 
anket aracılığıyla nicel bir ampirik nedensel araştırma tasarımı kullanılmış ve 
tanımlayıcı istatistik testleri, Tek Yönlü Varyans Analizi (ANOVA), post-hoc çoklu 
karşılaştırmalar, iki adımlı SEM süreci ve doğrulayıcı faktör analizi (CFA) kullanmıştır. 
Ayrıca veriler, “Moment Yapısının Analizi” AMOS 20 programı kullanılarak analiz 
edilmiştir. Bulgular, çalışan marka bağlılığının marka vatandaşlığı davranışı üzerinde 
güçlü bir etkisi olduğunu ortaya koymuştur. Ayrıca, çalışma, çalışanların, çalışanların 
marka bağlılığı ve marka vatandaşlığı davranışına ilişkin bakış açılarındaki 
farklılıkların, yıllara göre deneyimlerine, aylık gelirlerine ve müşterilerle iletişimlerine 
bağlı olduğunu bulmuştur. Bu nedenle, bu araştırma çalışması, çalışanların marka 
bağlılığını ve marka destekleyici davranışları artırmaya ilişkin pratik çıkarımlar sağlar. 
Anahtar Kelimeler: Çalışan Marka Bağlılığı, Marka Vatandaşlığı Davranışı, Yıllara 
Göre Deneyim, Aylık Gelir, Müşterilerle İletişim. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Brand citizenship behaviors exceed the role of employees responsibility in 

delivering the brand promise and include their involvement in building the 

brand reputation (Morhart, Herzog, & Tomczak, 2011). Also, committed 

employees demonstrate compliance and behave positively in align with 

organizational values (C. A. O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986; C. O’Reilly, Chatman, 

& Caldwell, 1991). Several studies found that enhancing employees 

understanding for the brand and increasing their knowledge for the brand values 

will support their willingness to do extra-role behaviors and to deliver a 

consistent brand promise (Papasolomou & Vrontis, 2006; Punjaisri & Wilson, 

2011). In the service industry, the critical challenge is about creating fixed 

experience for the customer. All the employees in the organization are 

responsible for developing brand supportive behavior (Foster, Punjaisri, & 

Cheng, 2010). Thus,  it is critical to enhance employee brand-building behavior 

that will contribute positively to costumers’ perception of service quality (Miles 

& Mangold, 2005). Thus, this study displays a model from employees’ 

perspective for the relationship of employee brand commitment and brand 

citizenship in the banking industry. Also, this study investigated any differences 
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between employees’ perspectives of brand commitment and brand supporting 

behaviors according to their years of experience, monthly income, and contact 

with customers. 

1.Brand Citizenship Behavior 

The brand citizenship behavior defined as “an aggregate construct that 

describes some general employee behaviors that enhance brand identity. Hence, 

brand citizenship behavior describes the willingness of each employee to 

voluntarily exhibit certain generic (brand- and sector- independent) behavioral 

characteristics outside of the formally defined role expectation system, which 

strengthen the identity of the brand” (Burmann et al., 2009, p. 266).  Also, In 

the study of Morhart et al. (2009), they described the brand citizenship behavior 

as extra actions employees do beyond their given role which added value to the 

corporate brand.  

While brand citizenship behavior (BCB) derived from organizational 

citizenship behavior (OCB), there is a major difference between these two 

concepts. Organizational citizenship behavior is an intra-organizationally 

concept that emphasis employees job-related performance. On the other hand, 

brand citizenship behavior considers externally targeted behaviors that include 

the relationship between employees and other stakeholders(Burmann & Zeplin, 

2005; Shaari et al., 2012).  
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Figure 1. Relationship Between The Constructs Of Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior And Brand Citizenship Behavior 

 

(OCB) Organizational Citizenship Behavior, (BCB) Brand Citizenship Behavior 
Source: Burmann & Zeplin (2005) 
 
Many previous studies suggested that employees with a high level of brand 

citizenship behavior are eager to give their maximum effort to achieve 

organizational objectives. They will show a high level of helping behaviors, 

align with brand values, and illustrate compliance with the brand identity. 

Employees with such behaviors are loyal to the brand, highly satisfied with their 

jobs, and very aware of their and behaviors with stakeholders (Burmann & 

König, 2011; Burmann & Zeplin, 2005; Punjaisri & Wilson, 2011). 

According to Burmann, Zeplin et al. (2009) Brand Citizenship Behavior can be 

operational in seven dimensions; willingness to help, brand awareness and 

consideration, Brand enthusiasm, Sportsmanship, Brand endorsement, self-

development, advancement. Nevertheless, Burmann et al. (2009) diminished 

these seven dimensions into only three dimensions; Brand acceptance, Brand 

enthusiasm/proselytization, brand self-development (Asgarnezhad Nouri, Mir 

Mousavi, & Soltani, 2016; Porricelli, 2013). 
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2. Employee Brand Commitment 
Several studies considered brand commitment as an antecedent of brand 

citizenship behavior (Burmann, Zeplin, et al., 2009; Ravens, 2014). Moreover, 

in their model, Burmann et al. (2009) stated that employees brand commitment 

and brand citizenship behavior are critical elements for successful internal brand 

management procedures, and for enhancing the brand strength. Employees who 

are committed to the brand will demonstrate positive attitudes toward the brand, 

seeking to communicate effectively with stakeholders. Nonetheless, slight 

importance has been given to investigate in what way employees become 

committed to that brand and how to  improve employees relationship with the 

brand  (Erkmen & Hancer, 2015).  

Brand commitment defined as “the extent of psychological attachment of 

employees to the brand, which influences their willingness to exert extra effort 

towards reaching the brand’s goals, that is, to exert brand citizenship behavior 

and hence generate a new quality of brand strength” (Burmann, Zeplin, et al., 

2009, p.266). In the study of Allen, N.J., Meyer (1990) they stated that 

organizational commitment consists of three dimensions; affective commitment, 

continuance commitment, and normative commitment. The affective 

commitment describes the emotional attachment between employee and 

organization. Also, continues commitment derived from employee's perception 

of the economic and social costs occurred for leaving the organization. Lastly, a 

normative commitment refers to the feeling of obligation toward the 

organization. 

3. Situational Factors & Personal variable 
In the study of Punjaisri et al. (2008) they stated that situational factors and 

personal variables are affecting employees behaviors toward the brand also they 

are impacting the customer-brand relationship. The situational factors including 
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work environment and the relationship between coworkers. When employees 

feel comfortable in their workplace, and having a cooperative relationship with 

their colleagues, then their performance will be affected positively. According 

to Porricelli et al. (2014), there is difference in the willingness to develop the 

brand between managers and associates, and between full and part-time 

employees. On the other hand, personal variables including employees’ age, 

educational background, and length of service, are affecting employee brand 

commitment and brand supporting behaviors. In the study of Punjaisri et al. 

(2008), they stated that the longer an employee stayed in an organization, the 

higher level of brand citizenship behavior. Also in the study of Kee, Ahmad, & 

Abdullah (2016), they argued that there is a moderate positive relationship 

between the salary system and organizational commitment. Consequently, if an 

organization used salary as one of the strategies in motivating the employees, it 

might lead to higher organizational performance (Tella, Ayeni, & Popoola, 

2007). According to Hsieh (2016), in the financial industry, there are positive 

effects for frontline employee sentiment on the financial performance and on 

the non-financial performance of the organization. Moreover, when frontline 

employees revealed their brand citizenship behaviors customers will feel more 

satisfied, and they will engage in the brand supporting behaviors (Chiang, Han, 

& McConville, 2018). 

Based on the studies above, the following hypotheses represented: 

H01:  Employee Brand Commitment does not affect Brand Citizenship Behavior. 

H1:  Employee Brand Commitment positively affect Brand Citizenship Behavior. 

H01a:  Employee Brand Commitment does not affect Brand Acceptance. 

H1a:  Employee Brand Commitment positively affect Brand Acceptance. 

H01b:  Employee Brand Commitment does not affect Brand Proselytization. 

H1b:  Employee Brand Commitment positively affect Brand Proselytization. 
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H01c:  Employee Brand Commitment does not affect Brand Development. 

H1c:  Employee Brand Commitment positively affect Brand Development 

H02: There is no significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

commitment among employees according to years of experience in the bank.  

H2: There is a significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

commitment among employees according to years of experience in the bank.  

H03: There is no significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

citizenship behavior among employees according to years of experience in the 

bank 

H3: There is a significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

citizenship behavior among employees according to years of experience in the 

bank 

H04: There is no significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

commitment among Employees according to monthly income 

H4: There is a significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

commitment among Employees according to monthly income 

H05: There is no significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

citizenship behavior among Employees according to monthly income 

H5: There is a significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

citizenship behavior among Employees according to monthly income 

H06: There is no significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

commitment among employees according to their contact with customers. 

H6: There is a significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

commitment among employees according to their contact with customers. 

H07: There is no significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

citizenship behavior among employees according to their contact with 

customers.  
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H7: There is a significant difference in employees’ perspective on brand 

citizenship behavior among employees according to their contact with 

customers.  

According to the literature presented above, the following is the prepared 

conceptual model: 

Figure 2. The Conceptual Model 

 

4. The Significance of The Study  
This study aims to contribute useful information for brand services as well as 

for the researcher. This study intends to understand the employees’ perspective 

on the effect of employee brand commitment and brand citizenship behavior. 

Moreover, this research will be significant in addressing the gap of the role of 

employee years of experience in the bank, the monthly income, and contact 

with customers, and the effect of these three variables on employees’ 

perspective of employee brand commitment and brand citizenship behavior. 

Therefore, this study may provide some benefits to the banking sector and the 
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researcher in order to understand better the factors that will enhance employee 

brand commitment and increasing the brand supporting behavior. 

5. Research Design 
This study targeted the banking industry in Palestine, and 10 out of 15 banks 

accepted to be part of this research. This study explores the employees’ 

perspective on brand commitment and brand citizenship behavior. Thus, the 

unit of analysis in this study is the banks’ employees from various departments, 

several groups of years of experience, different groups of monthly income, and 

different roles including contact with customers and non-contact with 

customers. Employees expressed their perspective through a self-administered 

structured questionnaire. Also (614) surveys were identified as usable out of 

(627) collected survey. 

6. Measurements 

This study measured employee brand commitment using the scale of 

Kimpakorn & Tocquer (2010) that was adopted previously by Cook & Wall 

(1980) and also used by several previous organizational commitment studies. 

Also, Respondents asked to assess their perceptions concerning Brand 

Citizenship behavior using the scale of Burmann, Jost-Benz, & Riley, (2009).  

In this scale, brand citizenship behavior defined as a three-dimensional concept.  

Including brand acceptance, brand proselytization, and brand development. 

Lastly, this study investigated the difference between respondents from various 

personal variables including income and years of experience, and contact with 

customers. Therefore, some demographic questions included in the 

questionnaire. 

7. Data Analysis 

In this study One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) used for investigating 

the differences for demographic characteristics of respondents. Also, the 
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univariate analysis performed for all the variables. Additionally, for 

investigating the group that is responsible for the differences this study used the 

post-hoc multiple comparisons via Tukey’s HSD test. Also, the study used two-

step SEM process through the “Analysis of Moment Structure” AMOS 20 

program. For assessing the measurement model fit and construct validity, the 

study used the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (Hair, Black, Babin, & 

Anderson, 2014). Also, the study used stand-alone fit indices for assessing the 

overall model goodness of fit. The Table 1 shows the cut-off values for the fit 

indices that were used in this study as suggested by Hu & Bentler (1999).  

Table 1. Fit Index and Cut-off Values Fit 
Fit Index Cut-off Criteria 
χ2(Chi-square goodness of fit) p>0.05 
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) RMSEA < 0.06 
SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Residual Incremental) SRMR<0.08 
CFI (Comparative Fit Index) CFI > 0.95 
TLI (Tucker-Lewis Fit Index) TLI>0.95 

Source: Hu & Bentler (1999) 
 

Following the convergent validity and the reliability assessed through measuring 

the internal consistency and evaluating the discriminant validity. Then, the 

significance of the was relationships and the structural model was evaluated (Hair et 

al., 2014). Then, the hypotheses tested and the path diagram used for the estimation 

of the relationships. Primary Analysis conducted for the demographic 

characteristics of employees show the following results in Table 2 below:  
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Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 

Research Demographic 
Characteristic Number % 

Years of Experience in the Bank 
Less than one year 56 9.1 

From 1-4 years 192 31.3 
From 5-8 years 121 19.7 

From 9-12 years 146 23.8 
More than 12 years 99 16.1 

Total 614 100 
Monthly Income 

Less or equal $1000 300 48.8 
$1001-$2000 196 31.9 
$2001-$3000 78 12.7 
$3001- $4000 29 4.7 

More than $4000 11 1.8 
Total 614 100 

Contant with customers 
Yes 303 49.3 
No 311 50.7 

Total 614 100 
Then, the collected data are presented using descriptive statistical tools as shown below 
in Table 3.  
 
Table 3. The Descriptive Analysis of the Study’s Dimensions 

Dimensions N Mean Std. Skewness Kurtosis 

CI  95% for mean 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Employee Brand 

Commitment 

614 4.11 0.723 -0.828 1.775 4.058 4.173 

Brand Acceptance 614 3.95 0.630 -0.818 1.558 3.900 4.000 

Brand Proselytization 614 3.94 0.617 -0.844 1.105 3.893 3.991 

Brand Development 614 3.73 0.638 -0.843 1.804 3.680 3.781 

 

In order to compare the differences between the different demographic 

characteristics between respondents’ groups, the parametric techniques 

specially T-test and ANOVA test were used. Following are the study’s null 
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hypotheses findings related to demographic differences between employees 

using T-test and ANOVA:  

Table 4. ANOVA-test Results for Employees According to their Years of 
Experience in the Bank for the Study Dimensions 

Dimensio

n 

Descriptive Analysis 
ANOVA 

Mean Std. 

G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 P-value Post-Hoc 

Employee 

Brand 

Commit-

ment 

4.09 4.01 4.08 4.13 4.38 0.73 0.75 0.75 0.71 0.58 0.001** 
G5>G2** 

G5>G3* 

Brand 

Acceptanc

e 

4.07 3.91 3.94 3.88 4.08 0.56 0.71 0.58 0.65 0.50 0.064 - 

Brand 

Prosely-

tization 

4.02 3.91 3.90 3.90 4.09 0.63 0.65 0.66 0.59 0.51 0.065 - 

Brand 

Develo-

pment 

3.80 3.70 3.73 3.70 3.80 0.60 0.69 0.69 0.60 0.55 0.672 - 

BCB 3.96 3.83 3.85 3.82 3.98 0.52 0.61 0.57 0.54 0.44 0.109 - 

Years of Experience groups: G1= Less than one years, G2= 1-4 years, G3= 5-7 years, 

G4= 8-14 years, G5= 15 or more years. *Significance level at 5%, **Significance level 

at 1%. 

The above Table 4 indicates that at 1% and 5% level there is a significant 

difference between employees according to years of experience in the bank for 

employee brand commitment. Therefore, a further investigation conducted by 

using a post hoc test (Tukey HSD comparison) to understand which groups 

differ from each other. Mainly, the respondents of the fifth group (15 years or 

more) rated higher than the other four groups. Thus, while the second null 

hypothesis be rejected, the third null hypotheses will not be rejected.  
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Table 5. ANOVA-test Results for Employees According to the Monthly 
Income Groups for the Study Dimensions 

Dimensions 

Descriptive Analysis 
ANOVA 

Mean Std. 

G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 P-value 
Post-

Hoc 

Employee 

Brand 

Commitment 

4.00 4.20 4.27 4.18 4.55 0.79 0.63 0.69 0.64 0.42 
0.001 

** 

G2>G1* 

G3>G1* 

Brand 

Acceptance 
3.90 3.95 4.15 4.04 3.87 0.67 0.63 0.51 0.36 0.72 0.031* G3>G1* 

Brand 

Proselytization 
3.85 3.99 4.10 4.06 3.98 0.64 0.58 0.67 0.48 0.33 

0.007 

** 
G3>G1* 

Brand 

Development 
3.67 3.81 3.72 3.82 3.87 0.66 0.60 0.72 0.40 0.41 0.170 - 

BCB 3.80 3.91 3.98 3.97 3.91 0.59 0.52 0.56 0.38 0.45 0.046* G2>G1 

Monthly Income:  G1= less than or equal 1000, G2= 1001-2000, G3=2001-3000, G4= 

3001- 4000, G5= 4001 and more. 

*Significance level at 5%, **Significance level at 1%. 

 

According to the Table 5, at 1% and 5% level, there is a significant difference 

between employees according to monthly income for employee brand 

commitment and brand citizenship behavior. Therefore, a post hoc test (Tukey 

HSD comparison) conducted to understand which groups differ from each 

other. For employee brand commitment, there was a significant difference 

between the second and third group comparing to the first group. Also, the fifth 

group had the highest mean comparing to all the other groups. Likewise, for 

brand citizenship behavior (BCB), there is a significant difference between the 

second and the first group. However, the third group had the highest mean 

comparing to all the other groups. Therefore, both the fourth and the fifth null 

hypothesis will be rejected.  
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Table 6. T-test Results of the Employees According to their Contact with 
Customers for the Study Dimensions 

Dimensions Answer N Mean Std. T-value df p-value 

Employee Brand 

Commitment 

Yes 303 4.20 0.66 
2.73 612 0.006** 

No 311 4.04 0.77 

Brand Acceptance 
Yes 303 4.04 0.56 

3.60 612 0.000** 
No 311 3.86 0.68 

Brand 

Proselytization 

Yes 303 4.03 0.58  

3.45 

 

612 
0.001** 

No 311 3.86 0.65 

Brand Development 
Yes 303 3.80 0.60  

2.69 

 

612 
0.007** 

No 311 3.66 0.67 

BCB 

Yes 303 3.957 0.51 
3.66 612 0.000** 

No 311 3.793 0.59 

*Significance level at 5%, **Significance level at 1%. 
 

 Above, Table 6 indicates that at 5% and 1 % significance level, there is a 

significant difference between employees according to their contact with 

customers for employee brand commitment and brand citizenship behavior. 

Thus, employees who have contact with customers rated higher in all of the 

dimensions comparing to the other employees who are not have contact with 

customers during their work. As a result, both of the sixth and seventh null 

hypothesis will be rejected Moreover, Table 7 below shows the measurement of 

model fit as following  
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Table 7. Results of Measurement Model Fit 
Fit Index Measurement Model (CFA) Cut-off Criteria 
χ2 1426.264(0.000) p > 0.05 

Df 591  

CFI 0.952 CFI>0.95 

TLI 0.967 TLI>0.95 

RMSEA 0.051 RMSEA<0.06 

SRMR 0.062 SRMR<0.08 

Note. χ2 = chi-square; df = degree of freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = 

Tucker-Lewis fit index;  

RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean 

residual 

According to Table 7, the results of the hypothesized model are relatively well 

fitting. Hence, when the sample size is more than 200, it is more appropriate to 

take the model fit decision based on other indices of fit, rather than the chi-

square test (Boomsma, 1985; Boomsma & Hoogland, 2001). Therefore, the CFI 

and the RMSEA are considered more reasonable and applicable to assess the 

goodness of fit for this model (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). 

8. Reliability & Validity  

The next step after consent the overall model goodness of fit was to analyze the 

variables for their reliability and validity. Thus, convergent validity was 

examined to ensure that the items of the study’s structure are converging a high 

proportion of variance in common. In order to examine the relative amount of 

convergent validity among item measures, the factor loading for each variable 

checked.  The factor loading for each variable was statically significant and 

exceeding the critical t-value of (2.576) at (p<.01). Moreover, (0.5) or higher 

value of standardized loading estimates, and ideally (.7) or a higher value, refers 

to a high value of convergent validity (Hair et al., 2014).   
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Furthermore, reliability also assessed including the composite reliability (CR) 

and the average variance extracted (AVE) (Hair et al., 2014). According to 

Fornell & Larcker (2018), an AVE of (.5) or higher and a CR of 0.7 or higher 

has recommended. According to Table 7, the standardized loading estimates for 

each indicator are higher than 0.5 and exceeding 0.7 for most of them. Also, the 

composite reliability (CR) result exceeds (0.7), and average variance extracted 

(AVE) result exceeds (0.5).  

 

Table 8. Construct Validity Assessment 

Latent Indicator Std.Loadings SMC CR AVE Α 

Employee 
Brand 
Commitment 

EBC1 0.674 0.752    
EBC2 0.829 0.675    
EBC3 0.910 0.698    
EBC4 0.901 0.464    
EBC5 0.872 0.633    
EBC6 0.641 0.600    

Brand 
Acceptance 

 0.967 0.853 0.893 
BA1 0.932 0.551    
BA2 0.909 0.689    
BA3 0.891 0.598    
BA4 0.893 0.763    
BA5 0.825 0.773    

Brand 
Proselytization 

 0.944 0.738 0.894 
BP1 0.882 0.812    
BP2 0.876 0.828    
BP3 0.874 0.688    
BP4 0.852 0.455    
BP5 0.866 0.336    
BP6 0.850 0.654    

Brand 
Development 

 0.930 0.728 0.865 
BD1 0.735 0.812    
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Note. SMC: Squared Multiple Correlation, AVE: Average Variance Extracted; CR: 

Composite Reliability; α: Cronbach Alpha 

After analyzing the Convergent validity, the discriminant validity also assessed. 

The Table 9 below, shows that for each pair of constructs the average of (AVE) 

value exceeds (0.5), and for all items, it exceeds the value of the Squared 

Multiple Correlation, which supports good evidence of discriminant validity in 

the model. 

Table 9. The Results of Discriminant Validity 
Pairs of Constructs Average 

of AVE 

Φ  Φ2 

Employee Brand Commitment – Brand 

Acceptance 0.785 0.439 0.193 

Employee Brand Commitment – Brand 

Proselytization 0.728 0.569 0.324 

Employee Brand Commitment – Brand 

Development 0.723 0.438 0.192 

Brand Acceptance – Brand Proselytization 0.796 0.741 0.549 

Brand Acceptance – Brand Development 0.791 0.607 0.368 

Brand Proselytization – Brand Development 0.733 0.727 0.529 

Note. AVE: Average Variance Extracted; Ф 2: Squared Multiple Correlation 

AVE computed as (AVE of the first construct+ AVE of the second construct)/2 

The next step was testing the structural model and assessing the significance of 

relationships. Table 10 below presents the results of the structural model fit. All 

fit indices meet the cut-off criteria and show a robust structural model fit.  

BD2 0.833 0.995    

BD3 0.848 0.856    

BD4 0.878 0.411    
BD5 0.844 0.760    
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Table 10.  Results of Structural Model Fit 
Fit Index Measurement Model (CFA) Cut-off Criteria 

χ2 29.695 (0.055) p>0.05 

Df 14  

CFI 0.966 CFI>0.95 

TLI 0.954 TLI>0.95 

RMSEA 0.048 RMSEA <0.06 

SRMR 0.022 SRMR <0.08 

Note. χ2 = chi-square; df = degree of freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = 

Tucker-Lewis fit index;  RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = 

standardized root mean residual 

Following Table 11 that shows the results of path analysis: 

Table 11. Results of Path Analysis 
Path to Path from Ha Std. 

Coeff. 

t-value 

Direct Effects 

Brand Citizenship 

Behavior 

Employee Brand 

Commitment 

H01: Rejected 0.41 6.105* 

Brand Acceptance Employee Brand 

Commitment 

Employee Brand 

Commitment 

Employee Brand 

Commitment 

H01a: Rejected 0.94 17.908** 

 

Brand 

Proselytization 

 

H01b: Rejected 

 

0.98 

 

18.725** 

Brand 

Development 

H01c: Rejected 0.90 17.054** 

*p<.05, **p<0.01 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  
This study aimed to understand the effect of employee brand commitment on 

brand citizenship behavior in the banking industry from the employees’ 

perspective. Also, this study investigated the differences of employee brand 
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commitment and brand supporting behaviors depend on their years of 

experience, monthly income, and contact with customers. According to 

Garbarino & Johnson, 1999, organizations build employee commitment not 

only by boosting their morals to feel valued, but also by recognizing that their 

contribution will make a difference to the whole firm.  

The results of this study indicated that there is a positive and significant 

relationship between employee brand commitment and brand citizenship 

behavior, including all of the three dimensions of brand citizenship behavior; 

which are brand acceptance, brand proselytization, and brand development. As 

mentioned previously, the highly committed employee tends to accept the 

organization’s values, shows compliance, and acts upon the organization’s 

benefits. Therefore, it is not surprising to realize that committed employees are 

exhibiting positive attitudes and behaviors toward the brand, seeking to satisfy 

external customers and communicate effectively with stakeholders (Burmann & 

Zeplin, 2005; Punjaisri & Wilson, 2011).  

These results also agreed with the findings of other studies, were employee 

brand commitment found to have a significant relationship with brand 

citizenship behavior (Burmann, Zeplin, et al., 2009; Piehler, King, Burmann, & 

Xiong, 2016). Also, Garas et al. (2018) stated that employee affective 

commitment and employee continues commitment positively associated with 

brand supporting in-role and extra-role behaviors. However, the findings of the 

current study are in contrast to the study of Preez et al. (2017) which showed 

the absence of brand proselytization as a component of brand citizenship 

behavior among frontline employees. However, the main reason for the absence 

of brand enthusiasm/proselytization possibly will be that most of the 

respondents were frontline employees whose salaries are usually meager. 
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One of the most important questions of this study was to explore if there are 

some effects for the employees’ years of experience, monthly income, and 

contact with customers on their perspective of employee brand commitment and 

brand citizenship behavior. The results of this study show that employees with 

years of experience of 15 years or more in the bank, showed a more favorable 

perception for employee brand commitment. These results are also consistent 

with the findings of previous studies (Abdul-Nasiru, Mensah, Amponsah-

Tawiah, Kwesi Simpeh, & Kumasey, 2014; Amangala, 2013; Salami, 2008). 

The results may be for the reason that the long period employee spent in the 

organization, the more opportunity he/she has in order to develop the sense of 

belonging (Joiner & Bakalis, 2006). However, employees’ different years of 

experience found to have no effect on brand citizenship behavior. 

According to the findings, there was a significant difference between employees 

with different income on their perspective on employee brand commitment 

(EBC), and brand citizenship behavior (BCB). Specificaly, employees with 

good to high income between $2000 and $4000 showed better perspective of 

brand citizenship behavior. Besides, employees with the highest income ($4001 

and more) show the better perspective for employee brand commitment but they 

were not the highest in their perspective for brand citizenship behavior.  

These findings aligned with the results of Kee, Ahmad, & Abdullah (2016). 

Their study showed a moderate positive relationship between the salary system 

and organizational commitment. According to Abdullah & Ramay (2012), there 

is a positive correlation between pay satisfaction and organizational 

commitment. Thus, if an organization used salary as one of the strategies in 

motivating the employees, it might lead to higher organizational performance 

(Tella et al., 2007). However, the findings of this study contradicted with the 

study of Ogba (2008), which showed that employees with high income are less 



  

  

Econharran Harran Üniversitesi İİBF Dergisi Cilt: 5 Sayı: 7 Yıl: 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

42 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

committed to their organizations comparing to employees with lower income. 

The reason for this result as explained by Ogba (2008) is that employees are 

committed to their organization not because of the income but because of other 

intrinsic and extrinsic factors.  

Moreover, this study explored the effect of employee brand commitment on 

brand citizenship behavior not only on front-line employees but also it included 

the rest of the personnel excluding the top level management and examined 

variances between the two parties. Interesting findings showed in this study. 

Employees with contact with customers differ significantly from their other 

colleagues and have a much favorable perspective of employee brand 

commitment (EBC) and brand citizenship behavior (BCB). These findings are 

in contrast with the results of Preez & Bendixen (2015) which found that there 

is no significant difference between frontline staff and support staff except for 

job satisfaction and brand commitment which were higher for support staff. 

They explained that this slight difference might exist because support staff in 

the organization is usually promoted through the ranks, starting by customer 

service agent to their current support position. 

The findings of this study have considerable managerial implications regarding 

employees’ brand commitment specially in the banking industry as well as for 

the other service and hospitality sectors. This study found that brand 

commitment effect directly on employees’ behaviors toward brand 

development, brand proselytization, and brand acceptance. Therefore, primarily 

it is essential to building a brand-oriented culture to support the alignment 

between employees’ values and brand values (Baumgarth & Schmidt, 2010; 

Urde, Baumgarth, & Merrilees, 2013). Also, it is critical to demonstrate brand 

supporting behaviors through employees believes and attitudes (Judson et al., 

2006). While this study found that employees with the higher income had the 
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better perspective for brand commitment, it discovered that the same employees 

with the higher income did not have a similar strong perspective on brand 

citizenship behavior comparing to the other less monthly income employees. 

Therefore, it is essential to review the income scale for the organization and its 

relationship with employee brand commitment and employee performance. 

However, this study stated that employees from the age group of (46 or above) 

and employees with 15 years of experience or more in the bank, had more brand 

commitment comparing to the other employees. Therefore, this study 

encouraging organizations to take into consideration the age of the employee 

and their years of experience while structuring specialized training programs for 

enhancing employee brand commitment and brand citizenship behaviors 

Moreover, interestingly this study stated that employees who have contact with 

customers differ significantly from their peers who are working in a position 

that do not include any contact with customers; they have a much favorable 

perspective of employee brand commitment (EBC), and brand citizenship 

behavior (BCB). Therefore, managers need to investigate how to enhance brand 

commitment and brand citizenship behavior for employees who are not having 

contact with customers. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

  

Econharran Harran Üniversitesi İİBF Dergisi Cilt: 5 Sayı: 7 Yıl: 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

44 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

REFERENCES 
Abdul-Nasiru, I., Mensah, R., Amponsah-Tawiah, Kwesi Simpeh, K., & Kumasey, A. 

(2014). Organisational Commitment in the Public Service of Ghana: An 
Empirical Study. Developing Country Studies, 4(1), 49–55.  

Abdullah, A., & Ramay, M. I. (2012). Antecedents of organizational commitment of 
banking sector employees in Pakistan. Serbian Journal of Management, 7(1), 
89–102. https://doi.org/10.5937/sjm1201089A 

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, I. . (1990). The Measurement and Antecedents of Affective, 
Continuance and Normative Commitment to the Organization. Journal of 
Occupational Psychology, (63), 1–18. 

Alshuaibia, A. S. I., & Shamsudinb, F. M. (2016). The Role of Human Resource 
Management Practices in Enhancing Internal Branding. The European 
Proceeding Ò Social & Behavioral Sciences, 599–605.  

Amangala, T. . (2013). The Effect of Demographic Characteristics on Organisational 
Commitment : a Study of Salespersons in the Soft Drink Industry in Nigeria. 
European Journal of Business and Management, 5(18), 109–119.  

Asgarnezhad Nouri, B., Mir Mousavi, M., & Soltani, M. (2016). Internal Branding , 
Brand Citizenship Behavior and Customer Satisfaction : An Empirical Study ( 
Case Study : Keshavarzi Bank of Ardabil ). International Business and 
Management, 13(3), 1–11. https://doi.org/10.3968/8809  

Baumgarth, C., & Schmidt, M. (2010). How strong is the business-to-business brand in 
the workforce? An empirically-tested model of “internal brand equity” in a 
business-to-business setting. Industrial Marketing Management, 39(8), 1250–
1260. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2010.02.022  

Boomsma, A. (1985). Nonconvergence, improper solutions, and starting values in 
LISREL maximum likelihood estimation. Psychometrik, 50(2), 229–242.  

Boomsma, A., & Hoogland, J. J. (2001). The Robustness of LISREL Modeling 
Revisited. Structural Equation Modeling Present and Future, 139–168. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02294248  

Burmann, C., Jost-Benz, M., & Riley, N. (2009). Towards an identity-based brand 
equity model. Journal of Business Research, 62(3), 390–397. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.06.009  

Burmann, C., & König, V. (2011). Does internal brand management really drive brand 
commitment in shared- service call centers? Journal of Brand Management, 
18(6), 374–393. https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2010.50  

Burmann, C., & Zeplin, S. (2005). Building brand commitment: A behavioural 
approach to internal brand management. Journal of Brand Management, 12(4), 
279–300. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.bm.2540223  

Burmann, C., Zeplin, S., & Riley, N. (2009). Key determinants of internal brand 
management success: An exploratory empirical analysis. Brand Management, 
16(4), 264–284. https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2008.6  

Chiang, H.-H., Han, T.-S., & McConville, D. (2018). The attitudinal and behavioral 
impact of brand-centered human resource management: Employee and 
customer effects. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality 

https://doi.org/10.5937/sjm1201089A


  

  

Econharran Harran Üniversitesi İİBF Dergisi Cilt: 5 Sayı: 7 Yıl: 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

45 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Management, 30(2), 939–960. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-
09-2015-0216  

Cook, J., & Wall, T. (1980). New work attitude measures of trust, organizational 
commitment and personal need non‐fulfilment. Journal of Occupational 
Psychology, 53(1), 39–52. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044- 8325.1980.tb00005.x  

Devasagayam, P. R., Buff, C. L., Aurand, T. W., & Judson, K. M. (2010). Building 
brand community membership within organizations: A viable internal branding 
alternative? Journal of Product and Brand Management, 19(3), 210–217. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/10610421011046184  

Erkmen, E., & Hancer, M. (2015). “Do your internal branding efforts measure up?” 
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 27(5), 878–
895. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-10-2013-0442  

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (2018). Evaluating Structural Equation Models with 
Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error. Journal of Marketing 
Research, 18(February), 39–50. https://doi.org/http://www.jstor.org  

Foster, C., Punjaisri, K., & Cheng, R. (2010). Exploring the relationship between 
corporate, internal and employer branding. Journal of Product & Brand 
Management, 19(6), 401–409. https://doi.org/10.1108/10610421011085712  

Garas, S. R. R., Mahran, A. F. A., & Mohamed, H. M. H. (2018). Internal corporate 
branding impact on employees’ brand supporting behaviour. Journal of 
Product & Brand Management, 27(1), 79–95. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-
03-2016-1112  

Garbarino, E., & Johnson, M. S. (1999). The Different Roles of Satisfaction, Trust, and 
Commitment in Customer Relationships. Journal of Marketing, 63(2), 70. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/1251946  

Grace, D., & O’Cass, A. (2002). Brand associations: looking through the eye of the 
beholder. Qualitative Market Research: An International Journal, 5(2), 96–
111. https://doi.org/10.1108/13522750210423797  

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2014). Multivariate data 
analysis. Pearson. https://doi.org/10.1038/259433b0  

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., & Mullen, M. R. (2008). Structural Equation Modelling : 
Guidelines for Determining Model Fit. The Electronic Journal of Business 
Research Methods, 6(1), 53–60.  

Hsieh, J.-K. (2016). The Effect of Frontline Employee Co-creation on Service 
Innovation: Comparison of Manufacturing and Service Industries. Procedia - 
Social and Behavioral Sciences, 224(August 2015), 292– 300. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.05.488  

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff Criteria for Fit Indexes in Covariance Structure 
Analysis: Conventional Criteria Versus New Alternatives. Structural Equation 
Modeling, 6(1), 1–55. 
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118  

Hultén, B. (2011). Sensory marketing: The multi-sensory brand-experience concept. 
European Business Review, 23(3), 256–273. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09555341111130245  



  

  

Econharran Harran Üniversitesi İİBF Dergisi Cilt: 5 Sayı: 7 Yıl: 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

46 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Joiner, T. A., & Bakalis, S. (2006). The antecedents of organizational commitment: the 
case of Australian casual academics. International Journal of Educational 
Management, 20(6), 439–452. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-
09-2015-0216  

Kayaman, R., & Arasli, H. (2007). Customer based brand equity: evidence from the 
hotel industry. Managing Service Quality, 17(1), 92–109. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604520710720692  

Kee, L. B., Ahmad, R. bin, & Abdullah, S. M. (2016). Relationship between Financial 
Compensation and Organizational Commitment among Malaysian Bank 
Workers. Asian Business Research, 1(1), 75–85. 
https://doi.org/10.20849/abr.v1i1.29  

Kimpakorn, N., & Tocquer, G. (2010). Service brand equity and employee brand 
commitment. Journal of Services Marketing, 24(5), 378–388. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876041011060486  

King, C., & Grace, D. (2005). Exploring the role of employees in the delivery of the 
brand: a case study approach. Qualitative Market Research: An International 
Journal, 8(3), 277–295. https://doi.org/10.1108/13522750510603343  

King, C., & Grace, D. (2010). Building and measuring employee‐based brand equity. 
European Journal of Marketing (Vol. 44). 
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090561011047472  

Miles, S. J., & Mangold, W. G. (2005). Positioning Southwest Airlines through 
employee branding. Business Horizons, 48(6), 535–545. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2005.04.010  

Morhart, F. M., Herzog, W., & Tomczak, T. (2009). Brand-Specific Leadership: 
Turning Employees into Brand Champions. Journal of Marketing, 73(5), 122–
142. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.73.5.122  

Morhart, F. M., Herzog, W., & Tomczak, T. (2011). Turning Employees into Brand 
Champions: Leadership Style Makes a Difference. GfK Marketing Intelligence 
Review, 3(2), 35–43. Retrieved from http://esc- 
web.lib.cbs.dk/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&
db=bth&AN=69636645&site=e host-live&scope=site  

O’Reilly, C. A., & Chatman, J. (1986). Organizational commitment and psychological 
attachment: The effects of compliance, identification, and internalization on 
prosocial behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3), 492–499. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.492  

O’Reilly, C., Chatman, J., & Caldwell, D. (1991). People and organizational culture: a 
profile comparison approach to assessing person-organization fit. Academy of 
Management Journal, 34(3), 487–516.  

Ogba, I. (2008). Commitment in the workplace: The impact of income and age on 
employee commitment in Nigerian banking sector. Management Research 
News, 31(11), 867–878. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-09-
2015-0216  

Papasolomou, I., & Vrontis, D. (2006). Using internal marketing to ignite the corporate 
brand: The case of the UK retail bank industry. Journal of Brand Management, 
14(1–2), 177–195. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.bm.2550059  



  

  

Econharran Harran Üniversitesi İİBF Dergisi Cilt: 5 Sayı: 7 Yıl: 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

47 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Piehler, R., King, C., Burmann, C., & Xiong, L. (2016). The importance of employee 
brand understanding, brand  

identification, and brand commitment in realizing brand citizenship behaviour. 
European Journal of Marketing, 50(9), 1575–1601. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09574090910954864  

Porricelli, M. S. (2013). Employment Engagement: Antecedents and Consequences. H. 
Wayne Huizenga School of Business and Entrepreneurship Nova Southeastern 
University.  

Porricelli, M. S., Yurova, Y., Russell, A., & Bendixen, M. (2014). Antecedents of brand 
citizenship behavior in retailing. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 
21(5), 745–752. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2014.06.002  

Preez, R. Du, Bendixen, M., & Abratt, R. (2017). The behavioral consequences of 
internal brand management among frontline employees. Journal of Product & 
Brand Management, 26(3), 251–261. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-09-2016-
1325  

Preez, R. Du, & Bendixen, M. T. (2015). The impact of internal brand management on 
employee job satisfaction, brand commitment and intention to stay. 
International Journal of Bank Marketing, 33(1), 78–91.  

Punjaisri, K., Evanschitzky, H., & Wilson, A. (2009). Internal branding: an enabler of 
employees’ brand‐supporting behaviours. Journal of Service Management, 
20(2), 209–226. https://doi.org/10.1108/09564230910952780  

Punjaisri, K., & Wilson, A. (2011). Internal branding process: key mechanisms, 
outcomes and moderating factors. European Journal of Marketing, 45(9/10), 
1521–1537. https://doi.org/10.1108/03090561111151871  

Punjaisri, K., Wilson, A. M., & Evanszchitzky, H. (2008). Exploring the Influences of 
Internal Branding on Employees’ Brand Promise Delivery: Implications for 
Strengthening the Customer-Brand Relationships. Journal of Relationship 
Marketing, 7(4), 407–424.  

Rafiq, M., & Ahmed, P. K. (2000). Advances in the internal marketing concept: 
definition, synthesis and extension. Journal of Services Marketing, 14(6), 449–
462. https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040010347589  

Ravens, C. (2014). Internal Brand Management in an International Context. Springer 
Gabler. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-00754-6  

Salami, S. O. (2008). Demographic and Psychological Factors Predicting 
Organizational Commitment among Industrial Workers. Anthropologist, 10(1), 
31–38.  

Shaari, H., Salleh, S. M., & Hussin, Z. (2012). Relationship Between Brand Knowledge 
and Brand Rewards , and Employees ’ Brand Citizenship Behavior : the 
Mediating Roles of Brand Commitment. International Journal of Business and 
Society, 13(3), 335–354.  

Tella, A., Ayeni, C. O., & Popoola, S. O. (2007). Work motivation, job satisfaction, and 
organisational commitment of library personnel in academic and research 
libraries in Oyo State, Nigeria. Library Philosophy and Practice (e-Journal), 
Paper 118.(APR.), 1–16. https://doi.org/ISSN 1522-0222  



  

  

Econharran Harran Üniversitesi İİBF Dergisi Cilt: 5 Sayı: 7 Yıl: 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

48 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Terglav, K., Konečnik Ruzzier, M., & Kaše, R. (2016). Internal branding process: 
Exploring the role of mediators in top management’s leadership-commitment 
relationship. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 54, 1–11. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.12.007  

Urde, M., Baumgarth, C., & Merrilees, B. (2013). Brand orientation and market 
orientation - From alternatives to synergy. Journal of Business Research, 
66(1), 13–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.07.018 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.07.018

