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The Impact of Supportive Leadership on Employee Brand Building

Behavior and Brand Image*

Objective: Due to the characters of service, such as intangibility and high personal interaction between
customers and firm’s employees during the service delivery process, the employee brand building behavior,
which is the bridge between the organization internal brand communications and customers perceived

brand image, is an essential factor to a successful service brand. The study examines the effects of the
supportive leadership to the employee brand building behavior , and tests the relationship between the

employee brand building behavior and customers’ perceived brand image.

Methods: Questionnaires were administered to over 1400 participants, consisted of 400 employees and
over 1000 customers in 4 hotels in Guangzhou and Shenzhen, China. The authors conducted HLM path
analysis to test the effect of organizational climate of supportive leadership on the employee brand building
behavior and test the cross-level effect of employee brand building behavior on the customers perceived
brand image.

Results: The authors conducted a series of HLM analysis of random coefficients regression models,
intercepts-as-outcomes models, and slopes-as-outcomes models to investigate the consequences of both
organizational climates and employee characters. The results of data analysis reveal that (1) employee’s
brand building behavior concluded 4 components instead of 3 components in the initial scale: retention,
in-role brand building behavior, participation and positive word-of-mouth; (2)organizational supportive
leadership has a significant effects on the employee brand building behavior; (3) organizational leadership
climates have a trickle-down effect on customers level, such as the influence of organizational leadership
flow to customers perceived brand image through the employee behavior.

Conclusions: This study enriches the theory about employee’s brand building behavior. The findings
contribute to help the service firm pay more attention to the employees’ role in brand building process. The
firm should mould a supportive leadership climate to encourage the employee brand building behavior

which will lead to a positive brand image.

“The study is funded by the major issues of philosophy and social research projects by the ministry of education of China
(08JZD0019).
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Introduction

Most of the service companies are labor-intensive or emotion-intensive enterprises. An enterprise’s
success depends on its service quality, which is offered by the front line employers. Theirs services skills,
attitude and the capabilities of handling the emergency in the services delivery process have important
influence on the customers perceive brand image. Therefore, the services companies’ managers should
build the companies’ brand image not only by the external brand communications, but also by the internal
ones, and the employee brand building behavior is one of the most essential internal brand communications
which has positive effect on customers’ perceived brand image.

Different from physical goods, services are intangibility and inseparability of production and
consumption—so the consumers face a greater risk when they purchase the service. The brand image as a
physical evidence can reduce the consumers’ perceived risk from service intangibility through expressing a
quality signal. Furthermore, because of the inseparability of production and consumption, the consumers
have to participate in the service delivery process when they consume it. During the participation process,
the services front line people contact with the customers deeply, so their behavior will affect the customers’
understanding of the service company. What’s to say, the front line employees are the representatives of the
services providers, the services provider should pay attention to their role in theirs brand building
communication strategy.

In the management reviews, we found lots of research focused on the topic that how consumers
perceive and understand the brands, while it lack of research about how the services people’s behaviors will
influence the consumers’ brand image perception and what style of managers’ leadership can motivate the
employee brand building behaviors. Therefore, we discuss the front line services people’s role on the
company brand communication policy, and explore the relationship between the supportive leadership and
employee brand building behavior, and the impact of employee brand building behavior on customers

perceived brand image.

Literature review

Supportive Leadership



There are lots of researches on the leadership theories filed. As the representative of the company, the
managers should guide and assess the subordinates’ jobs, and the leadership styles of the manager have a
great influence on the employees’ behavior (Li & Wang, 2009). Ohio school scholars consider that the
managers’ leadership contains two dimensions: leader initiating structure and leader consideration. Leader
initiating structure relates to the way in which a supervisor guides service employees, provides a
psychological framework that clarifies roles, monitors subordinates’ activities, and stimulates them to
display better performance. Thus, the initiating structure dimension is primarily concerned with
task-specific issues (Bass, 1981; Kerr & Schriesheim, 1974; Weissenberg & Kavanagh, 1972). The second

dimension, leader consideration, is the degree to which a supervisor creates an atmosphere of affective

support and socioemotional concern for the wellbeing of subordinates (Bass,1981 ; Judge, Piccolo & Ilies ,

2004 ; Kerr & Schriesheim , 1974). Leader consideration is primarily oriented toward creating good

relationships with workers (Wetzels , Ruyter & Lemmink, 1999).

Oldham & Cummings made a conclusion that the leader initiating structure and leader consideration
dimensions could be summarized supportive leadership. They defined the supportive leadership as all the
organizational managers’ behaviors which support their subordinates’ job. It includes four characters:
concerned about the feelings and needs of employees, encouraged employees to raise their concerns,
praised the employees’ achievement and gave the positive feedback to them, and helped them to improve
their job skills. They argued that the managers’ supportive behavior could increase staffs awareness of
self-determination and their job proactiveness (Oldham & Cummings, 1996). Although lots of researches
have been conducted on the role of the supportive leadership, it lacks on the topic about how to measure the
supportive leadership reliability and validity. In 2007, Rooney & Gottlieb explored the supportive
leadership scale through focus groups and questionnaire. Their empirical study showed that the supportive
leadership contains two attributes, which is the supportive behavior to the job and to the relationship
(Rooney & Gottlieb, 2007). The supportive behavior to the job is a task-orientation support, it can guide
and motivate the subordinates work hardly and finish their in-role job. The supportive behavior to the
relationship requires the managers listen to the subordinates’ and respect their advice, and assist the
employees to achieve their individual goal (Schaubroeck & Fink, 1998). Therefore, different kinds of
companies should take different supportive leadership to shape the employees’ behavior basing on the

nature of the jobs and the companies goal.



Employee brand building behavior

According to different classification rules, employee behaviors can be divided in different type such as
employee citizen behavior, employee brand building behavior and brand sabotage behavior. In our research,
we focus on the employee brand building behavior.

There is some notable work on the role of frontline employees in shaping customers’ experience in the
service context. The employee brand building behavior concept is derived from the employee branding
theory. Miles & Mangold (2004) defined the employee branding idea as customer-contact employees’
actions determining the image of a service firm in customers’ minds. Employee branding is an inside out
process. The organization raises the job expectations to the employees basing on its goal. One of the job
expectations from the organization is to shape a positive company brand to the consumers. The
organization trains the employees to improve their job skills and orient them to have a commitment to
organization, which helps the employees connect a psychological contract with organization. With effective
training and orientation, the employees are willing to connect their job performance and personal image
with the company expected image. Some studies showed that the organization which implemented the
employee branding has a low turnover rate and a high job satisfaction (Michae 1& David, 2004). Depending
on an extensive literature review over a mixed body of knowledge comprising work from services
marketing, relationship marketing, employee branding, brand communities, and organizational citizenship
behavior, Morhart et. al. (2009) proposed the employee brand building behavior as employees’ contribution
(both on and off the job) to an organization’s customer-oriented branding efforts (Morhart, Herzog &
Tomczak, 2009).

As the organization brand’s spokesman, the brand building employees transform brand vision into
brand reality (Berry, 2000). The employee brand building behaviors do not demarcate by the time or
location whether at work or not, but demarcate by the behaviors’ effect. No matter during the working hour
or leisure time, no matter which situations, all the behaviors benefit to build the company brand are defined
as employee brand building behavior. Therefore, Morhart et al. (2009) suggested that employee brand
building behavior should be classified into three categories, which is retention, in-role brand building

behavior and extra-role brand building behavior (Morhart, Herzog & Tomczak, 2009).
“Retention” refers to employees' upholding their professional relationship with the corporate brand. A

service firm’s ability to maintain stability in its customer-contact staff is crucial. Frontline employees



humanize a service brand and help customers connect emotionally to it. Long-lasting relationships are
likely to spark feelings of closeness, affection, and trust of customers toward brand representatives, all of
which pay into a brand’s competitive advantage. However, when customers are confronted with
ever-changing contact personnel, they have difficulty in developing such a relationship with the corporate
brand (Miles & Mangold, 2004). “In-role brand building behavior” refers to frontline employees’ meeting
the standards prescribed by their organizational roles as brand representatives (either written in behavioral
codices, manuals, display rules, and so forth, or unwritten). Specifically in the service context, customers’
brand experience depends on frontline employees’ behavior. Thus, it is crucial that representatives treat
customers in a way that is consistent with the brand promise the organization conveys through its public
messages. “Extra-role brand building behavior” refers to employee actions that go beyond the prescribed
roles for the good of the corporate brand and are discretionary. In this category, the most important in terms
of branding efforts are participation (on the job) and positive word of mouth (off the job). Participation
means the employees communicate with their supervisor proactively, they contribute to the brand building
policies through providing the consumers’ need information to the decision maker (Locke & Schweiger,
1979; Harber, Marriott & Idrus, 1991). Positive word of mouth (WOM) means the employees
spontaneously recommend their company during their daily life. Because the WOM does not exist the

commercial purpose, it's more reliable and credible than the company marketing communications (Herr,
Kardes & Kim , 1991). In our research, the positive WOM is from employees but not consumers. The

extra-role brand building behavior is valuable to the company. First, employees who actively participate in
brand development (e.g., by internally passing on branding-relevant customer feedback from customer
touch points) provide a company with high-quality input for its brand management. Second, employees’
personal advocacy of the organization’s product and service brands outside the job context is a credible
form of advertising for actual and potential customers.
Brand Image

Brand image theory was a proposed in 60s by Ogilvy. Ogilvy considered brand image as a series of
associations that the consumers link to the product’s quality, price, history and other elements (Ogilvy,
1983). From the relationship benefits perspective, Park et al. (1986) defined brand image as the customers’
overall view and feeling to the brand’s symbolic, functional and experiential benefits (Park, Jaworski &

Maclnnis, 1986). According to an associative network memory model, Keller (1993) raised the



customer-based brand equity model. He defined the brand image refers to the set of associations linked to
the brand that consumers hold in memory (Keller, 1993). Brand image is formatted during the process of
customers developing the relationship with the brand. Brand image is set of minds of consumers associated
with the brand name, associations and attributes (Aaker, 1991). It is an overall awareness to the brand
basing on the reactions to the brand associations (Keller, 1993). Keller and Aeker’s researches arouse the
marketing scholars and practitioners’ attention to the brand image field, such as how to define the brand
image, how to measure it and how to build valuable brand equity (Walgren, Ruble & Donthu, 1995; Lassar,
Mittal & Sharma, 1995; Aaker, 1996; Dyson, Farr & Hollis, 1996; Berry, 2000; Yoo & Donthu, 2001; Kim
& Kim, 2005; Grace & Cass, 2003). A great number of studies were focus on measurement models of the
brand image , such as Aaker’s brand equity model (Aaker, 1991), Keller’s customer-based brand equity
(Keller, 1993), Yoo & Donthu’s multidimensional customer-based brand equity scale (Yoo & Donthu,
2001), Kim & Kim’s four element brand equity model (Kim & Kim, 2005) and Grace & Cass’s service
brand association model (Grace & Cass, 2003).

According to the summary of the existing researches, Martinez et al. (2008) judged the scholars should
measure brand image in two aspects: general brand image and product brand image (Martinez, Polo & de
Chernatony, 2008). General brand image (GBI) refers to the general values, functions and associations to
different product categories. All the products or services should be measure brand image using
association/differentiation measures based on some general aspects: value, brand personality,
organizational associations and differentiation (Aaker, 1996). It’s to say GBI scale cover different
categories (Garcia & Bergantifios, 2001). Recent studies have measured brand images for products
recognising that not only the physical attributes of the products should be considered but also functional,
emotional and self-expressive benefits (Low & Lamb, 2000; Gwinner & Eaton, 1999; Hsieh, 2002; Davis,
2002). This way of measuring brand image, is what we refer to as “product brand image” (PBI), is linked to
the attributes of the product being sold (Martinez & Polo, 2008). They argued the consumers will perceive
and assess the brand image by both GBI and PBI. In the study, we defined brand image as the customers’
overall view to the brand basing on the reactions to the brand associations, and we measure brand image

through two categories: general brand image and product brand image.

Research Framework and Hypothesis

The study discussed the relationships among supportive leadership, employee brand building behavior
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and customer perceived brand image. Based on the above literature review, we proposed the research
framework as showed in Figure 1. The framework is about the impact of supportive leadership to
employee brand building behavior and the cross-level effects  between employee brand building

behavior and customer perceived brand image.

Supportive Leadership Employee Brand Building behavior

*Job supportive leadership *Retention
Employee level

A 4

*Relationship ~ supportive * In-role brand building behavior

leadership * Extra-role brand building behavior

N

Customer level Customer perceived

Brand Image

Figure 1 Research Framework

The impact of supportive leadership on employee brand building behavior
Managers’ leadership behaviors may impose great influence on the working attitudes, behaviors and

performance of employees. In particular, supportive leadership can give rise to employees' reaction,

generating significant and positive relationship with employees' working behavior and attitudes(Yukl ,

1989 ,1999 ;Judge ,Piccolo M Tlies ,2004). Supportive leadership involves support to relationship and jobs.

When managers emphasize and support the demand of employees, and keep good relationship with them,
the psychological contract will be established between employees and organization (or managers), which is
positively related to employees’ attitudes and further engenders positive influence on employees’
behaviors(Henkel et al., 2007). The empirical study conducted by Schalk et al. (1998) shows that
psychological contract may form series of psychological liability for the employees and managers, and then
yield to mutual obligation for each, and finally affect employees’ behaviors and attitudes. Based on all these
arguments, employees motivated by supportive leadership regard it as the obligation to complete the in-role
work, keep long relationship with the organization, positively participate in the organizational management
and decision-making, and perform positive word of mouth marketing in the proper occasions.

The relationship supportive leadership may not only induce employees’ positive emotion, but also
indicates managers’ recognition and love to employees (Rafferty and M.Griffin, 2006; Wofford and Liska,
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1993). Employees encouraged by relationship supportive leadership will see it as obligation to support the
manager’s work, keep long-term relationship with the supervisor, work hard to accomplish the in-role job,
positively participate in the managerial decision, provide first-hand information and compliment their
supervisors in the interpersonal association (Grandey, 2000). The desire to keep long relationship with the
organization indicates that managers’ work and leadership behaviors receive employees’ recognition and
make employees generate the commitment to follow managers, keep long-range relationship with the
organization and support the managers’ work (Lastovicka and Gardner, 1978; Morgan and Hunt, 1994;
Burmann and Zeplin, 2005; Ceridwyn King and Debra Grace, 2006; Burmann, Zeplin and Riley, 2009). As
to employees’ brand building behavior, employees’ commitment behaves as keeping long relationship with
the brand, working hard to complete the in-role job and trying their best to improve the team’s and firm’s
performance. Employees will try hard to do the in-role and extra-role job better, take better advantage of
direct access to customers to provide efficient information for the managerial decision, and conduct more
positive word of mouth marketing to repay the trust and support of their supervisors.

The relationship supportive leadership can improve the working efficiency and performance of
employees and, promote their willingness to keep a long-term relationship with the organization. Moreover,
employees will feel more obliged to do their in-role work better and make full use of their consumers’
knowledge to provide information assistance for managerial decision owing to the extra support from the
managers. Babin and Boles (1996) indicate that managers’ support to employees’ work such as providing
important resources, which is a central factor for improving employees’ working performance, can
stimulate employees’ enthusiasm to complete their work. If managers provide the working resources and
build psychological contract between the employees and managers, employees will be more likely to

perform anticipated behaviors of managers, accomplish working tasks in the requirements of managers to
reciprocate managers' support(Dansereau , Alutto and Yammarino,1984; T.Keller and Dansereau, 1995).
As is shown in some studies that managers' support to the work is an important approach for employees to
improve their performance (W.Gardner and Schermerhorn ,2004 ;Luthans et al., 2008). In the light of social

exchange theory, employees tend to repay managers' support through those approaches which are helpful to
business development, such as positively participating in the managerial decision and performing positive
word of mouth marketing, etc. Specifically, the word of mouth marketing behavior may display some
differences in different situations: when inside, employees will compliment managers; when outside,
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employees will praise the corporation in order to indirectly compliment their managers due to the
corporation has a higher popularity compared with the managers. In view of the above analysis, we propose
the following hypothesis:
H1: The supportive leadership perceived by employees is positively related to employees’ brand building
behavior.
The cross-level effect of employee brand building behavior to customer perceived brand image
Employee brand building behavior includes four dimensions: retention, in-role brand building
behavior and extra-role brand building behavior (Morhart, Herzog & Tomczak, 2009). The extra-role brand
building behavior consists of two sub-components: participation in management and positive WOM.
Because of the personal benefits connected with the organization’s performance, the employees who are
willing to keep long-term relationship with service organization will be more enthusiastic to finish their
in-role work and persuade the people around them to purchase their company production or service. As the
representative of the organization image, the attitude to organization of front line employee affects the
customers’ assessment to the organization’s image. The service company which commits to endue its
employees as brand builder tends to make some related behavior standards to normalize their in-role
behaviors. With these standards, the employees are likely to keep their personal demeanors consistent with
the company image. The customers will connect the service people image with the company image.
Besides, the front line service people know what customers exactly want. In the service design process,
without the employees’ participation, the decision makers may misunderstand what the customers’ needs.
O’Cass & Grace study indicated employee participation and positive WOM have a positive effect on
service brand associations (O’Cass & Grace, 2003). Therefore, based on the above analysis, we propose the

follow hypothesis:

H, : Employee brand building behavior has a positive effect on customer perceived brand image.

Research Methodology
Measure Development

In our study, we measured supportive leadership using two dimensions scale which contains 16 items
developed by Rooney and Gottlieb (2007). We adapted three dimensions scale which contain 12 items to

measure the employee brand building behavior from prior study by Morhart et al. (2009). We used an



existing scale (Martinez & Polo, 2008) as a basis to develop a 5 items to measure brand image.

Table 1 Measurement scale

Concept Dimensions Origins

job supportive leadership

Supportive leadership relationship supportive Roneney & Gottlieb, 2007
leadership

retention

in-role brand building

Employee brand buildin
proy & behavior Morhart, Herzog & Tomczak, 2009

behavior
extra-role brand building

behavior

. general brand image
Brand image Martinez & Polo, 2008
product brand image

Sample Characteristics and Data Collection

In order to test research model, we conducted a questionnaire survey in 4 high class hotels in
Guangzhou and Shenzhen—two cities in China by using the systematic sampling method. The participants
were the hotels’ front line services people who have direct high contact with the customers and the
customers they had just served. The questionnaire was divided into two parts: one part filling by employees
and another part filling by customers. The questionnaires used to measure the supportive leadership and
employee brand building behavior concepts were filled by the service people, while the customers filled the
questionnaires used to measure the brand image concept. All the questions are measured by likert 7-points
scale. We handed out 630 employee copies and received 386 completed copies. With 61.27% responses rate,
369 copies meet the standard that each employee copy match at least 3 customer copies. So the valid rate
was 58.57%. In the meantime, we gave out 3150 customer copies and received 1392 completed copies.
With 44.19% responses rate, 1181 copies were meet the standard mentioned above. So the valid rate was
37.49%. In the employee samples, 71.5% were female, 28.5% were male, and 72.5% respondents aged
between of 20-40. Most of them worked in the hotel beyond 1 year. In the customer samples, it’s almost
equal in the gender, and 87.2% respondents aged between of 20-50.
Research Method

Variables in this study included two levels: employees and customers level. Therefore, we adopted a
multilevel model to conduct the data analysis using HLM 6.08. In our research model, the customer

perceived brand image is the dependent variable while the supportive leadership is the independent, and the
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employee brand building behavior is the mediator between supportive leadership and employee brand

building behavior. The model equation is as follow:

Bl =p,+r

,Bo =%t 701EBBB+UO
EBBB=f+ASL+7

Bl=7%, +7,(B+ASL+7)+r+u,

#BI, EBBB and SL are short for Brand Image, Employee Brand Building Behavior and Supportive Leadership respectively

Owing to the brand image is assessed by the customers, it’s necessary to test the with-in-group
agreement (Rwg) and intra-class correlation coefficients (ICC) before polymerize to the employee level. If
the Rwg is too low, individual level cannot polymerize into a high level. If the ICC is too low, the influence
from high level to low level may not exist. In order to insure brand image can polymerize into the
employee level, the authors check the Rwg and ICC using James et al. (1993) and Bliese (2000) indicator.
The ICC (1) and ICC (2) of brand image were 0.363 and 0.735, bigger than the James' (1992) standard 0.12
and 0.6. The mean of Rwg was 0.87, also bigger than the accepted standard 0.7. The results showed that it

is reasonable to polymerize the brand image into the employee level.

Analysis and Results

We examined the reliability by using SPSS 16.0. The Cronbach a of the scale was from 0.863 to 0.975.
It showed that all the factors have acceptable reliability.

Due to the employee brand building behavior scale is a new one, it lacks empirical study. Therefore, a
principal components factor analysis was done by using SPSS 16.0. The KMO and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity showed the data suitable to conduct a factors analysis. Results indicated that there were 4 factors
which captured 86.65% of the variance. The results were showed in table 2.

Table 2 Rotated Component Matrixes

. . Component
Variable Indicator
F1 F2 F3 F4
RE1 .894
Retention RE2 914
RE3 797
IR1 .855
In-role brand building
IR2 .852
behavior
1IR3 .833
Extra-role | Participation PMI 824
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brand PM2 .853
building PM3 779
behavior WOMI 746
Positive
WOM2 187
WOM
WOM3 774

The factor analysis outcome showed that employee brand building behavior included four factors,
which are retention, in-role brand building behavior, participation and positive WOM. In Mohart et al.’s
research, the participation and positive WOM merge into one factors—extra-role brand building behavior
in the literature. However, they divided the extra-role brand building behavior factor into two components
in the data analysis. In order to test whether the employee brand building behavior is three factors or four
factors concept, the authors conducted the confirmatory factor analysis. The CFA analysis outcomes as
shown in table 3.

Table 3 CFA Fit Index

Value
Fit index 3 factors 4 factors
model model
Df 51 48
$ 459.89 141.41
¥ Df 9.02 2.94
NFI 0.98 0.98
NNFI 0.91 0.98
CFI 0.93 0.98
GFI 0.77 0.93
AGFI 0.65 0.88
RMR 0.056 0.038
RMSEA 0.18 0.08
ADf 3
Ay 318.5

The CFA outcomes showed that the 4 factors model was better than the 3 factors model. We conduct a
second order factors analysis to confirm if the above 4 factors belong to a higher second order factors. The
model fit was good (y*/ Df=3.08, NFI=0.98, NNFI=0.98, CFI=0.98, GFI=0.98, AGFI=0.88, RMR=0.048,
RMSEA=0.08). Based on the factors analysis, we can concluded that the employee brand building behavior
included four factors, which are retention, in-role brand building behavior, participation and positive
WOM.

Before estimating the path coefficients of the hypothesized structural model, we proceeded to fit a

CFA on all the 3 latent factors: supportive leadership, employee brand building behavior and brand image.
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The seven-factor CFA model exhibited a good fit with the data ((XZ/ Df =3.02, RMSEA=0.0805, RMR=0.10,
NFI=0.970, NNFI=0.978, CF1=0.980, GFI=0.791, IF1=0.980, RFI=0.967). The standardized factor loadings
ranged from 0.74to 0.97 and were statistically significant (T-value ranged from 14.07 to 28.36 at the o = .95
level). This provided the necessary evidence that all the constructs exhibited convergent validity. We
computed the average variance extracted (AVE) by the indicators corresponding to each of the three factors
and compared it with the highest variance that each factor shared with the other factors in the model. The
average variance extracted for each factor was always greater than the highest shared variance. The
outcome showed that all the constructs exhibited convergent validity.

We had done a correlation analysis using SPSS 16.0 to test the relationship between supportive
leadership and employee brand building behavior. The outcome showed that supportive leadership had a
significant positive influence to employee brand building behavior (0.549, p<0.00). Hypothesis 1 was
supported. In order to examine the cross-level effect between employee brand building behavior and brand
image, we conducted the multilevel data analysis by using HLM 6.08. As is shown in table 4, employee

brand building behavior has a positive influence on brand image (0.475, p<0.00). Hypothesis 2 was

supported.
Table 4 the cross-level effect between employee brand building behavior and brand image
Brand image (customer model)
Null model Full model
intercept 4.619(0.00) 4.620(0.00)
employee brand buildin
poy £ 0.475
behavior( employee level)
AR? 0.03
Discussion

Theoretical Contributions
In this study, the authors adopt the employee brand building scale developed by Morhart et al. (2009).
Due to the scale was a newest measurement tool and lacked of empirical test, we conducted EFA, CFA
and second order factors analysis to confirm the scale’s reliability and validity. The data analysis showed
the four factors model had a better fit index than the three factors model, what’s more, the four factors
model had a high convergent validity, discriminate validity and reliability. It’s to say that the employee

brand building behavior concept included four factors, which are retention, in-role brand building
13



behavior, participation and positive WOM. Compared to Morhart’s research, participation and positive
WOM should be divided into two independent factors which merged into extra-role brand building
behavior in the prior article.

The traditional views to brand image limit on the customer perspective. The existing research focused
on the customers’ cognition and reaction to the brand. The scholars have already showed how the
customers perceive the company brand and how the company change the customer perceived brand image
through external communications. However, the existing researches didn’t explore sufficiently how the
employees’ behaviors influence the customer perceived brand image. This study filled the gap and
examined the relationship between employee brand building behavior and customer perceived brand image.
Specifically, we tested the correlation relation between supportive leadership and employee brand building
behavior and the cross-level influence between employee level brand building behavior and customer level
perceived brand image by using the HLM. The data analysis showed that the supportive leadership was
useful to help the employees fulfill their in-role job and motivate them to participate into the organization
brand building process. In the supportive environment, the employees would like to keep a long-term
relationship with the organization and have a positive WOM to others as a return to the supportive
leadership. All the employees’ brand building behavior had a positive effect on the customer perceived

brand image.

Managerial Implications

The customers’ perceptions to the brand image mostly come from the service delivery process. The
front line service people’s behaviors affect the customers’ perception in great extent. If the service people
provide excellent service to the customers and satisfy their need appropriately, it can make the customers
consider the services as a reliable one. Therefore, the service company should pay attention to the
organization internal brand building orientation. The external brand communication pays a vital role in
persuade the consumers to try the organization’s service, but the service delivery by the service employees
decides whether the customers will keep a long-term relationship with the company. If the services satisfy
the customers’ need, they will believe the brand is great and have a repurchase intention. Nowadays, as the
superabundant advertisements are glutted with our lives, the advertising effect dropped greatly. The public
have already detested the ubiquitous poster. Therefore, it’s meaningful and helpful to build the company

brand image through the employees’ behavior when they delivery services. The managers should reinforce
14



the organization culture orientation and job skills training to improve the employees’ willing to build the
company brand. Organization has to transfer the focus from external marketing to internal marketing in
order to build a strong and favorite brand image. One of the most effective policies is to foster the
employee brand building behavior, which makes the employee keep long-term relationship with
organization, fulfill their in-role brand building behavior, participate in the management decision and
spread a positive WOM of organization. The customers who have received a brand building service are

more likely to perceive the brand image positively.

Limitation and Further Research

The study had not conducted a random sampling, so the estimate to population may have some bias.
The authors had not conducted a longitudinal study instead of a cross-section one. The causal relationships
among the concepts need to have a further study. What’s more, because we sampled in the hotel industry,
the results should be tested in other service industries.

The authors had done an empirical research about the relationship between supportive leadership and
employee brand building behavior, which is just one of the organization internal brand managements.
Scholars should do some more research in the impact of other leadership style to the employee branding
behavior. Owing to the inseparability of production and consumption, the customers have to participate in
the service delivery process. The service contact extent and consumers’ familiarity to the service have a
significant influence on the customer perceived brand image. It’s necessary to think about the moderated

role of the service contact extent and the consumers’ familiarity to the service in the further.
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