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Abstract 

The midst competition makes a brand all together with its offering products and services is becoming a crucial element for company existence. 

This requires direct involvement from internal organizational to develop effective strategic branding. According to Asosiasi Penyelenggara 

Internet Indonesia (APJII), Indonesia's internet penetration is among the highest in Asia. The purpose of this research is to improve the strategic 

role of brand orientation within Internet Service Provider (ISP) for maximizing return on the company's financial and non-financial benefits by 

proposing organization change readiness variable. The data collection is taken using an online survey with a non-parametric sampling method and 

collected 68 qualified respondents for data analysis using SEM-PLS (Structural Equation Modeling with Partial Least Square). The result 

indicates partial hypotheses on the constructed model between variables brand orientation, brand commitment, and internal brand equity is 

acceptable. Another finding is stated hypotheses on organization change readiness as moderation is not accepted and means there is no 

significance to the constructed model. The main conclusion resumes associative human memory can shape up organization change readiness 

inside internal toward then brand. Relevant cues generate information received in the human brain then will create common associative and 

becoming social identity on internal brand equity. 
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1. Introduction 1
2
 

 

Today information technology has changed the way of 

life in modern society. Internet access through smartphones 

and computers both can make consumers connect to social 

media, news, search engine, eCommerce and online 

business, cloud data storage, etc.  Unlimited information 
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available has created massive competition among producers 

than before. This condition companies to seriously taking 

care of their brand as an important resource for long term 

financial sustainability. Kotler and Pfoertsch (2006) brand 

is a matter of delivering promises quality, originality and 

performance to the customer. Chernatony and Harris (2000) 

brand is a company asset that can't be seen but can be felt. 

Essentially, the business exists through the brand for 

satisfying consumer needs and wants, at the same time 

building company reputation and incremental brand value-

added toward its business is called brand equity (de 

Chernatony & McDonald, 1988; Keller, 2008; Riezebos, 

2003; Baumgarth & Schmidt, 2010). Market competition 

has forced the modern organization to adopt change as a 

primary way for survival (Day, 1994).  

Organization change readiness is the influence of 

employee belief in supporting company objectives 

(Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993). Heracleous and 

Barrett's (2001) belief influences employee behavior toward 

change and conduct the same behavior as others because of 

similar common value (Yaniv & Farkas, 2005).  Baller, 
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Dutta, and Lanvin (2016) World Economic Forum on 

Networked Readiness Index or NRI shows network 

infrastructure readiness between countries.  Network 

infrastructure readiness in Singapore is rating number one 

with a score of 6.0 the same as the previous year.  

Malaysia is in rank thirty-one with score 4.9 and 

Indonesia is in rank seventy-three with score 4.0. Empirical 

shows internet service provider (ISP) plays an important 

role in country internet readiness. Asosiasi Penyelenggara 

Jasa Internet Indonesia (APJII) in 2018 penetration of 

internet users reach 54.68 percent from 262 million 

population or 171.17 million people. Internet users in 

Indonesia grow 10.12 percent in 2018 from last year and 

active users larger portion comes from age 19 to 35 years 

old.  This is ten times compared to the growing population 

annually. The novelty of this research is to influence 

organizational change readiness to improve internal brand 

equity at internet service provider companies in an 

emerging country.   

 

 

2. Theoretical Framework 
 

2.1. Brand Orientation  
 

Urde (1999) brand orientation is an inside-out 

organization approach to create, build and protect brand 

identity during interaction occurred with target consumers. 

This effort can provide a long-term brand competitive 

advantage. Urde (1994) brand orientation is a form of 

industry response toward changing consumer behavior 

affected by similar products and services, increase costs 

media marketing and a new form of media alternatives, the 

occurrence of market integration caused by globalization. 

Urde (2013) brand orientation is underlined importance 

brand identity likes vision, mission, and values connect 

with behavior in organization and culture.  Urde (1994) 

conceptual brand orientation is the foundation of seven 

dimensions which is target group, corporate identity, 

corporate name, product, trademark, brand vision, 

positioning. Baumgarth, Merrilees, and Urde (2013) a 

limitation brand orientation study from the perspective of 

geography, demography, and psychograph.   

Zhang, Jiang, Shabbir, and Zhu (2016) brand orientation 

and its dimension cannot fulfill all stakeholder’s 

requirements due to change in the market environment, 

consumer requirement, time-lapse between research, etc. 

Keller (2003) key dimension brand knowledge is including 

awareness represents term of identification needs 

satisfaction based on brand; attribute represents feature 

description to identify brand name or product based on 

intrinsic value such as product performance, or based on 

extrinsic value such as brand personality or heritage; 

benefit represents personal value and meaning brand's 

product attributes to consumers; the image represents the 

flow of information provided to the customer either by 

factual or information; Thought represents personal 

cognitive responses to any brand information; feeling 

represents personal affective responses to any brand 

information; attitude represents overall feedback given by 

customer evaluations and summary judgments to any 

brand-related information; experience represents purchase 

and consumption behaviors as the result of the brand in the 

market. Upon justify above argumentation, therefore, the 

hypothesis is developed in following, 

 

H1: Brand Orientation gives a positive influence on brand 

knowledge.  

 

The brand needs to be stand up from another brand, to 

achieve this purpose brand need to ensure close 

participation in internal organizations to promote the 

advantage brand's product and service to customers. 

Activation theory is defined as an activity to encourage the 

customer to purchase the brand upon received brand piece 

of information because of proud and sense of belonging 

(Hoeffler & Keller, 2003). Adopt from this terminology, 

each employee having a degree of emotional involvement 

toward the company brand based on daily interaction, and 

when it will be established employees' feeling proud and 

sense of belonging. More brand information received by the 

employee will create the closest attachment in employee 

minds. Establish a relationship between brand and 

employee will reflect in company personality and it creates 

employee trust (Celsi & Olson, 1988; Zaichkowsky, 1985). 

Brand trust in an organization can promote better conditions 

for employees to become the brand ambassador (Leininger 

& McFarland, 2002; Yaniv & Farkas, 2005). Key brand 

enhancement in the company can be seen from employee 

daily brand involvement (Baumgarth & Schmidt, 2010). 

Base on the above argumentation, therefore hypothesis is 

established as follow, 

 

H2: Brand Orientation gives a positive influence on brand 

involvement. 

  

  Brand orientation is a combination of organizational 

culture and organizational behavior approaches in building 

organization brand relations (Burmann & Zeplin, 2005; 

Burmann, Zeplin, & Riley, 2009; Baumgarth & Schmidt, 

2010). According to Kitchen, Joanne, and Tao (2004), the 

company has a focus on developing relationship with 

employees for getting internal commitment toward brand 

importance for the company and how it transforms into 

services to the customer. Establishment internal brand plays 

an important role in shaping up the overall brand 
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orientation in organizations and research related to brand 

commitment (Punjaisri & Wilson, 2007). Organizational 

commitment plays an important role in determining 

organizational success (Hunt & Morgan, 1995). Brand 

commitment arises from the internal organization and it is 

consumer loyalty basic measurement (Baumgarth & 

Schmidt, 2010). Based on the above argumentation 

hypothesis is established as follow: 

 

H3: Brand Orientation gives positive influence to brand 

commitment. 

 

2.2. Organization Change Readiness 
  

   The different organization presents different employee 

behavior and it can affect commitment to brand based on 

numbers of loyal consumers (Herman, 2001; Yaniv & 

Farkas, 2005). Member of the organization has its unique 

background and behavior that could be difference when 

accepting change (Xu, Payne, Horner, & Alexander, 2016). 

Lewin (1951); Armenakis and Harris (2002) changes at an 

individual level known as individual change readiness, it 

can influence group and organization behavior. Armenakis, 

Harris, and Mossholder (1993) organization change 

readiness has four main dimensions described as 

appropriateness, management support, change efficacy and 

personal beneficiary. Organizational changes suitable and 

matching with brand orientation approach which can create 

an impact on financial performance (Baumgarth & Schmidt, 

2010). Fugate, Kinicki, and Ashforth (2004) internal change 

will affect employees in the organization; however, the way 

employee responds it may differ between each individual 

based level understanding toward change. Xu, Payne, 

Horner, and Alexander (2016) organization is formed by a 

group of people who follows their knowledge and mind to 

follow the organization's norms, purpose and goal. Base on 

the above argumentation this hypothesis below proposes as 

follow, 

 

H4a: Organization change readiness has moderated brand 

orientation and give positive influence to brand knowledge 

 

   According to Baumgarth and Schmidt (2010), brand 

orientation is represented internal spirit of change toward 

the brand. Organization change readiness requires a mindset 

changes starting from internal individuals, groups and 

organization, those all determinants are success factor to 

change initiatives (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993; 

Armenakis, Harris, & Field, 1999). Organization 

involvement will affect the brand success that is reflecting 

on its brand equity (Gromark & Merlin, 2010). By having a 

clear understanding change benefit, it can create positive 

internal organization perspective to participate in company 

brand initiatives; base on the above argumentation therefore 

hypothesis is proposed as follow: 

 

H4b: Organization Change Readiness has moderated Brand 

Orientation and give positive influence to brand 

involvement 

  

   Brand orientation and internal organization have linkage 

in terms of brand commitment and both are a 

complementary system for maintaining and improving 

organizational performance over a period of time. The 

brand commitment is expression toward brand sense of 

belonging, sense of pride toward logo, brand name and 

measure by the level of fanaticism in every member of the 

organization (Lehr & Rice, 2002; Hult & Ferrell, 1997; 

Nevis, DiBella, & Gould, 1995; Yaniv & Farkas, 2005). 

Base on above argumentation, therefore hypothesis is 

proposed as follow:   

  

H4c: Organization Change Readiness has moderated Brand 

Orientation and give positive influence to brand 

commitment. 

 

2.3. Internal Brand Equity 
  

   According to Aaker (1991), brand equity is integration 

brand entity which includes name, logo, symbol and other 

brand elements that may provide benefits or liability to 

company products and service (Kotler & Pfoertesch, 2006). 

Keller (2008) three basic principles in building brand equity 

which is equity-based on the consumer, equity-based on 

company and equity-based on financial. Equity based 

consumer is a principle related to consumer's perceive 

producer's communication on informing and offering 

product and service, media campaigns, and others. Equity 

based company principle is related to the company's 

perspective in providing its product and service, including 

the use of advertising and other promotional activities to 

inform quicker product availability, shorter product 

distribution, etc. Equity based financial principle relates to 

the company's perspective in finance, where the brand is an 

asset similar to plant and equipment is all used to deliver 

product and service (Hoeffler & Keller, 2003). Aaker (1991) 

brand equity dimension consists of brand loyalty, brand 

awareness, brand association, and perceived quality.  

   The associative network model is derived from human 

associative memory theory; it is the primary platform brand 

knowledge development (Franzen & Bouwman, 2002; Love 

& Singh, 2011). More customers aware of the brand, it 

means customer has better knowledge and ability to 

encoding a better way to develop knowledge procedures 

(Hoeffler & Keller, 2003).  Brand knowledge relates to 

cognitive visualization of the brand and it will result in 
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brand loyalty establishment within the organization (Keller, 

2003).  A stronger brand is usually developed better 

structure consumer knowledge that is closely connecting 

with specific brand associations (Reichheld, 1996; 

Baumgarth, 2010). Papasolomou and Vrontis (2006) high 

brand equity has a close relationship with a stronger brand. 

Brand equity is an indicator of brand market share position. 

Base on the above argumentation, therefore hypothesis is 

proposed as follow:   

 

H5: Brand knowledge has a positive influence on internal 

brand equity  

 

   According to Zaichowsky (1985), brand involvement is 

an important concept to examine individual motivation 

toward the company brand. Besides, involvement is a 

motivational degree to understand consumer attitudes 

towards products or brands (Guthrie & Kim, 2009); under 

the same analogy, this conceptual extends employee brand 

attitudes and how internal organization leveling trust in the 

brand. Involvement defines as degree or intensity of interest 

to certain brand or products and services (Park & Young, 

1983). Jin (2016) brand equity is an important concept of 

brand management to get market competitiveness through a 

strong brand. Keller (1993, 2008) and Aaker (1991) brand 

equity can create positive brand equity in the customer 

mind and contributes to company benefit.   

   According to Keller (1993), ongoing benefit is included 

financial gain, generating higher margin profit, better 

selling price, brand development, effective brand 

communication and higher preference to do purchase 

products and services. Baumgarth and Schmidt (2010) 

internal brand equity is an effect of strengthening employee 

behavior toward brand identity, image, and reputation. Base 

on the above argumentation therefore below hypothesis is 

proposed, 

 

H 6: Brand involvement has a positive influence on internal 

brand equity  

 

   The organization that is consistently ready facing change 

can be seen from their implementation commitment over a 

period of time and characterize as a competitive 

organization (Balogun & Hope, 2008; Baumgarth, 2010); 

this becomes organization different from most organization 

in general (By, 2005; Meaney & Pung, 2008). Brand 

commitment is defined as an individual psychological 

attachment to the brand through a consistent exchange 

brand point of view and preserved a better level to achieve 

brand image (Baumgarth & Schmidt, 2010). Base on the 

above argumentation, therefore, hypothesis is proposed as 

follow, 

 

H 7: Brand commitment has a positive influence on internal 

brand equity  

 

   Following hypothesis constructs in Figure.1 explain the 

theoretical framework shown as follow:  

 

Organization Change 
Readiness

Brand Orientation

Brand Knowledge

Brand Involvement

Brand Commitment

Internal Brand Equity

H1H1

H2H2

H3H3

H4aH4a

H4bH4b
H4cH4c

H5H5

H6H6

H7H7

Appropriateness
Management 

Support
Change Efficacy

Personal 
Beneficiary

 
Figure 1: The constructed model 
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3. Research Method 
 

This research is conducted to answer the relationship 

between model and its indicators and it should be done 

through statistical analysis that relies on data collection for 

data processing analysis (Sekaran, 2010; Maholtra, 2007). 

Non-probability sampling is used in a group of population 

from internet service provider members of Asosiasi 

Penyelenggara Jasa Internet Indonesia (APJII) and their 

customers with a method of purposive sampling based on 

judgment criteria (Churchill & Iacobucci, 2005). Business 

to Business (B2B) respondents represented brand decision-

makers at ISP companies such as assistant manager, 

manager, GM, director, president, and CEO.  

The answer forms in a six-point Likert scale with 

accompanied definition i.e. value 1 = for strongly disagree, 

until value 6 = for strongly agree. The questionnaire is 

formatted in Google Forms for online simplification and 

upon survey is completed immediately transfer to Microsoft 

Excel format. The association is sending the survey e-mail 

to 400 registered members at the secretariat office of APJII. 

The return online survey from 74 respondents and 

screening with control question; then is selected, 68 valid 

respondents. Ringle, Wende, and Will (2005); Hair, Hult, 

Ringle, and Sarstedt (2014) PLS was introduced in 1966 by 

Herman Wold, it has used ever seen to explain variance 

effect independent variables related with construct model 

and work robustly in small sample size, non-normal 

distribution and undeveloped theory. Besides, PLS can 

estimate models within a large number of latent variables 

and indicators and even with a small sample size (Chin, 

Peterson, & Brown, 2008; Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 

2009).  

 
Table 1: Characteristic of respondent  

Internet service providers (ISP) 

Respondent Profile Frequency Percentage 
 

Respondent Profile Frequency Percentage 

Gender 
 

Position 

Male 56 82% 
 

Assistant Manager 4 6% 

Female 12 18% 
 

Manager 34 50% 

    
GM 4 6% 

Age Bracket 
 

Vice President 1 1% 

< 25 year old 3 4% 
 

Director 20 29% 

25–30 year old 15 22% 
 

President / CEO 5 7% 

31-35 year old 14 21% 
    

36-40 year old 12 18% 
 

Education 

41-45 year old 10 15% 
 

Senior High School 3 4% 

46-50 year old 12 18% 
 

Diploma (D1 - D3) 2 3% 

> 51 year old 2 3% 
 

Bachelor (S1) 32 47% 

    
Master Degree (S2) 29 43% 

Employment with Company 
 

Doctoral Degree (S3) 2 3% 

0 - 4 year 30 44% 
    

5 - 10 year 20 29% 
 

Responsibility on Brand 

11 - 15 year 11 16% 
 

0 - 4 year 39 57% 

16 - 20 year 5 7% 
 

5 - 10 year 23 34% 

21 > year 2 3% 
 

11 - 15 year 3 4% 

    
> 15 tahun 3 4% 

    
Department 

    
Head office 26 38% 

    
Marketing & Sales 35 51% 

    
Brand & Product Manager 4 6% 

    
IT & Operation support 3 4% 

 

Another PLS advantage is the software ability to conduct 

a simultaneous test and structural model and combined 

regression and component factor analysis (CFA). Hair, Hult, 

Ringle, and Sarstedt (2014) sample size criteria setting 

according to Barclay, Higgins and Thompson in 1995, "it 

should fit  criteria 10 times of the largest formative 

indicator use in a single construct OR 10 times of  the 

largest number of structural path directed to a particular 

construct in the structural model”. The criteria represent the 

largest number of structural paths that directed to one latent 
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variable; which this research represents construct 3 paths 

multiple 10 times equal to 30 respondents. The data 

collection process is conducted in the first week of April 

2018 until the fourth week of Sept 2018. Upon completing 

data tabulation, the 68 respondents ready to be analyzed.  

Table.1. below shows the classification characteristic of the 

respondents. 

 

 

4. Results 
 

 4.1. Descriptive Analysis  
 

Respondents gender are classified by male = 82% and 

female = 18%, majority respondents come from groups age 

between 25 – 50 years old = 93% which majority 

respondent represents the age of the productive worker. 

Education background is majority bachelor degree = 47% 

and master degree = 43%.  Employment time with 

company between 0 – 4 years = 44%, 5 – 10 years = 29% 

and 11 -15 years = 16%. Brand responsibility to company is 

between 0 – 4 years = 57% and 5 – 10 years = 34%. Further 

finding on the functional department related to brand 

implementation is majority come from the marketing & 

sales department 51% and head office 38%.  

 

4.2. Measurement Evaluation  
 

This study is using partial least square (PLS) SmartPLS 

3.2.8 to estimate validity and reliability measurement 

indicator and construct a model by observing the path 

model, inner model, and outer model. The inner model 

specifies observed interaction between latent variables; 

whereas the outer model specifies observing an interaction 

between latent variables and its observed variables 

(Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009). Non-parametric 

sampling with bootstrapping 5000 replication to obtain 

standard errors of estimates use on this analysis.  

Hair, Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2014) test is conducted 

for checking internal consistency, convergent validity, and 

discriminant validity. This is included factor loadings, 

Cronbach’s alpha (α) or composite reliabilities (ρc) and 

average variance extracted (AVE). The minimum 

coefficient value for loading indicators should equal or 

above 0.6, composite reliability (ρc) should equal or above 

0.7, Cronbach's Alpha (α) should equal or above 0.6 and 

average variance extracted (AVE) should equal or above 0.5 

value.  Convergent validity is conducted to ensure all items 

loading in indicators have a value equal at least or much 

higher from their corresponding constructs compare to 

other constructs. Discriminant validity is conducted by 

testing the Fornell Larcker criterion and cross-loadings.  

Hypothesis test measurement uses T-Test with a confident 

interval of 5% (2-tail) or T-table >1.96 with assumption at 

normal condition (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014). 

Greater T- statistic scores compare critical Z score indicated 

a positive relationship between construct variables and 

hypothesis is accepted. The opposite result is applied 

another way around.  

 

4.3. Outer Model Evaluation 
 

Outer model evaluation is a reflective relationship latent 

variable and indicators measurement model by checking its 

validity and reliability. The validity outer model covers 

factor loading indicators, convergent validity, and 

discriminant validity. PLS algorithm construct model and 

indicators represent factor loadings brand orientation, brand 

knowledge, brand involvement, brand commitment, 

appropriateness, change efficacy, management support, and 

personal beneficiary; all have a score above 0.60.  Hair, 

Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2014) factor loadings to be valid 

should have scored equal to 0.60 or above. Table. 2 all 

construct items and their indicators are valid and shown 

below, Convergent validity views construct measures and 

checking positive correlation with alternative measures 

(Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014).  

Process analysis involves measurement composite 

reliabilities (ρc), Cronbach’s Alpha (α) and average 

variance extracted or AVE. Hair, Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt 

(2014); Henseler, Ringle, and Sinkovics (2009) convergent 

validity measurement has a better preference to use 

composite reliability (ρc) instead of Cronbach’s Alpha (α). 

Composite reliability (ρc) is measured internal consistency 

reliability to test unidimensional loading indicators and its 

score should be equal or above = 0.70 to be valid or internal 

consistency reliability is accepted (Nunnally & Bernstein 

1994; Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009).  

A value below = 0.6 indicates a lack of reliability 

(Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009). Higher value 

composite reliability more reliable than the constructed 

model will be. Table.2. result composite reliability (ρc) 

indicates brand commitment = 0.894, brand knowledge = 

0.886, brand orientation = 0.816, internal brand equity = 

0.923 and organization change readiness construct variables 

which are appropriateness = 0.921, change efficacy = 0.881, 

management support = 0.887 and personal beneficiary = 

0.942. Composite reliability (ρc) result indicators all above 

= 0.80; which means reliability is satisfactory and there is 

no unidimensional in construct model. 

Another measurement to test convergent validity is using 

Cronbach’s Alpha (α) where value should be equal or above 

= 0.6  in order to be valid; PLS Algorithm on the construct 

shows in Table.2 values of  brand commitment = 0.859, 

brand knowledge = 0.828, internal brand equity = 0.904 and 

variable organization change readiness which is 



Rudy P. TOBING, SUROSO, Rizal Edy HALIM, Gunawan ALIF/Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business Vol 7 No 2 (2020 ) 181-193  187 

 

appropriateness = 0.893, change efficacy = 0.819, 

management support = 0.832, personal beneficiary = 0.908, 

brand orientation = 0.658 and brand involvement = 0.649. 

The values are above = 0.60 meaning variables construct 

model is valid. 

Average Variance Extracted (AVE) is sufficient 

convergent validity where indicator latent variable more 

than half variance its indicators on an average basis (Götz, 

Liehr-Gobbers, & Krafft, 2009; Henseler, Ringle, & 

Sinkovics, 2009).  Table. 2 shows AVE has result brand 

commitment = 0.584, brand knowledge = 0.574, brand 

orientation = 0.599, internal brand equity = 0.632 and 

organization change readiness variables of appropriateness 

= 0.700, change efficacy = 0.650, management support = 

0.664 and personal beneficiary = 0.845. Hair, Hult, Ringle, 

and Sarstedt (2014) validity is comparing AVE value square 

root with latent variable correlations and AVE construct 

have to be greater than its highest correlation on any other 

construct; the value should above 0.60.  

 
Table 2: Convergent validity measurement model 

Construct Indicator Factor Loadings Cronbach Alpha (α) Composite Reliability (ρc) AVE 

 

 

 

Brand 

Commitment 

BC1 0.706 

0.859 0.894 0.586 

BC2 0.816 

BC3 0.800 

BC4 0.707 

BC6 0.788 

BC7 0.769 

 

Brand 

Involvement 

BI1 0.800 

0.649 0.801 0.574 BI3 0.697 

BI5 0.773 

 

Brand 

Knoweldge 

BK1 0.821 

0.828 0.886 0.661 
BK2 0.835 

BK3 0.839 

BK5 0.753 

 

Brand Orientation 

BO1 0.656 

0.658 0.816 0.599 BO3 0.851 

BO4 0.801 

Internal Brand 

Equity 

IBE10 0.784 

0.904 0.923 0.632 

IBE13 0.743 

IBE14 0.783 

IBE6 0.853 

IBE7 0.857 

IBE8 0.797 

IBE9 0.757 

 

Appropriateness 

OCRA1 0.834 

0.893 0.921 0.700 

OCRA3 0.823 

OCRA4 0.738 

OCRA5 0.865 

OCRA6 0.813 

 

Change Efficacy 

OCRC3 0.738 

0.819 0.881 0.650 
OCRC4 0.862 

OCRC5 0.784 

OCRC6 0.835 

 

Management 

Support 

OCRM1 0.87 

0.832 0.887 0.664 
OCRM2 0.793 

OCRM4 0.847 

OCRM6 0.743 

 

Personal 

Beneficiary 

OCRP1 0.904 

0.908 0.942 0.845 OCRP2 0.911 

OCRP3 0.942 

 

Discriminant validity is measuring correlation at 

construct truly distinct from other constructs and indicators 

represent in a single construct (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & 

Sarstedt, 2014). Henseler, Ringle, and Sinkovics (2009) 

cross-loadings and Fornell-Larcker criterion analyses use to 

assess discriminant validity.  Hair, Hult, Ringle, and 

Sarstedt (2014) cross-loadings is a measurement of 

indicator correlation with other constructs in the model. 

Indicator loading should have a higher value than other 

loadings value; acceptable value cross-loadings should be 

equal or above 0.60 (Chin, 1998; Götz, Liehr-Gobbers, & 

Krafft, 2009; Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009).   
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Result cross-loadings brand orientation and indicators 

have score  = 0.655 to 0.851, cross-loadings brand 

commitment and indicators has score  = 0.706 to 0.817, 

cross-loadings brand involvement and indicators has score 

= 0.697 to 0.800, cross-loadings brand knowledge and 

indicators has score = 0.754 to 0.839, cross-loadings 

internal brand equity and indicators has score = 0.743 to 

0.857, cross-loadings appropriateness and indicators has 

score = 0.813 to 0.865,  cross-loadings change efficacy 

and indicators has score = 0.738 to 0.862, cross-loadings 

management support and indicators has score = 0.743 to 

0.870, cross-loadings personal beneficiary and indicators 

has score = 0.904 to 0.942; means  construct variables and 

indicators are proved distinctly different between one to 

another construct model.  

Fornell Larcker criterion is discriminant validity to check 

the latent variable and assigned indicators to share more 

variance rather than another latent variable (Henseler, 

Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009). Fornell–Larcker criterion 

measures construct variable and cross-loadings at indicators 

level combined all together can produce sufficient 

difference and non-unidimensional. Good discriminant 

validity applies when correlation within the constructed 

variable has a higher value compared to another construct 

variable. Table.3. Fornell–Larcker criterion shows 

correlation each construct variable generates higher value 

internally compare to other constructs model.   

 

Table 3: Fornell-Larcker Criterion 

 
Appropriateness 

Brand 

Commitment 

Brand 

Involvement 

Brand 

Knowledge 

Brand 

Orientation 

Change 

Efficacy 

Internal 

Brand 

Equity 

Management 

Support 

Personal 

Beneficiary 

Appropriateness 0.836 
        

Brand 

Commitment 
0.405 0.766 

       
Brand 

Involvement 
0.217 0.410 0.758 

      
Brand 

Knowledge 
0.272 0.473 0.322 0.813 

     
Brand 

Orientation 
0.361 0.552 0.526 0.533 0.774 

    
Change 

Efficacy 
0.471 0.185 0.038 0.328 0.050 0.806 

   
Internal Brand 

Equity 
0.463 0.405 0.296 0.284 0.291 0.439 0.795 

  
Management 

Support 
0.574 0.467 0.293 0.341 0.341 0.551 0.541 0.815 

 
Personal 

Beneficiary 
0.330 0.332 0.171 0.039 0.156 0.099 0.217 0.312 0.919 

 

4.4. Inner Model Evaluation  
 

Inner model evaluation is predictive accuracy 

measurement by calculating the squared correlation 

between specific endogen latent variable actual and 

predicted values (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014).  R 

square or R
2
is used to evaluate coefficient determinant 

where higher R
2 
values represents stronger direct influence 

exogen variable toward endogen variable. Value R
2 

guidance is range from 0 to 1, where higher value indicates 

higher level predictive accuracy;  group fall into  score 

0.75, 0.50 and 0.25 has meaning as substantial, moderate 

and  weak; however, it is difficult to set standard 

acceptance R
2
 values because model complexity and type of 

research discipline (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011; 

Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009; Hair, Hult, Ringle, & 

Sarstedt, 2014).  

R Square or R
2
explain score relationship between each 

construct variable brand orientation and moderation 

organization change readiness score = 34.4% has moderate 

influence; brand involvement and moderation organization 

change readiness score = 29.1% has moderate influence; 

brand commitment and moderation organization change 

readiness score = 40.1% has moderate influence.  

Construct variables brand knowledge, brand involvement, 

and brand commitment score = 19.1% have weak influence.  

Hair, Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2014) hypotheses are valid 

when T-test above score 1.96 (2-tail) T-test and accepting 

H0 (null hypothesis).  In Table. 4 result shows hypotheses 

T-test   1, 2, 3 and 7 are accepted.  

Figure.2. Finding in brand orientation constructs is 

proved significant by coefficient result brand orientation to 

brand knowledge = 4.063, brand orientation to brand 

involvement = 4.050 and brand orientation to brand 

commitment = 4.275, is above 1.96 and H0 (null 

hypotheses) is accepted. Result status on organization 

change readiness relationship with dimension 

appropriateness = 21.376, relations with management 

support = 6.647, relations with change efficacy = 16.084 

and relations with personal beneficiary = 4.491; with 
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measures coefficient above = 1.96 are significant and H0 

(null hypotheses) is accepted.  

The relationship between organizational change 

readiness to brand involvement = 1.544 and brand 

knowledge = 0.586, in Figure.2 shows in-significant results 

below 1.96 therefore H0 is rejected. The relationship 

between organizational change readiness to brand 

commitment shows significant results = 3.618 and above 

1.96; therefore, H0 is accepted. In other words, good 

condition organization change readiness can produce good 

condition brand commitment. Moderation effect number 1, 

2 or 3 is not significant to construct the model. The analysis 

finds out hypotheses 4a, 4b, 4c, 5 and 6 is rejected because 

all T-test score is below 1.96. 
 

Table 4: Total Effect, Mean, STDEV, T-Values, P-Values 

Hypothesis 
Original 

Sample (O) 

Sample 

Mean (M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 
Hypothesis result 

Brand Commitment 

 -> Internal Brand Equity 
H7 0.302 0.300 0.1139 2.175 Significant 

Brand Involvement 

 -> Internal Brand Equity 
H6 0.141 0.179 0.162 0.872 Not Significant 

Brand Knowledge  

-> Internal Brand Equity 
H5 0.096 0.086 0.211 0.454 Not Significant 

Brand Orientation 

 -> Brand Commitment 
H1 0.441 0.434 0.103 4.275 Significant 

Brand Orientation 

 -> Brand Involvement 
H2 0.501 0.509 0.124 4.050 Significant 

Brand Orientation 

 -> Brand Knowledge 
H3 0.473 0.473 0.116 4.063 Significant 

Moderating Effect 1 

 -> Brand Knowledge 
H4a 0.169 0.167 0.131 1.292 Not Significant 

Moderating Effect 2 

 -> Brand Involvement 
H4b 0.092 0.086 0.128 0.721 Not Significant 

Moderating Effect 3 

 -> Brand Commitment 
H4c -0.056 -0.054 0.093 0.602 Not Significant 

 

Figure 2 hypotheses testing is concluded construct model 

on brand orientation, brand commitment, moderation 

organization change readiness and internal brand equity 

show direct effect.    

 

 
Figure 2: Path Model: T-Test Hypothesis testing 

 

5. Discussion 
 

Research finding explanation results from the latent 

variable in the constructed model and results from 

moderation organization change readiness in the 

constructed model. The first explains direct relationship 

brand orientation, brand commitment, internal brand equity 

and moderation organization change readiness. Brand 

orientation provides differentiation on products and services 

from another competitor by strengthening employees' 

perspective on company brand (Urde, 1994; Baumgarth & 

Schmidt, 2010). The brand has three basic principles in 

setting up internal brand equity inside the organization 

which is equity-based on the consumer, equity-based on 

financial and equity-based on the company for achieving a 

stronger brand (Keller, 2009).  

Similarly, the marketing role is created product and 

service differentiation with also building company 

reputation in the customer's mind. This fundamental 

thinking is depended on consumer involvement in any 

selected incoming information to be stored in brain memory. 

Establish a strong brand is required sufficient brand 

knowledge in internal organization and creates company 

brand association (Reichheld, 1996; Baumgarth & Schmidt, 

2010). A brand is intangible and needs an association with 
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sensible features so the brand can easily be recognized by 

the consumer (Keller, 2003; Love & Singh, 2011). The 

associative network model is primary platform brand 

knowledge development.  

Franzen and Bouwman (2002) associative networks 

model, derives from the human associative memory theory 

of neuroscientific, is defined as incorporated more than one 

cognitive principle association key feature human memory. 

Wherein practice represents key features information going 

to parallel processes in the human brain and simultaneously 

converging all multiple connections surpass all connecting 

pathways inside the brain and trigger associative activation, 

such as key features information of hamburger, french fries, 

and coca-cola then it will be simultaneously triggered 

image of McDonald's. Individual brand decision-making 

preferences follow brain memory and this is referring to 

brand associative (Aaker, 1991). 

The second is to explain not significance moderation 

organization change readiness in the constructed model. In 

Asia's emerging country is a common practice each 

behavior should equally produce identity same with group 

identity to get acknowledged by society and it becomes 

society identity. This result explains this study may produce 

non-significant moderation organization change readiness 

results in an emerging country. Meaney and Pung (2008) 

lack of organization change readiness is identical to the 

status quo organization and only comfort to stay in the 

comfort zone. Social identity is categorized based on 

psychological and sociological explaining organization 

categorization, identification and group behavior (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1986; ANU, 2006; Love & Singh, 2011). Building 

an organization commitment toward a brand can make 

employees a loyal member of the organization and reinforce 

brand promises (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004). 

Schein and Bennis (1965), Walinga (2008) readiness is 

key to organizational change; it closes to internal 

organization interest (Armenakis & Harris, 2002; Walinga, 

2008). Organization change readiness is management 

direction to do continuing organization process 

improvement, building capabilities and response to internal 

and customer (Moran & Brightman, 2001; By, 2005). 

Change is an embedded organization strategic and 

operational; the future organization needs to identify 

strategic change between now and future (Burnes, 2004; 

Rieley & Clarkson, 2001; By, 2005). Human associative 

memory is an individual brain reaction based on relevant 

contextual nodes that fulfill personal preference and relates 

group organization change readiness (Franzen & Bouwman, 

2002; Love & Singh, 2011). Successful organization change 

readiness implementation depends on management 

involvement in the process and employee able to fulfill all 

change procedures (By, 2005). Empirical evidence shows 

change is inevitable; the company needs to prepare internal 

readiness for organizational survival (Burnes, 2004; De Wit 

& Meyer, 2005; Luecke, 2003; Nelson, 2003: By, 2005).  

The managerial implication in this study is associative 

network model implementation in an emerging country like 

Indonesia to give brand equity value at ISP company. 

Respondent of this study is entrepreneur and association 

members. business to business (B2B) revenue comes from 

pricing project tender. and in emerging countries price is 

playing a crucial element to win a project. This is reversely 

from brand intention which is providing intangible value-

added. Rajgopal, Venkatachalam and Kotha (2002); Hunt 

and Madhavaram (2012) empirical facts indicate the right 

management decision in internet companies has positive 

implications for company financial performance. This is in 

line with APJII objectives-to do organizational mindset 

transformation from transactional-based to value-based 

approaches.  

Research limitation for future study is expanding 

research to another sector in information and 

communication technology (ICT) in Indonesia and another 

emerging country. Further study in the associative network 

model relates to moderation organization change readiness 

for internal brand equity improvement is also recommended 

for deeper insight on brand equity development.  

 

 

6. Conclusion 
 

This study concludes the direct relationship established 

between brand commitment, moderating organization 

change readiness and internal brand equity at internet 

service providers (ISP) in the emerging country. There is a 

different level adoption of organization change readiness in 

an emerging country and developing country. Associative 

network model can be medium to enhance organizational 

change readiness acceptance toward brand orientation. 

Finally, this study highlights influence organization change 

readiness in supporting internal brand equity for business 

sustainability at an emerging country in Asia. 
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