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ABSTRACT  
 
In my thesis, I explore two important marketing entities, self brand connections and 

brand evaluations. To begin, I show that there are different levels of expertise in a given 

domain ranging from amateur to expert. This expertise level affects the degree to which 

consumers develop self brand connections to brands ranging from recreational to elite. 

In my study, I show that expert consumers develop special relationships with elite 

brands that recreational runners do not. Even more interesting, I show that consumers 

of all expertise levels show the same liking for fashion brands as they do professional 

brands. Therefore, expert runners can say they like a brand and still feel as it that brand 

does not represent who they are (i.e. high brand evaluation, low self brand connection). 

My study shows that self brand connection is not an antecedent to brand evaluation. 
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 In the consumer environment we live in, people use branding everyday to 

associate meaning with who they are and how they want to be identified. A high-end 

designer brand symbolizes to others that you are fashionable and financially well-off. An 

athletic brand symbolizes you are sporty and physically active. Everyday brands are 

used by people as a way to distinguish themselves from others and to create an identity 

for themselves. The connections that people make to these brands are known as self 

brand connections.  In this thesis, I will explore how expertise in a domain leads to self 

brand connections to brands that are instrumental to an elite level in that domain. 

 
THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
 In this thesis article, I will examine two marketing entities, self brand connection 

and brand evaluation. A self brand connection is the degree to which an individual feels 

a brand ‘represents who they are’ where a brand evaluation is the degree to which an 

individual ‘likes’ a brand. Previous research suggests these two concepts are contingent 

on each other; specifically that self brand connection is an antecedent to brand 

evaluation and increased purchase behavior (Ericksen, 1996; Mehta, 1999). In this 

thesis, I will explore the relationship between self brand connection and brand 

evaluation.  My results will show that self brand connection is not necessary and does 

not have to precede high brand evaluation and purchasing behavior.  

 Exploring these two marketing entities is important for three reasons: 

 (1) First, self brand connections can influence the purchase behavior of 

consumers (Schmiffman and Kanuk, 2000). There have been many studies on self 

brand connection because marketers want to know why and how they can engage 

consumers to form self brand connections to their brands. The more information 

gathered on self brand connections, the more powerful marketers can be within their 

company. A marketer’s ability to build self brand connections among their consumer 

base will mean increased purchase behavior of their brand and inevitably greater 

revenue and profit for the company.   

 (2) Secondly, consumers who have developed a self brand connection to a brand 

are more committed and loyal to that brand.  Once a self brand connection is made to a 

particular brand, consumers conceptualize that brand as being a part of themselves. A 
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consumer with high self brand connection will feel as if any failure to that brand is a 

personal failure; “they will experience a threat to their positive self-evaluation” (Cheng, 

2011). These consumers are more likely to “counter-argue negative brand information, 

use prior brand knowledge to buffer its negative impact, and to make more brand-

favoring attributions following brand failure” (Cheng, 2011). Self brand connections are 

highly valuable to a company because individuals remain loyal and continue purchasing 

the brand during both the good and bad times of the brand. These loyal customers are 

often the most profitable to a company, and their lifetime value is greater than most 

other customers. For these reasons, it is important to study the ins-and-outs of self 

brand connections. 

 (3) Lastly, studying the differences between self brand connections and brand 

evaluations will further expand upon past research. Prior studies have grouped the two 

together as being dependent on each other. By showing they are separate entities and 

are not dependent on each other, a different understanding of self brand connections 

and brand evaluations will be made. Showing that self brand connection is not an 

antecedent to brand preference and purchase behavior will change future research 

which will need to account for the two entities separately. 

  
 
Importance of Branding & Brands in Specific Markets  
 
 In marketing, branding is one of the most important aspects of a product or 

service. There are all kinds of different markets where brands are highly relevant and 

important in terms of consumer’s purchase behavior. For example, in the area of 

construction there are many different brands available. More experienced construction 

workers are most likely to use high-end, professional brands. Do-it-yourselfers or 

amateur workers are more likely to purchase less expensive, popular brands. In this 

example and many more, the range of brands and expertise level of the individual are 

key factors in purchase behavior. This occurs because different brands are designed 

and marketed towards particular consumers in a market. The makers of Black and 

Decker purposefully market their brand towards less serious, more recreational workers 
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while the makers of Makita market their brand towards professional workers (Dolan, pg 

4). In other words, companies use branding to reach and capture a targeted audience.  

 Individuals in a given market construct themselves and present themselves to 

others through their brand choices based on the congruency between brand image and 

self-image (Escalas & Bettman, 2003). This is significant because it places a great deal 

of importance and value on a product or service’s brand image. It is essential for a 

company to properly brand their products or services in order to capture the targeted 

consumer. The image of a brand must be congruent with the image the consumer is 

trying to portray. This congruency lies in the effectiveness and ability to brand a product 

or service towards a segmented audience in a particular market. 

 
 
Self Brand Connections 
 
 Self brand connections are the extent to which individuals have incorporated a 

brand into their self-concept (Escalas & Bettman, 2003). The greater self brand 

connection an individual has to a particular brand, the more they think that brand 

represents who they are. It has been found that people achieve their identity goals by 

using particular products and brands to create an image for themselves and/or for 

others to see (Huffman, Ratneshwar, & Mick, 2000). Therefore, individuals in a given 

market will look to associate with particular brands in order to create an identity for 

themselves. For example, an expert golfer might feel self brand connection to a top golf 

brand like Callaway and therefore only purchase and use Callaway because they want 

to identify with that brand. Their self brand connection to Callaway would be high.  

 Further research on self brand connections tells us that “individuals tend to buy 

brands whose personalities closely correspond to individuals’ own self images” 

(Schmiffman and Kanuk, 2000). The notion that individuals connect to brands based on 

who they are or their personalities is consistent with the research described above. This 

study further states that this connection leads to purchase behavior.  

 So far, I know that brands are a powerful mechanism used by individuals to 

create self identity in a given market. These individuals create self brand connections to 

particular brands based on how they want to be identified and perceived. This 
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connection to a brand is based on how the individual perceives the brand and its 

congruency to how they want to be identified. If they perceive a brand to be similar to 

themselves, they develop a self brand connection to that brand. The greater the self 

brand connection, the more that person feels that brand represents who they are. In 

addition, Schmiffman and Kanuk say that once self brand connections are formed, 

individuals are likely to purchase brands in which they have high self brand connections.  

 Other research takes self brand connections a step further and correlates it to 

brand evaluations. A study conducted by Jamal and Goode (2001) examines the 

concept of self-image congruency. Self-image congruency refers to the notion that 

people often buy product or brands that are perceived to be similar to their self-concept 

(Jamal and Goode, 2001). The authors of this study reference previous studies that 

“indicate that the self-image congruity can affect consumers’ product preference and 

their purchase intention” (Ericksen, 1996; Mehta, 1999). In other words, Ericksen and 

Mehta found that self brand connections not only lead to purchase behavior but also to 

preference for a brand (i.e. brand evaluation). It is this notion that my thesis will look 

further into. These researchers say that a self brand connection to a particular brand will 

also lead to a favorable brand evaluation of that brand. The self brand connection is 

described as an antecedent to brand evaluation. I question this notion and hope to 

distinguish the two (self brand connection and brand evaluation) as being independent 

of each other. 

  
 
Brand Evaluations 
 
 A brand evaluation is a rating of how much a consumer ‘likes’ a brand. Brand 

evaluations can be determined by asking a consumer to indicate their feelings towards 

a particular brand. In past research, brand evaluations have been thought to follow self 

brand connections. Many researchers argue that self brand connections lead to higher 

brand evaluations and therefore brand evaluations are a function of self brand 

connections.  
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Runners as Consumer 
 
 To further explore the two concepts of self brand connection and brand 

evaluation, I conducted my research within the domain of runners.  The running 

population is defined by different sub-groups of consumers spanning from the purely 

recreational to the expert (i.e. hard core) runners.  Based on their level of commitment 

to the discipline of running, I predict that these consumers will have varying degrees of 

their own identity tied to being a runner. 

 I will look to evaluate if this level of commitment and expertise has an impact on 

self brand connections to elite or professional brands. It is my prediction that the more 

expertise an individual has in a given field, the greater self brand connection they will 

have to elite brands. This is a result of greater experience in that field. The more 

experience in a given field, the more knowledge an individual will have about a 

product’s design and effectiveness. This will influence the type of products they use 

within a given market because they will be more likely to use the ‘best’ or most 

professional brands. 

 Additionally, I predict that the more sophisticated the interaction is between the 

consumer and the product, the more the brand will be tied to that person’s self identity. 

The stronger the interaction is with a product, the more effort and time will be spent with 

that product. This leads the individual to greater identify with the brand and form a 

strong self brand connection to that brand.   

 The runner’s market is a good domain for this study because it is a strong, 

heterogeneous, activity-based consumption community that bridges differences in 

communities (Thomas). This means that each individual within this community or 

market plays a different role, constructs their own meanings, and uses different 

resources within the community. This is important for my study because it enables a 

diverse spectrum of runners from amateur to expert who express themselves in different 

ways. They gather information about running brands in a variety of ways which enables 

a well-rounded perspective. This diverse spectrum will be explored and self brand 

connections and brand evaluations will be analyzed.  
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THESIS OBJECTIVE 
 

 Previous research indicates that self brand connection is an antecedent to brand 

preference. In other words, as a person develops a connection to the brand their liking 

of the brand also increases.  In this thesis, however, I will show that self brand 

connections are not antecedents of liking, but instead that self brand connections 

develop as a unique aspect of a brand’s significance to a given consumer. By proving 

this, I will show that self brand connections do not determine an individual’s preference 

or evaluation of a brand.  

 I will first show that there are different levels of expertise in a given market. In my 

study, I will use the runner’s domain. I expect to find the same emergence of expertise 

levels in other domains. This will mean my findings can be translated to other markets.  

 Next, I will show that different levels of expertise within a given market will elicit 

different levels of self brand connections to a range of brands in that given market. 

Previous consumer research states that consumers develop self brand connections to 

brands they feel represent who they are. Therefore, consumers that have different 

identities within a given market will identify differently to brands in that market. 

 Lastly, I will prove that self brand connections are not an antecedent to brand 

evaluation. Self brand connections do not determine brand evaluations and are not 

necessary for an individual to highly evaluate a brand.  

 This study is important because past research has linked these two entities as 

being a single process. By showing that self brand connections develop for brands 

above and beyond liking of the brand, I provide new insights for marketers as they work 

to manage their brands for the long-term.  

 
 
STUDY 1 
 
 This study was conducted to test whether or not there are levels of expertise in a 

given market and if so, how the level of expertise impacts an individual’s self brand 

connections and brand evaluations for a range of brands present in that particular 

market. This was tested using a runner’s market for the reasons explained above. 
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Method 
 
Participants  

 Ninety undergraduate students at the University of Arizona participated in this 

study for partial credit for an introduction marketing course.  

 

Measurement 

 Before creating the survey, I examined the runner’s market and found 16 of the 

most predominant running brands ranging from recreational to elite. The brands chosen 

for this study were determined through an open interview setting with 10 runners of 

different expertise levels. The group members were asked to describe their running 

patterns and habits before being asked about brands. After each runner had shared 

their ‘level of expertise’ with the group, I asked them to list 10 runner’s brands on a 

piece of paper. After collecting the papers, we discussed the range of brands they wrote 

down. Together, we developed a list of 16 runner’s brands ranging from recreational to 

elite. These 16 brands were used as targets in the main study (See Table A). Once I 

had the list of 16 brands, I used Qualtrics Survey Software to construct a computer 

survey.  

 

Table A: 16 Brands Used in the Experiment 

1 Nike 

2 Puma 

3 Brooks 

4 Adidas 

5 Under Armor 

6 Garmin 

7 New Balance 

8 Saucony 

9 Asics 

10 Gatorade 

11 Vitamin Water 

12 GU 

13 Slim Fast 

14 Clif Bar 

15 Five Hour Energy 

16 Smart Water 
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 The first section of the survey set out to measure the self brand connection each 

individual reported for the 16 brands selected. These self brand connection questions 

capture the degree to which respondents feel the brand reflects who they are. Each 

question displayed one of the 16 brand logos and asked respondents three self brand 

connection questions on a 7-point scale (see Table B). 

 

Table B: Self-Brand Connection Scale Items 

 

 

 The second section of the survey was intended to measure brand evaluation of 

the same 16 brands previously shown. These brand evaluation questions capture the 

degree to which respondents ‘like’ the brand. Again, each question displayed one of the 

16 brand logos (in the same order) and asked respondents three brand evaluation 

questions on a 7-point scale (see Table C).  

 

Table C: Brand Evaluation Scale Items 

 
 

 The last section of the survey had a series of questions to measure what kind of 

runner each respondent is. This was intended to measure each respondent’s level of 

running expertise. This section had a total of 15 questions, each with a 7-point scale 

ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. See Table D for a complete list of 

these survey questions.  
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Table D: Runner Type Survey Questions 

1.   How often do you run (never/daily) 

2.   I enjoy running (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

3.   My immediate family and/or close friends run (strongly      

agree/strongly disagree) 

4.   I run because I feel pressured to by my family and/or friends 

(strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

5.   I run because I feel others expect me to (strongly agree/strongly 

disagree) 

6.   I typically run with others (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

7.   I typically run by myself (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

8.   I think of running as a social activity (strongly agree/strongly 

disagree) 

9.   Running makes me feel better physically (strongly agree/strongly 

disagree) 

10.   Running makes me feel better emotionally (strongly agree/strongly 

disagree) 

11.   I run because I feel motivated to reach a goal (strongly 

agree/strongly disagree) 

12.   I run in order to maintain or reach a weight loss goal (strongly 

agree/strongly disagree) 

13.   I participate in running marathons, charitable events, and/or other 

organized runs (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

14.   I run because I love competing in races with other runners 

(strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

15.   I run for pure enjoyment (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

 

 The last page of the survey asked respondents general questions including 

gender, student status, major, and age.  

 After the ninety undergraduate students completed the survey, I transferred the 

results to SPSS for analysis. As both self brand connection and evaluation are 

multidimensional constructs, I first calculated a self brand connection (SBC) score and 

an evaluation score for each of the 16 brands by combining the three SBC and the three 

evaluation scores into one composite score. These two scores represent the dependent 

measures and the foundation for the key analyses of this thesis.  
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Results 
 
Factor Analysis 
 
Runner Types:   
 
 A Factor Analysis showed that the 15 questions about running behavior revealed 

three underlying dimensions of runner characteristics.  Specifically, runners could be 

described in terms of three distinct characteristics. These three characteristics were:  

 
 Runner Type: The first characteristic identifies a spectrum of runners from 

amateur to expert. The greater the number, the more expert of a runner they are.  

 Social Aspect of Running: The second characteristic reveals the extent to which 

runners consider running as a social activity and typically run with others.  The 

greater the number, the more they are a social runner. 

 Pressure to Run: The final characteristic relates to whether they run because 

they feel pressured to by family/friends and feel others expect them to. The 

greater the number, the more they feel pressured to run. 

 
 The Factor Matrix conducted in this Factor Analysis can be found in Appendix 1. 

Three variables were calculated to represent these three groups: RunType, SocialRun, 

and PressureRun respectively. The higher the score for each, the more prevalent that 

aspect is for a given runner. Therefore, a RunType score of 0.90 would represent an 

expert runner. A SocialRun score of 0.85 would represent a social runner.  A runner 

could be high or low on multiple characteristics. 

 
Grouping of runner’s brands: 
 

 A Principle Axis Factor (PAF) with a Varimax (orthogonal) rotation of 16 of the 16 

Likert scale questions from the self brand connection survey was conducted. I decided 

to use Factor Analysis to group the range of brands in an effort to make looking at self 

brand connections in relation to brand evaluations simpler for each type of runner. I 

hoped to find a significant difference in the range of brands from recreational to elite. 

The Factor Analysis revealed two distinct groups of brands which I labeled “Fashion” 
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and “Professional” and a third group that was less distinct.  I focused only on the brands 

in the above two groups. See the Factor Matrix in Appendix 2. 

 The fashion group consisted of Puma, Adidas, Under Armor, and Gatorade. A 

new variable for this group was calculated taking the average SBC score for 

each. This new variable was named FashionSBC.  

 The professional group consisted of Brooks, Nike, Garmin, Saucony, and GU. A 

new variable for this group was calculated the same way and named ProSBC.  

 See Table E below for the two groups mapped out. 

 

Table E: Professional brands vs. Fashion brands 

 
 
 
ANOVA 
 
Self-Brand Connections: 
 
 I divided the running type variable into low, medium, and high scores. Using 

ANOVA, I compared running type to both the professional and fashion brands self brand 

connections. Again, running type determines the type of runner where the greater value 

on this dimension reflects a more expert runner.  

 The first test (Appendix 3) shows that within the three running group types, there 

is no large difference in ProSBC mean between low and medium runners, but there is a 

larger increase in self brand connection between those lower groups and the expert 
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runners. The bar graph below (Graph A) shows the differences in mean between the 

three groups. The mean for group 2 is higher than groups 0 and 1. I can conclude from 

this that the more you run (higher score in group 2), the greater you identify with the 

brands that are considered to be more professional in nature, i.e. the greater self brand 

connection you have to those brands. For full statistical results, see Appendix 3. 

 

Graph A: Professional Brands Self Brand Connections 

 
 
 
 The second test shows that within the three running group types, there is no 

large difference in FashionSBC mean between low and medium runners, but there is a 

larger increase in self brand connection between those lower groups and the expert 

runners. See the bar graph below (Graph B) for a depiction of this difference. The mean 

for group 2 is lower than groups 0 and 1. I can conclude from this that the more you run 

(higher score in group 2), the less you identify with the brands that are considered to be 

fashionable in nature, i.e. the less self brand connection you have to those brands. For 

full statistical results, see Appendix 4. 
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Graph B: Fashion Brands Self Brand Connections 

 
 
 
Brand Evaluations: 
 
 Following the analyses of self brand connections, I again ran two ANOVAs 

(Univariate) comparing running type for the evaluation of both professional and fashion 

brands. 

 The first test compared running types on their evaluation of professional brands. 

A graph showing the results is shown below (Graph C) and full statistical results can be 

found in Appendix 5. It shows that within the three running group types, there is no large 

difference in ProEval mean between the low, medium and expert runners. In other 

words, different levels of runners evaluate all types of runner brands in a non-systematic 

way. Even though expert runners reported self brand connection to elite brands, they 

did not report a higher brand evaluation of elite brands as a result. They evaluated 

professional and fashion brands similarly with no clear correlation to their self brand 

connections. This study found that the different runner types do not differ on their brand 

evaluations of professional brands. This proves that brand evaluations are not 

dependent upon prior self brand connections.  
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Graph C: Professional Brands Evaluations 

 
 
 
 The second test compares running types on their evaluations of fashion brands. 

These results also show that within the three running group types, the mean evaluation 

of fashion brands is similar with no significant pattern among the groups. The graph 

below (Graph D) shows the means across the three groups. It shows that while expert 

runners feel less self brand connection to fashion brands, they do not evaluate fashion 

brands any less than the other running group types. This again proves that self brand 

connections do not always lead to brand evaluations. Full statistical results can be 

found in Appendix 6. 
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Graph D: Fashion Brands Evaluations  

 
 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
 The results from this study give empirical support that self brand connection is 

not an antecedent to brand evaluation. The brand evaluations of professional and 

fashion brands did not correspond to the self brand connections of each brand. The 

findings show that individuals who felt a strong self brand connection to the professional 

brands did not preference them any more than they did the fashion brands. 

Furthermore, individuals can say that one brand represents them and still like other 

brands. A self brand connection to one brand does not imply that they will preference it 

over other brands in a domain.  

 My hypotheses were confirmed in this study. I found different levels of runner’s 

expertise in the survey results. This allowed me to measure how these different levels 

affected self brand connections and brand evaluations. I showed that the expert runners 

have greater self brand connections to elite running brands and less self brand 

connection to fashion running brands. Finally, I proved that self brand connections do 

not directly lead to brand evaluations. All three running group types evaluated the 

fashion and professional brands similarly regardless of their self brand connections. 
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 While these results were tested in a runner’s domain, the findings are not limited 

to that domain. As previously discussed, a runner’s market is an appropriate domain for 

this study because of its “strong, heterogeneous, activity-based consumption 

community” (Thomas). Because of this, I expect the findings in this study to be 

transferable to other domains.  

 The findings in my study are important and valuable to marketers and future 

researchers. I have shown that self brand connection and brand evaluation should be 

examined independent of each other. They should be identified as having different 

values for a brand. Self brand connections are valuable because they often lead to 

purchase behavior (Schmiffman and Kanuk, 2000) and therefore greater revenue and 

profit for a company. Self brand connections also increase customer loyalty and 

commitment to a brand. Brand preference is important because it means consumers 

like a brand. Although this does not directly translate to purchase behavior, it does 

mean that people will say good things about a particular brand. 

 Additionally, I demonstrated that self brand connections are slightly more 

important to form with consumers than brand evaluations. This is for two reasons; the 

first being that self brand connections lead to purchase behavior while brand 

evaluations do not necessarily. The second reason is that individuals with strong self 

brand connections will be more loyal and committed to the brand over the long-run.  

 My findings on expertise level and the relationship to self brand connections give 

marketers insight into the best market to target for their particular brand(s). An elite 

running brand would benefit the most by directly targeting an expert running market 

rather than trying to build self brand connection with recreational runners. This insight 

can increase the effectiveness of marketing efforts. 

 In conclusion, I hope my study will provide a unique and enlightening perspective 

on self brand connections and brand evaluations. I believe understanding the 

differences between them will help better understand why they are formed and the 

value each has to offer. 
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APPENDIX 
 
Appendix 1: Factor Analysis on Runner Type  
 

Factor Matrix
a
 

 
Factor 

1 2 3 

My immediate family and/or 

close friends run. 

.345 .209 -.010 

I run because I feel 

pressured to by my family 

and/or friends. 

.051 .128 .801 

I run because I feel others 

expect me to. 

.044 .229 .793 

I typically run with others. .225 .785 -.104 

I typically run by myself. .135 -.799 .086 

I think of running as a social 

activity. 

.344 .582 -.074 

Running makes me feel 

better physically. 

.747 -.243 -.010 

Running makes me feel 

better emotionally. 

.861 -.136 -.012 

I run because I am 

motivated to reach a goal. 

.720 -.077 .210 

I run in order to maintain or 

reach a weight loss goal. 

.379 -.197 .340 

I participate in running 

marathons, charitable 

events, and/or other 

organized runs. 

.541 .094 -.116 

I run because I love 

competing in races with 

other runners. 

.467 .065 -.049 

I run for pure enjoyment. .694 -.014 -.306 

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

a. 3 factors extracted. 9 iterations required. 
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Appendix 2: Factor Analysis on SBC of brands 
 

Factor Matrix
a
 

 
Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 

Nike_SBC -.732 -.301 .146 .129 .335 

Puma_SBC .537 .055 -.159 .111 .375 

Brooks_SBC -.228 .431 .554 .266 -.074 

Adidas_SBC .758 .212 -.281 .074 .185 

UnderArmor_SBC .580 .301 -.216 .088 -.056 

Garmin_SBC -.308 .433 .054 .108 .025 

NewBalance_SBC .473 -.035 .121 .492 -.048 

Saucony_SBC -.321 .494 .355 -.238 .066 

Asics_SBC .224 -.423 .179 .227 -.147 

Gatorade_SBC .639 .325 .011 -.078 -.030 

VitaminWater_SBC .470 -.137 .248 -.346 -.056 

GU_SBC -.300 .486 -.137 .074 .154 

SlimFast_SBC .318 -.210 .404 .143 .296 

ClifBar_SBC .431 -.007 .175 .132 -.232 

FiveHrEnergy_SBC .480 -.216 .251 -.258 .167 

SmartWater_SBC .573 .162 .350 -.144 .038 

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

a. 5 factors extracted. 17 iterations required. 
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Appendix 3: SPSS Results for Run Type in 3 Groups, ProSCB 

 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 N 

Run Type in 3 groups .00 29 

1.00 25 

2.00 32 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:ProSBC 

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 4.803
a
 2 2.402 1.975 .145 

Intercept 635.489 1 635.489 522.628 .000 

MriRuntype 4.803 2 2.402 1.975 .145 

Error 100.924 83 1.216   

Total 753.813 86    

Corrected Total 105.727 85    

a. R Squared = .045 (Adjusted R Squared = .022) 

 

Run Type in 3 groups 

Dependent Variable:ProSBC 

Run Type in 3 groups Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

.00 2.480 .205 2.073 2.887 

1.00 2.683 .221 2.245 3.122 

2.00 3.034 .195 2.646 3.422 
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Appendix 4: SPSS Results for Run Type in 3 groups, FashionSBC 
 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 N 

Run Type in 3 groups .00 28 

1.00 25 

2.00 31 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:FashionSBC 

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 5.763
a
 2 2.882 1.896 .157 

Intercept 1049.047 1 1049.047 690.339 .000 

MriRuntype 5.763 2 2.882 1.896 .157 

Error 123.088 81 1.520   

Total 1174.250 84    

Corrected Total 128.852 83    

a. R Squared = .045 (Adjusted R Squared = .021) 

 

 

Run Type in 3 groups 

Dependent Variable:FashionSBC 

Run Type in 3 groups Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

.00 3.717 .233 3.254 4.181 

1.00 3.740 .247 3.249 4.231 

2.00 3.185 .221 2.745 3.626 
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Appendix 5: SPSS Results for Run Type in 3 Groups, ProEval 
 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 N 

Run Type in 3 groups .00 27 

1.00 25 

2.00 30 

 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:ProEval 

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 1.110
a
 2 .555 .636 .532 

Intercept 1310.449 1 1310.449 1502.062 .000 

MriRuntype 1.110 2 .555 .636 .532 

Error 68.922 79 .872   

Total 1385.368 82    

Corrected Total 70.033 81    

a. R Squared = .016 (Adjusted R Squared = -.009) 

 

 

Run Type in 3 groups 

Dependent Variable:ProEval 

Run Type in 3 groups Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

.00 3.864 .180 3.506 4.222 

1.00 4.157 .187 3.785 4.528 

2.00 4.006 .171 3.666 4.345 
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Appendix 6: SPSS Results for Run Type in 3 Groups, FashionEval  
 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 N 

Run Type in 3 groups .00 28 

1.00 24 

2.00 30 

 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:FashionEval 

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 1.316
a
 2 .658 .915 .405 

Intercept 2516.643 1 2516.643 3500.036 .000 

MriRuntype 1.316 2 .658 .915 .405 

Error 56.804 79 .719   

Total 2606.917 82    

Corrected Total 58.120 81    

a. R Squared = .023 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002) 

 

 

Run Type in 3 groups 

Dependent Variable:FashionEval 

Run Type in 3 groups Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

.00 5.664 .160 5.345 5.983 

1.00 5.378 .173 5.034 5.723 

2.00 5.650 .155 5.342 5.958 
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