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H1: Effect of different brands with different cases disclosed over the CE 

We will now test the hypotheses that the averages between the three groups, each about a brand 

linked to an unethical case disclosed, have different means for at least one of the item of the 

CE.  

 

We have 10 items for the CE, and again the Power of our ANOVA test is the same as the 

previous one, of 98,64%.  

As we do not have 50 individuals per group, we will have first a look at the Boxplots, instead 

ot the Histogram.  

 



 142. 
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Surprisingly, we only note a certain difference in the averages for the item about the ‘Attention’.  

We make then the test of Levene.  
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The p-value in the test is > 0.05 for each item. This means that basing ourselves on the sample 

we cannot assert that there is a difference in the variances depending of the brand from the three 

different product categories. We can then make the assumption that the variances are similar.  

 We can then compare the means.  
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Anova 

 

The p-value of the ‘Attention’ is significant at the level of error of 5%. At least one of the brand 

is different than others at this level.  
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Following the results of the tests of Turkey and Games-Howell we can assert at the level of 

error of 5% that about the ‘Attention’ the consumers of the brand Findus show a smaller level 

in comparison to the ones of Apple and Volkswagen. To have those results complying with the 

tests of Bonferrini we need to increase this level of error to 10%, otherwise we can only assert 

that the consumers of Findus in comparison to the ones of Apple only have a lower level of 

‘Attention’. The fact that the means are smaller for Findus and not bigger could have been seen 

in the Boxplot analyses. It can be verified in the next Descriptives table also.  
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At this point we made a total mean of the values of the CE items, this variable has been called 

‘MeanCE’. We then looked at the total mean to be able to create a new binary variable about 

engaged and unengaged consumers. Anyone with a mean of more than the following mean will 

be seen as an engaged consumer. While any individual having a total mean orf the items of CE 

under this following mean will be see as an unengaged consumer.  
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But first, we would like to test the effect of brand love as a moderator on the CE after the 

disclosure of the brand. For doing so, we need to be sure there is well an effect from the brand 

consumed on the new MeanCE variable. The binary variable of the CE will be used to analyse 

further hypotheses.  

 

The Boxplot does not show any major differences between the means. Though we will test it 

statistically.  
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The test of the homogeneity of variances if verified as non significant.  

 

 

Though the means are not significantly different.  

H2: Moderator effect of brand love between the relationship of the type of brand related to an 

unethical case and the CE 

We will test the different effects of brand love on the relation between the brand and the 

consumer engagement, supported by the theory written previously. We will test then the items 
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remaining from the two factors of brand love. We will start by testing the moderation of the 

first item: Pleasure1: Pleasure in buying.  

 

The interaction is not significant. We test then the second item: Pleasure2: Pleasure in 

discovering new products.  
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The effects of interactions are not significant. We test then the third item: Intimacy1: 

Emotionally close with the brand.  



 157. 

 

The effects of interactions are not significant. We test then the fourth item: Intimacy2: Value 

of the brand in own life.  
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The effects of interactions are not significant. We test then the fifth item: Idealisation: of the 

brand.  
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Again the effects of interactions are not significant. We test then the sixth item, the first one 

from the second factor of brand love: Duration1: Accompaniement during years.  
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Again the effects of interactions are not significant. We test then the seventh item, the second 

one from the second factor of brand love: Duration2: Use of the brand for a long time.  
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The effects of interactions are just not significant, being close to the 5% of error. We test then 

the eighth item, the third one from the second factor of brand love: Memories: Recall of 

memories.  
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The effect of the interaction 2 for the item ‘Memories’ is significant < 0.05. The model is 

significant too as it has a p-value of 0.0129 < 0.05. The item ‘Memories’ in the model is 

significant as well. The interaction in general is significant at the level of error of 10%.  
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We can see on the graph the interaction. Where the customer engagement is evolving mainly 

for Findus depending on the ‘Recall of memories’ with the brand, while the other brands are 

more constant.  
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The effect of the both interaction for the item ‘Dream’ is significant < 0.05. The model is 

significant too as it has a p-value of 0.000< 0.05. The item ‘Dream’ in the model is significant 

as well. The interaction in general is significant at the level of error of 5%.  
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We can see the interaction on the graph. This gives us the assumption of a significative 

interaction per factor of brand love. We computed so the means for the factor 1 and the factor 

2, based on the items remaining.  
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Even though for the factor 1 of brand love (emotion) the model is significant, the interactions 

are not. We can not also the effect of the factor 1 of brand love on the CE, which is significant 

at the level of error of 5% as < 0.05.  
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Looking at the factor 2 of brand love (accompaniement) we can see the model is significant, 

and that the interaction number 2 is significant as well at the level of error of 5%. Though, the 

effect of interaction in general is not significant at the level of error of 10%. We can see also 

that the effect of the factor 2 of brand love on the CE is significant. We will then have a quick 

look at the graphs to see how the tendency was about the interactions, even though they are not 

significant.  
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This encourages us to make a test of correlation between the two factors of brand love and the 

CE. We looked first sperately per brand to be consistent with the precedent graph, then all 

together.  

 

The effects per brand are significant at the level of error of 1%.  
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The effects per brand are significant at the level of error of 5%. We now look at the general 

effect of the brand love factors on the CE.  
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The effect is significant. We make then a linear regression of the two factors of brand love on 

the CE mean. We start by checking the underlying assumptions.  
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The residuals are globally following a normal distribution of mean equal to 0.  
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This second graph supports also the assumption of normal distribution. The data are close to 

the Henry line.  

 

We can verify that the residuals are randomly distributed. We can verify there is no problem of 

heteroscedasticity, as globally the residuals are not more distant from 0 in one side of the X 

domain than the other. Also, 95% of the data are comprised between 2 and -2, which confirms 

the normality assumption.  

The three graphs are so reassuring about the underlying assumptions for a residual model.  
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47,9% of the variability of the CE mean variable is explained by the model.  

 

The p-value associated to the F test is < 0.05. It means our model is significant at the level of 

error of 5% in our population, and that the prediction of the CE is better than without the 

information of the brand love factors.  
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The two p-value are < 0.05 for the factors which means the slope is significantly different from 

0 in our population. Though our constant is not significant, this means that persons without the 

brand love attribute might not be engaged at all.  

Y = 0.289 + 0.557*X1 + 0.197*X2  

We can affirm that the relationship is positive.  

 

Before ending the analysis of the hypothesis we will also quickly analyse the two factors of 

brand love. Let us have a look first at the box plots.  
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We will compare the means with a One Way ANOVA.  

 

The test of homogeneity of variances is respected as non significant.  

 

At a levelo of error of 10%, there is a significant difference in the means of the factor 

accompaniement of brand love, whith at least one of the means being significantly different.  
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At a level of error of 10% we can assert that there is a significant difference in the means of 

Apple and Volkswagen for the factor accompaniement.  

 

At a level of error of 10% the means for the consumers of Apple about the accompaniement 

factor of brand love is lower than the one of the consumers Volkswagen.  
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H3: CE effect on the type of explanation  

We will now base ourselves on the binary variable created for the CE. We start first by verifying 

the power of the test.  

 

 

The power of the test is of 99,48% with a large effect size d of 0.8. This is thanks to the fact 

that our sample is quite big. We look now at the number of engaged and non-engaged consumer 

per brand. Though we will split the sample depending of the brand.  
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The power of the t-test for the brand Findus is so of 50,16%.  

 

The power of the t-test for the brand Apple is of 90,88%.  

 

And the power of the t-test for the brand Volkswagen is of 60,15%.  

Here below are the histograms to compare the different brands. On the left side are the 

consumers seen as non-engaged, and on the right side the consumers seen as engaged with the 

brand. 
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Independent Samples Test 

 

First we make the test for the items remaining of the factor explanation. Though as what imports is here first the type of answer, we will then make 

a second test with the ones remaining. There is no impact on the significance of the items if the T test is made with all of them together or in two 

times. This will help us also to have a better readability.  
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The fact of thinking of the case as not so serious differs from engaged and non-engaged 

consumers for each of the brands, as all are significantly < 0.025 at the level of error of 5%. 

The feeling to defend the brand is also significantly different between the two groups of 

engaged and non-engaged consumers at the level of error of 5%. It is equally the case for 

Volkswagen if we take a level of error of 10%.  

 

Looking at the means, we can see on this first table that engaged consumers are more willing 

to perceive the case as not so serious in comparison to unengaged consumers respectively for 

each brand. Also, about the feeling to defend the brand, we can see that the means is doubled 

the one from engaged to unengaged consumers about defending the brand Findus about the 

unethical and fraudulent case. The engaged consumers of Apple have also a bigger mean about 

defending the brand about the case than unengaged consumers.  
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Only for the brand of Findus the engaged consumers have significantly a bigger mean about 

saying that there is no responsibility about the case for the brand or the organisation. This seems 

in coherence with the case as a public organism recognised that the brand was not responsible.  

We will now compare the different means of the significant items to see if significantly we 

could say that the means are different from one groupe of consumers of one brand and one of 

another.  
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The test of homogeneity of variances is only verified for the ‘no responsibility for the brand or 

the organisation’.  

 

As a result, we can only say for the differences of the means about the fact of not giving 

responsibility for the case to the brand or the organisation is significant at the level of error of 

5%. 

 

The fact to have the tendency of not giving the responsibility of the case to the brand or the 

organisation is significantly different at the level of error of 5% between the brands Findus and 

Apple.  

We will now compare the means splitting the sample in two groups: the unengaged and engaged 

consumers. We will then compare the means between the groups about each brand and the fact 
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of feeling to defend the brand about the case. We will launch an ANOVA test but first we verify 

the power of the thest. 

 

 

The power of the ANOVA test within the group of non-engaged consumer is of 82,44%.  

 

The power of the ANOVA test within the group of engaged consumer is of 79,78%.  
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Only the ‘Feeling to defend the brand’ does not verify the assumption of the homogeneity of 

variances.  

 

Only for engaged consumers we can say that the means are different significantly at the level 

of error of 5% at least between one brand and another per item.  
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Findus and Apple, and Findus and Volkswagen are significantly different at the level of error 

of 5% for the fact of giving the responsibility or not to the brand or the organisation about the 

case, about feeling to defend the brand. This has been verified in the three different tests of 

Turkey HSD, Bonferroni, and Games-Howell. At the level of error of 5% we can also assert 

that Findus and Apple have a significant difference of means for the engaged consuemrs about 

the perception of the case about not being so serious. At the level of error of 10% we can also 

say that Findus and Volkswagen have a difference in the means about the perception of the case 

about not being so serious, as well as Apple and Volkswagen.  
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For unengaged consumers we could not significantly assert any difference between the means 

of the difference brands. While for engaged consumers, the consumers of Findus have then a 

higher mean about not giving the responsibility of the case to the brand or the organisation than 

the ones of the brands Apple and Volkswagen who do not have a significant difference in the 

means between them. They have also a bigger mean about feeling to defend the brand than the 

ones of Apple and Volkswagen, who do not have a significance difference in the means between 

them either. Finally, at the level of error of 5% the engaged consumers of Findus have a bigger 

mean also about perceiving the case as not so serious in comparison to the ones of Apple. While 

at the level of error of 10% we can say the same for the engaged consumers of Findus and 

Volkswagen, while the engaged consumers of Volkswagen have a bigger mean about 

perceiving the case as not so serious in comparison to the ones of Apple. Which is surprising. 

H4: Moderator effect of feeling personally affected by the case between the relationship of CE 

and the type of explanation 

For this purpose, we made a mean with the three items remaining of the explanation type. Those 

three items appeared to represent well the fact of defending the brand when their values are, or 

contrarily to reject the brand when the value of the three items are very low. Let us have a look 

at the box plot first.  
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We can then make a One-way ANOVA to see if significantly the means would be different 

from one brand to another.  

 

The test of homogeneity of the variances is verified as it non significant.  

 



 196. 

There is significantly at least one difference between two means of the group, at a level of error 

of 5% as the p-value < 0.05.  

 

The differences are significant at the level of error of 5% between the brand Findus and Apple, 

while it is only significant at the level of error of 10% for the test of Games-Howell between 

the brand Findus and Volkswagen. Findus and Volkswagen are significantly different at the 

level of error of 5% for the two other tests.   

 

The mean of Findus in comparison to Apple and Volkswagen is so significantly higher about 

the fact of giving explanations tending to defend the brand about the case, at a level of error of 

5% for Findus and Apple, and a level of error of 10% between Findus and Volkswagen.  

We will now start by testing the first item: Concerned1: Personally affected by the case for 

investigating any effect of moderation.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%. The effect of the item Concern1 over the 

dependent variable is significant at the level of error of 5% as 0.0015 < 0.05. Though the 

interaction effect is not significant. We test then the second item which had been reverse coded: 

Concerned2: Personally care little about the consequences of the case (rev.).  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%. The effect of the item Concern2 over the 

dependent variable is significant at the level of error of 5% as 0.0000 < 0.05. Though the 

interaction effect is not significant. We test then the third item: Concerned3: The case could 

impact negatively persons around me.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%. The effect of the item Concern3 over the 

dependent variable is non significant at the level of error of 5%.  

We will now launch a regression of the mean between Concern1, Concern2, Concern3 to see 

if, even though they are not moderators, they could explain the type explanation given about 

the case. Let us have a look first at the box plots.  
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To investigate if the means are significantly different from one brand to another about the fact 

of being personally concerned by the case we launch a One-way ANOVA.  

 

Even though the test of homogeneity of the variances is verified, there is no significant 

difference between the means of the group at an error level of 5%. We stop here and then start 

the regression.  
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The correlation effect is significant at the level of error of 5%.  

 

 

The residuals are globally following a normal distribution of mean equal to 0.  
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This second graph supports also the assumption of normal distribution. The data are close to 

the Henry line.  
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We can verify that the residuals are randomly distributed. We can verify there is no problem of 

heteroscedasticity, as globally the residuals are not more distant from 0 in one side of the X 

domain than the other. Also, 95% of the data are comprised between 2 and -2, which confirms 

the normality assumption. 

The three graphs are so reassuring about the underlying assumptions for a residual model. We 

can then analyse the results of the test.  

 

 

15,4% of the variability of the explanation type variable is explained by the model. 
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The p-value associated to the F test is < 0.05. It means our model is significant at the level of 

error of 5% in our population, and that the prediction of the explanation type is better than 

without the information of the fact of being ‘Concerned’ with the case.  

 

The p-value is < 0.05 for the factor of being concerned, which means the slope is significantly 

different from 0 in our population. The constant is significant as well at the level of error of 

5%, which means it is significantly not passing by 0.  

Y = 3.748 - 0.449*X 

We can affirm that the relationship is negative.  
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H5.1: The explanantion type over PI 

 

We will first make a binary variable with the consumers defending the brands, and the ones not 

defending it. We will have the consumers defending the brand with an average over or equal to 

2.2846, while the consumers not defending the brand about the case will have an average of 

below 2.2846.  
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We will have a look at the power of the test.  
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The power of the T test on the total sample with an effect size of 0,8 is of 99,49% which is 

excellent. Though we will split the sample in three according to the name of the brand.  

 

 

The power of the t-test for the brand Findus is so of 46,98%.  
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The power of the t-test for the brand Apple is of 90,95%.  

 

And the power of the t-test for the brand Volkswagen is of 59,51%.  
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The means about the intent to buy again the brand are significantly bigger for consumers 

defending the Apple and Volkswagen brands, in comparison to the ones not or less defending. 

The purchase interest toward the brand is equally significantly bigger at a level of 5% for the 

consumers defending the brand of Apple in comparison to the ones not defending it.  

We would like to make an ANOVA to compare the differences between the brands, splitting 

the test in two from consumers defending and consumers not defending the brand.  

 

We will split the sample in two, with from one side the consumers not defending the brand, and 

on the other the consumers defening the brand.  
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The power of the test is of 80,48% for the test on the consumers not defending the brand.  

 

While the power of the ANOVA test is of 81,81% for the test on the consumers defending the 

brand.  

 

The assumption of homogeneity of the variances is verified for both variables in both categories 

of not defending and defending the brand.  
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None is significant at the level of error of 5%. We stop here.  

H5.2: The explanation type over CR  

We will make also first an independent sample T test. The power of the test is the same as in 

H5.1.  
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For Findus, the means about the recommendation enthousiasm are significant at the level of error of 5%. For Apple the means about the 

recommendation enthousiasm, and the reverse coded recommendion to friends not to buy are significant are significantly different. For 

Volkswagen, it is the mean for the recommation of the brand which is significant.  
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The recommendation We will now make an ANOVA to check the differences between the 

brands based on a split of the consumers defending and not defending. The power of the test is 

the same as in H5.1.  
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The hypothese of the homogeneity of the variances is verified for each item.  
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Only Recommend 2 is significant at a level of error of 5% about one or more difference of mean 

inside their groups, for consumers defending and not defending the brands.  
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About the recommendation enthousiasm, the brand Findus and Apple, and Findus and 

Volkswagen, have significantly their means different at a level of error of 5% for both 

consumers who had been seen as defending the brand, and for the ones have been seen as not 

defending it.  

 

 
 

While the mean of enthousiasm in the recommendation is lower for Findus in comparison to 

the ones of Apple and Volkswagen in both groups.  
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H6.1: Brand trust as a moderator of PI 

We have made first a mean with the two factors of the PI.  

 

The means appear too similar to intent any test to see if they are significantly different per 

brand. We start then the moderation tests, using the binary variable of the consumer defence, 

with the first item remaining from brand trust after the factorial analysis: Credibility1: 

Confidence in product quality.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%, as well as the effect of ‘Credibility 1’ on 

the variable Y which is the PI. The interaction is not significant as p-value of 0.5317 > 0.05.  

We test then the second item of the brand trust: Credibility2: Product brand purchase guarantee.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%, as well as the effect of ‘Credibility 2’ on 

the variable Y which is the PI. The interaction is not significant as p-value of 0.9416 > 0.05.  

We test then the third item of the brand trust: Integrity1: Sincerity of the brand.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%, as well as the effect of the ‘Sincerity’ on 

the variable Y which is the PI. The interaction is not significant as p-value of 0.9686 > 0.05.  

We test then the fourth item of the brand trust: Integrity2: Honesty of the brand.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%, as well as the effect of the ‘Honesty’ on the 

variable Y which is the PI. The interaction is not significant as p-value of 0.2002 > 0.05.  

We test then the fifth item of the brand trust: Commitment: Small sacrifices to continue using 

the brand.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%, as well as the effect of the ‘Commitement’ 

on the variable Y which is the PI. The interaction is not significant as p-value of 0.7367 > 0.05.  

Even though any level of interaction was analysed, we could see the direct effect of the brand 

trust items on the dependent variable PI. We will then make a mean with the items and test a 

model of regression.  
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The correlation effect is significant at the error level of 5%. We make then a linear regression 

of the factor of brand trust on the PI. We start by checking the underlying assumptions. 

 

The residuals are globally following a normal distribution of mean equal to 0. 
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This second graph supports also the assumption of normal distribution. The data are close to 

the Henry line. 

 

We can verify that the residuals are randomly distributed. We can verify there is no problem of 

heteroscedasticity, as globally the residuals are not more distant from 0 in one side of the X 
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domain than the other. Also, 95% of the data are comprised between 2 and -2, which confirms 

the normality assumption. 

The three graphs are so reassuring about the underlying assumptions for a residual model. 

 

35,2% of the variability of the PI mean variable is explained by the model. 

 

The p-value associated to the F test is < 0.05. It means our model is significant at the level of 

error of 5% in our population, and that the prediction of the PI is better than without the 

information of the brand trust.  
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The p-value is < 0.05 for brand trsut which means the slope is significantly different from 0 in 

our population. Our constant is significant too, which means it is not passing by 0 significantly. 

Y = 1.348 + 0.669*X 

We can affirm that the relationship is positive. 

 

 

H6.2: Brand trust as a moderator of CR 

We will test one per one the items of brand trust on the mean of CR with the independent 

variable of having given explanations tending to defend the brand or not.  

We will start by testing the first item of brand turst: Credibility1: Confidence in product quality.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%. The effect of the item Credibility 1 over the 

dependent variable is significant at the level of error of 5% as 0.0000 < 0.05. Though the 

interaction effect is not significant. We test then the second item: Credibility2: Product brand 

purchase guarantee.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%. The effect of the item Credibility 2 over the 

dependent variable is significant at the level of error of 5% as 0.0000 < 0.05. Though the 

interaction effect is not significant. We test then the third item: Integrity1: Sincerity of the 

brand.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%. The effect of the item ‘Sincerity’ over the 

dependent variable is not significant at the level of error of 5% as 0.0617 < 0.05. Though the 

interaction effect is not significant. We test then the fourth item of the brand trust: Integrity2: 

Honesty of the brand.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%. The effect of the item ‘Honesty’ over the 

dependent variable is significant at the level of error of 5% as 0.0010 < 0.05. Though the 

interaction effect is not significant. We test then the fifth item: Commitment: Small sacrifices 

to continue using the brand.  
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The model is significant at the level of error of 5%. The effect of the item ‘Commitment’ over 

the dependent variable is significant at the level of error of 5% as 0.0000 < 0.05. Though the 

interaction effect is not significant.  

As all the items had a significant relation with the dependent variable, we will compute a mean 

for brand trust based on the result of each item per individual in a way to test the direct effect. 

Let us have a look first at the box plot of the brand trust mean per individual.  
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The means do not appear different from one brand to another. We go directly to the regression 

analysis.  

 

The correlation effect is significant at the level of error of 5%.  
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The residuals are globally following a normal distribution of mean equal to 0. 

 



 239. 

This second graph supports also the assumption of normal distribution. The data are close to 

the Henry line. 

 

We can verify that the residuals are randomly distributed. We can verify there is no problem of 

heteroscedasticity, as globally the residuals are not more distant from 0 in one side of the X 

domain than the other. Also, 95% of the data are comprised between 2 and -2, which confirms 

the normality assumption. 

The three graphs are so reassuring about the underlying assumptions for a residual model. We 

can then analyse the results of the test.  
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46,8% of the variability of the CR variable is explained by the model.  

 

The p-value associated to the F test is < 0.05. It means our model is significant at the level of 

error of 5% in our population, and that the prediction of the explanation type is better than 

without the information of the fact of being trusting the brand. 

 

The p-value is < 0.05 for the factor of trusting the brand, which means the slope is significantly 

different from 0 in our population. The constant is significant as well at the level of error of 

5%, which means it is significantly not passing by 0. 

Y = 1.796 + 0.545*X 

We can affirm that the relationship is positive. 
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H7.1: Direct effect of brand trust on brand love 

 

The correlation effect is significant at the level of error of 5%.  
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The residuals are globally following a normal distribution of mean equal to 0. 

 

This second graph supports also the assumption of normal distribution. The data are close to 

the Henry line. 
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We can verify that the residuals are randomly distributed. We can verify there is no problem of 

heteroscedasticity, as globally the residuals are not more distant from 0 in one side of the X 

domain than the other. Also, 95% of the data are comprised between 2 and -2, which confirms 

the normality assumption. 

The three graphs are so reassuring about the underlying assumptions for a residual model. We 

can then analyse the results of the test.  
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17% of the variability of the Brand love variable is explained by the model.  

 

The p-value associated to the F test is < 0.05. It means our model is significant at the level of 

error of 5% in our population, and that the prediction of brand love is better than without the 

information of the fact of trusting the brand. 

 

The p-value is < 0.05 for the factor of trusting the brand, which means the slope is significantly 

different from 0 in our population. The constant is significant as well at the level of error of 

5%, which means it is significantly not passing by 0. 

Y = 1.681 + 0.388*X 

We can affirm that the relationship is positive. 
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H7.2: Direct effect of brand love on brand trust 

We will test the two factors of brand love separately, instead of the total mean of the remaining 

items after the factorial analysis, to have more detailed information about the effect.  
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The residuals are globally following a normal distribution of mean equal to 0. 

 



 247. 

This second graph supports also the assumption of normal distribution. The data are close to 

the Henry line.  

 

We can verify that the residuals are randomly distributed. We can verify there is no problem of 

heteroscedasticity, as globally the residuals are not more distant from 0 in one side of the X 

domain than the other. Also, 95% of the data are comprised between 2 and -2, which confirms 

the normality assumption. 

The three graphs are so reassuring about the underlying assumptions for a residual model. We 

can then analyse the results of the test.  

 



 248. 

 

19.5% of the variability of the Brand trust variable is explained by the model.  

 

The p-value associated to the F test is < 0.05. It means our model is significant at the level of 

error of 5% in our population, and that the prediction of brand trust is better than without the 

information of the factors about loving the brand. 

 

The p-value is < 0.05 for the factor of trusting the brand, which means the slope is significantly 

different from 0 in our population. The constant is significant as well at the level of error of 

5%, which means it is significantly not passing by 0. 

Y = 1.875 + 0.411*X1 

We can affirm that the relationship is positive.  



 249. 

As the factor 2 of brand love: accompaniement is far from being significant with a p-value of 

0.730 > 0.05, we then launch again the regression model without it.  

 

The residuals are globally following a normal distribution of mean equal to 0. 



 250. 

 

This second graph supports also the assumption of normal distribution. The data are close to 

the Henry line.  

 



 251. 

We can verify that the residuals are randomly distributed. We can verify there is no problem of 

heteroscedasticity, as globally the residuals are not more distant from 0 in one side of the X 

domain than the other. Also, 95% of the data are comprised between 2 and -2, which confirms 

the normality assumption. 

The three graphs are so reassuring about the underlying assumptions for a residual model. We 

can then analyse the results of the test.  

 

19.5% of the variability of the Brand trust variable is explained by the model, which is as much 

as the previous model with the two factors of brand love.  

 



 252. 

The p-value associated to the F test is < 0.05. It means our model is significant at the level of 

error of 5% in our population, and that the prediction of brand trust is better than without the 

information of the factor of emotion of the brand love. 

 

The p-value is < 0.05 for the factor of trusting the brand, which means the slope is significantly 

different from 0 in our population. The constant is significant as well at the level of error of 

5%, which means it is significantly not passing by 0. 

Y = 1.910 + 0.430*X 

We can affirm that the relationship is positive.  

 



 253. 

Effect of brand trust on the brand defence 

 

 

22.1% of the variability of the Brand defence variable is explained by the model.  



 254. 

 

 

We can assert a positive relationship at the level of error of 1% with the equation: Y = 0.810 + 

0.469*X  

 

 


